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Arnside & Silverdale AONB PC Supports

Cockermouth Town Council PC
Cockermouth Town Council has no further comment to make

Fuller Peiser (for BAE)
Wish to rely on original representations to the plan, submitted in July 2003.

Northumberland National Park Authority
No comments to make. Keep informed

Environment Agency PC

Kirklinton Middle Parish Council PC Supports
No further comments - support the proposed changes to the whole document

Rural Enterprise Centre PC

Policies on the diversification of the rural economy make direct reference to "appropriate" uses and "appropriate” design and scale. Questions over what is appropriate

Record Number:

Record Number:

Record Number:

Record Number:

Record Number:

Record Number:

Record Number:

and who decides what is appropriate. The term should be deleted from the text or defined more explicitly so it is not open to contradictory interpretations.
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Consultee Comments

Health and Safety Executive Record Number: 2592

HSE suggests paragraphs which may be included in the Structure Plan which ensure that land sue policies and the procedures for implementing them, take account of
the need, in the long term, to maintain appropriate distances between hazardous substances

Maryport Town Council PC Supports Record Number: 2286

Rural Enterprise Centre Record Number: 2262

Main concern is the emphasis on urban rather than rural regeneration. Rural issues are critically important in the region, so the rural dimension in planning strategies
should be properly balanced with urban issues. Plan should reflect a full understanding of rural issues and problems. Policies should provide guidance on innovation
and change in the countryside.

Country & Business Landowners Association Record Number. 2264

Support many of the changes, but do not feel it is worth commenting on the plan as it is not clear how these comments will be used by the two authorities at the EIP.
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2841 Environment Agency Record Number: 2600

Flood Risk Assessment We acknowledge that the majority of this definition has been taken from Appendix 'F' of PPG 25. However we believe it could be clarified
further by adding the following sentences at the beginning: A Flood Risk Assessment is a site-based investigation that is undertaken by a developer and submitted to
the local planning authority with a planning application. It can be of ...Also we suggest that the final sentence be revised to read: Appendix 'F' of PPG 25 (Development
& Flood Risk) provides guidance on the content of a Flood Risk Assessment but detailed requirements for a specific site can be obtained from the Environment Agency.
Indicative Floodplain Map The definition needs to be revised to make clear that indicative floodplain maps show only the approximate extent of floods with a 1% annual
probability of occurrence for rivers and 0.5% annual probability of occurrence for coastal areas. The definition should also make clear that the maps take no account of
existing defences. Therefore we recommend the definition be changed to read as follows: A floodplain is the natural 'overspill' area where a river rises above its banks
or when high tides or stormy seas cause flooding of low-lying coastal areas. The indicative floodplain map shows the approximate extent of floods with a 1% annual
probability of occurrence for rivers and 0.5% annual probability of occurrence for coastal areas. The map takes no account of existing defences. River floodplains are
coloured blue and coastal floodplains are coloured green. Some areas are at risk of flooding from rivers and the sea in which case the colour of the flooding with the
greatest extent will be shown. Indicative floodplain maps have now been replaced by Flood Zone Maps copies of which have been issued to local planning authorities.
Because the above definition refers to Flood Zone Maps we recommend that an additional definition is included in the Glossary as follows: Flood Zone Maps The
introduction of PPG25 and increasing pressure from Government to provide Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) with quality-assured flood risk data, has resulted in the
Agency's production and provision of Flood Zones Maps for England and Wales. Flood Zones Maps are a consultation tool and will provide LPAs with the Zones as
defined in Table 1 of PPG 25. The Agency is changing the way it engages with the Town and Country Planning system by introducing Standing Advice on Development
and Flood Risk to Local Planning Authorities for the determination of low risk planning applications. Flood Zones Maps will underpin this Standing Advice and will be
used in accordance with planning policy guidance in applying a sequential approach to applications, the issuing of Standing Advice and identifying the need for flood risk
assessments. Flood Zones Maps have been created by using broad scale mapping and modelling techniques and represent and represent a major step forward in
delivering a nationally consistent mapped picture. Flood Zones Maps will also form the base layers of the new Flood Map, which is due to replace the Indicative
Floodplain Map on the Internet in September 2004. On the Flood Zone Map, Zone 3 is shown as dark blue shading, Zone 2 is shown as light blue shading and Zone 1 is
not shaded as it is the whole area categorised as having little to no risk. The maps take no account of existing defences. Because Flood Zones Maps are for planning
purposes only, the zones are presented as one combined (rivers and coastal) outline. It is important to note that in order to meet planning requirements, Flood Zones
present the convergence of the 0.1% rivers outline and the 0.1% tidal outline as one continuous outline.Also because the Agency's response to this consultation also
refers to Flood Maps and Catchment Flood Management Plans we recommend the following definitions are included: Flood Maps In October 2004 the Environment
Agency will be publishing its new Flood Map on the internet. This will be a multi-layered product providing information on: Flood ZonesFlood Defences (initially as a
minimum those constructed during the last five years and with a standard of protection equal to or better than 1% for rivers and 0.5% from the sea. Some additional
defences will also be shown.) Areas benefiting from the above defences in a 1% fluvial and 0.5% tidal flood National Flood Risk Assessment 2004, showing the
probability of flooding for a range of events, taking account of the presence of flood defences and their condition.The first three layers of the Flood Map will also be sent
to local planning authorities on CD this autumn and will include the first update of Flood Zones. Further updates to the Flood Map will be sent at 3 monthly intervals.
Although the other layers of information on Flood Map will be useful to feed into Strategic Flood Risk Assessments and for community awareness of flooding issues,
only the Flood Zones and their updates should be used as planning constraint maps. Catchment Flood Management Plans Catchment Flood Management Plans
(CFMPs) provide a strategic planning framework for the integrated management of flood risk to people and the built and natural environment. CFMPs are a planning
tool through which the Environment Agency will work with other key decision makers to identify long-term sustainable policies to manage flood risk throughout a
particular catchment. Reference to Catchment Flood Management Plans is made in paragraph 48 of PPG 25 under the heading of 'Development Plans'. Finally as
Policy ST3 and paragraph 2.7(iii) refer to Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) we believe it would be helpful if the Glossary contained an explanation of SUDS. The
following explanation is offered: Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS), also called Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems. SUDS are a sequence of management
practices and control structures designed to drain surface water in a more sustainable way than some conventional systems. They include pervious surfaces,
soakaways, filter drains and strips, swales, basins, ponds and wetlands. Benefits include the control of surface water at or very near to its source to protect
watercourses and sewers from hydraulic overload and the consequences of flooding; improving water quality by the removal of pollutants; reducing the demand for
potable water either by rainfall harvesting and/or recharging groundwater, and improving amenity through the provision of public open space and the creation of wildlife
habitats.
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2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE Record Number: 2601

FLD considers that the Proposed Changes still fail to embody the approach taken in RPG13, which refers back to the Core Development Principles and the Spatial
Development Framework through out the document and within the individual Policies themselves. The RPG13 Policies are constantly being cross-referenced back to
the Core Development Principles and the Spatial Development Framework, which gives the document a high degree of robustness, and ensures that sustainable
development remains at the heart of all decision making, rather than being obliquely referred to when the situation warrants it to support a planning decision. Likewise
we see that the use of landscape character as a planning tool is essential to the process of determining the scale, type and location of new development. For this
reason we consider that Policy E37 must be a constant theme to be referred to throughout the document. It should not be tacked on as a side issue, but should lie at
the heart of planning decisions and the core Sustainable Spatial Strategy to be followed through to the whole Plan. FLD does not consider the issue is new. Other Local
Planning Authorities across the UK are embracing landscape character assessment as a central tool to inform the location of new development. For example, High
Peak Borough Council’s project “From Special landscape to Landscape Character” will explore how best to use their recently completed Derbyshire Landscape
Character Assessment in the creation of their Local Development Framework and associated planning policy and guidance. Much of the Borough is currently
designated as a Special Landscape Area and one objective of the project is to seek the best way of setting robust planning policies that take account of the character of
all landscapes and guide sustainable development. West Susses County Council will be exploring how landscape character and local distinctiveness studies can be
used to inform planning policies and guidance. Three District within the County are starting to prepare their Local Development Frameworks, so that there should be
opportunities to develop ideas both in terms of informing core strategies and policies as well as a Supplementary Planning Document. Shrewsbury and Atcham Borough
Council have undertake the first phase of a sensitivity and capacity study which will help in the setting of local planning policy for new development. The second phase
is intended to take the survey further and develop appropriate criteria-based policies (source: The Countryside Character Network Newsletter Issue 15 — Summer 2004).
FLD considers that spatial development frameworks must be integral with landscape character assessments. We note that the Countryside agency is promoting
landscape character assessments as a means to inform community strategies. The County Council’s response to our objection is therefore considered weak and not
supportable given the evidence of the practice embodied in RPG13 and elsewhere in the UK in this regard.

2201 House Builders Federation Record Number: 2602

The HBF feel there needs to be more within the Structure Plan regarding local needs/housing needs and housing market assessments. Emphasis should be made of
the importance for local plans to have an understanding of their housing markets and housing needs, and to regularly monitor and update their assessments in order to
ensure the right type of affordable housing is delivered to the right sorts of people in need. We consider it would be useful to include the Structure Plan general
definitions of housing need and affordable housing, however we understand that these definitions may alter within different local authorities. In terms of consistency, we
think it is important to establish guidelines within the Structure Plan, but allow flexibility within Local Plans, as long as the individual local plans can define what they
mean by local needs; affordable housing etc, which are in accordance with their individual housing needs and housing market assessments. The recent research and
findings from the Impact Housing/Housing Corporation work (Housing Markets - Preparing for Change) is a good starting point on which to base future assessments of
housing markets and housing need.

2222 Country Guardians Record Number: 2603

There is much in the plan which gives protection to many, many beautiful areas and places in our country, and that is as it should be, but it is essential in a county such
as Cumbria that the entire county should be protected for it is unique. It is a compact little gem of outsanding natural beauty in its entirety and should not, therefore, be
despoiled for financial benefit. The county is known and loved worldwide and if the beauty is destroyed by today's decisions there will be no tomorrow for this county, for
once despoiled there wil be no recovery, and from that point onwards the fantastically beautiful fells and valleys will be covered by ugly developments only profitable to
the developers. In this context | would place the proliferation of wind turbines on our fells. All the commerce which once we had in this area is now gone, the fishing,
coal, steel, shipping, farming industries. Shoe factories, sock factories, insurance offices, and the nuclear industry (which employs several thousand people on the
western side of the county), and many smaller businesses. Tourism, and controlled touriam at that, is all we have left. To destroy that will be a sure way to destroy the
quality of life of all who live in this county, and from where then will come the money necessary for the running of Cumbria? Further, you cannot allow such vital
decisions to be decided by unknown and unproven facts as are given by the development companies in the wind turbine business for their own gain, and who give no
thought whatsoever to the local inhabitants of Cumbria who pay the rates and do the voting. You surely have within your own plans and hands the power to protect us
from such a catastrophe. It all depends on you.
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2826 Eden Housing Association Record Number: 2604

The policies, on the whole, appear supportive of affordable housing delivery and recognise the link to economic sustainability and growth. They are, however,
particularly for rural Cumbria, severly constrained by regional planning guidance and PPG3 and | would support any joint County-NPA representations for revision e.g. to
continue to allow exceptions for affordable housing in rural areas outside of the targets. Policies should refer to the priorities and needs outlined in the Cumbria sub
regional housing strategy. This could be achieved in practical terms by establishing a planning body equivalent to the Cumbria sub regional housing group, which
consists of officers and members from all of the main RSLs. This would allow more productive joint working at a county strategic level and help to influence regional
policies.

2844 Cumbria Tourist Board Record Number: 2605

CTB is pleased to see that parts of the plan have been modified to reflect concerns expressed at the deposit stage. Nevertheless outstanding issues and differences
remain which the Board consider will need to be addressed at the forthcoming EiP. Since the publication of the Deposit Structure Plan a number of Community
Strategies have been prepared and published in different parts of the country. These are required under the Local Government Act 2000 to ensure that all appropriate
agencies work together to improve the quality of life in each area. It is a clear expectation of the Act that these documents will be prepared in collaboration with local
communities and that they will influence the land-use planning framework for the area. As such these should be a significant consideration in finalising the Policy
Guidance in the emerging Structure Plan. Whilst the level of attention devoted to tourism policies differs from one part of the country to another the South Lakeland
Community Strategy in particular recognises the major importance of this sector to the area's economy.

Proposed Changess Page 5 September 2004



CnsltID
2294

3534

1614

2792

3345

2844

Consultee Comments

National Farmers Union PC Record Number: 2495
Whilst supporting the need for promoting sustainability in new development, this policy should recognise that not all development will be on a scale that requires
transport, environmental and other impact assessments. Guidance should be provided indicating when such assessments are required.

South Lakeland Local Strategic Partnership Record Number: 2597

add economic after transport, environmental.

Federation of Cumbria Amenity Societies PC Supports Record Number: 2400
Fully support the addition. They emphasise crucial importance of all development satisfying development criteria. Make JSP more compatible with RPG

Countryside Agency PC Record Number: 2195

Concerned that the plan does not address how conflicts between the various objectives may be addressed. Policy refers to mitigation in line with RPG13 but omits
reference that development should enhance the quality of life and not result in a net loss of any of the key benefits and services. The policy goes some way towards
this, but more guidance is needed.

The National Trust PC Record Number: 2309

Object - The National Trust agrees that it is important to consider all the impacts arising from new development. However, rather than an approach that sets benefits in
one area against costs in another, an integrated approach should be pursued in accordance with Action for Sustainability that aims to ensure improvements in all areas.

Cumbria Tourist Board PC Supports Record Number: 2580

Whilst the introduction of this policy is generally to be welcomed it is important that the scale of assessment and impact of works required to accompany an application
is commensurate with the likely development and investment. The potential costs of additional feasibility studies and environmental assessments could for example
become a real deterrent to farmers who are looking to diversify their business. There have been a good number of examples in recent years of the local highway
authority requesting unnecessarily detailed transport assessments for modest development proposals.

Paragraph: 2.7

2841

Environment Agency PC Supports Record Number: 2446
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2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2480

FLD considers that criteria i. would benefit from having a reference made in the text to the National Land-Use Database (NLUD) and District Council’s up-to-date Urban
Housing Capacity Studies (UHCS) as a means to inform the detailed boundaries of settlements. It would be a nonsense if an LPA should draw a settlement the
boundary so as to limit future development opportunities that may arise out of windfalls, despite a proven need for certain forms of developments, and the location of the
proposed development satisfies all the other sustainability criteria. erely introducing the word "accessibility” in criteria ii, explains nothing about transport priorities (the
subsequent text merely refers to a range of modes) and indeed makes interpretation of subsequent policies and statements more difficult as the terminology in the Plan
is not consistent. For example it gives the impression of being less strong than the “high level of accessibility” required by Policy ST5, criterion 3. As the key text
reference to strategic transport policy, the interpretation of which should apply to all subsequent transport references, the intention needs to be much more clearly
expressed.

2867 Barrow Borough Council PC Record Number: 2339

The council are concerned that local authorities are required to define the boundaries of key service centres within Local Plans, as this approach has previously been
resisted. The council are particularly concerned that, where greenfield development sites may be necessary, the key service centre boundaries should be drawn to
include such areas within the settlement. This is likely to result in areas that are currently considered open countryside and /or are allocated as green wedge within the
Local Plan being identified as potential development sites. It is considered that the identification of such sites will detract from the emphasis placed upon the
development of previously developed land and buildings, especially those that, although not identified at the moment, may become available during the plan period.

2867 Barrow Borough Council PC Record Number: 2340

The plan requires that a ‘Flood Risk Assessment’ be submitted for every application for development, unless the Environment Agency’s Indicative Floodplain and Flood
Zones Maps indicate that there is little or no risk, although this is not noted within the criteria of Policy ST3. The council considers the broadbrush approach taken within
paragraph 2.7 iii inappropriate and likely to place an unnecessary burden on applicants.

2792 Countryside Agency PC Supports Record Number: 2199
Supports sub section x. Welcome the improvements which allow new developments in areas of infrastructure deficit as it can unlock potential and avoid fossilising rural
areas. Withdraw previous objection, page 4 paragraph f.

2841 Environment Agency PC Record Number: 2449

SUPPORT FOR PROPOSED CHANGES BUT although reference is made to sewage treatment facilities, no reference is made to the need for non-mains sewerage
proposals to be in accordance with Circular 3/99. This issue was raised in our objections to the Deposit Plan and hence we maintain our original objection

2962 Council for National Parks PC Supports Record Number: 2370
Supports the addition of ref 'and to the capacity of the landscape to accommodate new development' as this is an important consideration when considering new
development

2841 Environment Agency PC Supports Record Number: 2447
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English Nature PC Record Number: 2148

Welcome the new text in sub section v, but feel it does not fully take on board the nature conservation issues within the sustainable development principle in RPG13
ERS5 on biodiversity and nature conservation.

Environment Agency PC Supports Record Number: 2445

GENERAL SUPPORT FOR PROPOSED CHANGES BUT:with reference to the 6th sentence of principle (iii), for clarity and to be in accordance with Table 1 of PPG 25,
we recommend that the words (Flood Zone 1) are inserted in brackets immediately following the words 'little or no risk'.Also in the 10th sentence of principle (iii), we
recommended that the word 'controlled' be inserted in place of the words 'returned to the water table'. This change is necessary because on brownfield sites there may
be residual contamination and it may not always be desirable to allow surface water to percolate into the ground. In such cases surface water balancing ponds
incorporating an impermeable liner may be the best option.

Countryside Agency PC Record Number: 2198

Regarding sub section i, welcome the emphasis on minimising the take up of greenfield land in tandem with the recognition that some greenfield developments may be
necessary. Plan needs to provide more detail as to when greenfield development is likely to be acceptable in practice.

Countryside Agency PC Record Number: 2196

Paragraph v suggests local plans should set out in detail how value of assets and the effect of development will be assessed. However, social and economic assets are
not referred to. Felt that the approach of considering all assets needs to be more central to the policy. Agency also feels it is unsatisfactory to leave this kind of
guidance to local plans. Agency recognises this is a complex area, and could possibly best be addressed in supplementary guidance rather than in poloicy ST2.

English Nature PC Record Number: 2147

Current layout of supporting text is confusing, with no consistency of approach regarding cross-referencing or selection of isues. Issues should be grouped to reflect a
consistent rationale, with bullet points to avoid hierarchical presumptions. Point 5 should be split into seperate issues for landscape, nature conservation and the built
and historic environment. Do not feel previously raised issue of brownfield vs greenfield has been addressed, as it does not include the full context of annex C of
PPG13.

Environment Agency PC Supports Record Number: 2448

GENERAL SUPPORT FOR PROPOSED CHANGES BUT:Two minor changes are recommended to the 2nd and 3rd sentences of principle (ix) to clarify the reference to
abstraction as follows:Recommended changes to 2nd sentence: Similarly the potential for development to reduce the quantity of existing water resources by creating a
need for increased abstraction must be averted. Recommended changes to 3rd sentence:To sustain water resources new development should be designed to include
Sustainable Drainage Systems (criterion 3) which help replenish water reserves, and water saving devices (criterion 8) which minimise the need for further abstraction.

Cumbria Tourist Board PC Supports Record Number: 2581

2.7x Similar comments apply to those for ST2 above. The scale of any levy on developers to meet wider infrastructure and environment costs (e.g. highway
improvements) must be commensurate with the proposed level of investment; otherwise there is a real danger of investment to construct new facilities and upgrade the
quality of Cumbria's tourism product not going ahead. Again there are a growing number of situations in which the requirements for developers to upgrade the highway
or utilities network in conjunction with a new development is proving prohibitive. As a result the scheme is not viable.
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Environment Agency PC Supports Record Number: 2444
South Lakeland District Council PC Record Number: 2045

The text in paragraph 2.7x should be re-ordered. The necessity of early discussion with planning authorities, regulatory authorities and service providers should be
given more emphasis by moving this point to the beginning of the paragraph.

Paragraph: 2.8 - No responses given to this paragraph.

Policy:
2867

2294

2396

1357

2729

ST3

Barrow Borough Council PC Supports Record Number: 2338

Replacing of the word ‘using’ with ‘promote’ in respect of energy efficient designs and the use of recyclable materials and renewable energy technology and reference to
ST5, 6 and ST3 takes account of the councils concerns in relation to energy efficient designs, materials and technology and the omission of the issue of sustainable
locations.

National Farmers Union PC Supports Record Number: 2494

The principle of protecting air and water resources is welcomed. All too often, new developments add a burden to sewage treatment facilities and create water pollution
as a direct result. Adequate assessments should be made to ensure that capacity meets the demand generated.

Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2479

FLD considers that the policy still does not seek to reduce the need to travel through the site sequential approach to new development. The strategic approach taken by
the County Council is to seek development sites that are or will be accessible by public transport, walking or cycling, which is quite different from trying to encourage a
modal shift away from the need to travel by locating new development that is principally accessible by public transport, walking, or cycling. The effect is that new
development in unsustainable locations would persist in Cumbria because they are or would be accessible principally by the car. However, given the Government’s
responsibility towards enabling sustainable development as set out in paragraph 4 in PPG13 (March 2001), the third objective aiming to reduce the need to travel,
especially by car would not be implemented by this JSP strategy.FLD considers that the emphasis in the JSP to achieve a modal shift towards alternatives other than
the car and the need to reduce car travel must be made explicit in Policy ST3. In this regard, the Policy should reflect the wording in paragraphs 3, 19 and 40 in PPG13
(March 2001) and lkewise paragraph 40 relates to rural areas

Carlisle City Council PC Record Number: 2098

Emphasis of the policy is clearer relating to all development. Cross reference to ST5 and ST6 sould address the concerns raised at the earlier objection, but further
clarification needed. This could be satisfied by criterion iv and in conjunction with paragraph 2.24.

Barton Willmore Planning Partnership PC Record Number: 2065

Futher clarification needed to distinguish between rural towns and villages that are local service centres and settlements that fall within open countryside. Support
addition to bullet point i. in that boundaries should be drawn to include greenfield sites within the settlement. Sub section 3 should only require sustainable drainage
systems where this is technically and realistically viable. Sub section 10 should be amended with the insertion of "and between" following "easy discussion with."
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Consultee Comments
Environment Agency PC Supports Record Number: 2450
Countryside Agency PC Record Number: 2197

In reference to the sequential approach to the location of development, the plan should provide more detailed guidance on how this approach will be applied in practice.
Important that development that would otherwise provide sustainable benefits to rural areas is not ruled out by the sequential test. With regard to accessibility to public

transport, the original wording was prefered. proposed changes imply a need for commitment to improving accessibility before development can be allowed, whereas in
rural areas improvements may occur gradually.

English Nature PC Record Number: 2149

Welcome the underlying principles of in supporting text 2.6, 2.7 (1, iii, v, vi, vii, viii, ix, x). Concern is that they do not collectively with ST3 provide a consistency for the
assessment of location of development.

The National Trust PC Record Number: 2310

Whilst the Trusts supports the changes that make it clearer that the approach set out in Policy ST3 underpins the whole Plan, its more detailed concerns relating to
settings (para 5), waste minimisation/recycling (para 8), soils, tranquillity and light pollution (para 9) remain. In respect of soils attention is drawn to the Soil Action Plan
published by DEFRA in May 2004.This is also an area where specific reference to issues relating to climate change should be raised.

North West Regional Assembly PC Supports Record Number: 2415

We SUPPORT the changes to this policy, in particular: Part 4: the use of agricultural land of poorer quality for development in preference to the best and most versatile
agricultural land. Part 7: the promotion of a safe and secure environment Part 9: avoiding reductions in the quality and quantity of groundwater an surface waters

Federation of Cumbria Amenity Societies PC Supports Record Number: 2401

The emphasis on promoting the concept of sustainability and how it should be implemented which is set out in ST3 is fully supported

North West Regional Assembly PC Record Number: 2416

We support the clarification — provided by the table in the policy - of the proposed spatial policy role of individual key service centres. However, we OBJECT to the
continued omission of any settlements within the Lake District National Park from designation as Key Service Centres. Limited development in towns and villages in the
National Park would meet the criteria of RPG policy SD3, which requires key service centres to support a range of services, but rather than specifically requiring
development in key service centres, advises on the appropriate scale, nature and role of such development “Development in key service centres should complement
existing settlement character and should be of an appropriate scale and nature to accommodate or fulfil the needs of local communities for housing employment and
services, and to deliver an enhanced quality of rural life.” Certainly Keswick and Windermere/Bowness — and possibly Ambleside and Coniston — support a wide range
of services and are supported under the Countryside Agency’s Market Towns Initiative. We recognise the reasons for excluding the towns and villages in the National
Park - conservation being the primary one - but we believe that their very exclusion from key service centre status could substantially undermine the social and
economic health of the local communities and in turn the environment itself We suggest either a two-part policy, which could designate key service centres in the
National Park but place a lower minimum requirement on their development (housing and employment) or their designation under policy ST11. The designation of towns
and villages in the National Park as local service centres, under policy ST6, is not considered sufficient to reflect their role.
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1642 Friends of the Earth PC Record Number: 2220

Point 1 cannot apply to renewable energy schemes. PPS22 states that the use of land hierarchy which prefers brownfield land should not be used for renewable energy
schemes, and requires that policies are consistent.

1642 Friends of the Earth PC Record Number: 2221
The wording to point 8 should be strengthened to bring it in line with ER15 of RPG. It should be reworded as "use energy efficient design, recycled materials and
renewabl energy technology, or explain why this is impossible."

Paragraph: 2.9

2962 Council for National Parks PC Supports Record Number: 2371

Support for proposed change to para 2.9 which clarifies that upgrades to the elec distribution network required as a result of development will be dealt with as major
development. Also supports clarification in 2.9 that wind energy proposals over 25m would be treated as major development

3030 Government Office for the NorthWest PC Record Number: 2190

The phrasing "more national than local" does not provide clarity, so is contrary too PPG12 Annex A. The response in the schedule of comments that "more national
than local" would include regional matters, would only be adequate if it were reflected in the plan, which appears to lack such a clarification. Differently phrased
justification than "more national than local" is clearly needed.

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2481

FLD welcomes the addition to Paragraph 2.9. owever, FLD considers that the definition of ‘major development’ should include other forms of development not listed in
paragraph 2.9, such as large-scale leisure, employment, shopping, port, airfield and housing developments. These forms of development can be of national importance
[as recognised by the Town and Country Planning (Residential Development on Greenfield Land) (England) Direction 2000], and could have as much adverse
environmental effects as prisons, pipelines, oil or gas terminals, energy supply schemes, water supply schemes, major mineral workings or proposals from major new
waste disposal or management facilities. LD recommends that the paragraph should therefore be amended to reflect this point and be subject to Policy ST4.

Policy: ST4
1620 North West Development Agency PC Record Number: 2125

Object to the proposed changes that would make development of more than one wind turbine in the national park or AONB a "major development."Goes against PPG22
and Draft PPS22. The Regional Economic Strategy seeks to exploit growth potential of business sectors, the energy sector being an important one.

Paragraph: 2.11

2962 Council for National Parks PC Supports Record Number: 2372

Supports change to 2.11 that LPAs may require an independent review of an major developmnt proposal in addition to an EIA
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Paragraph: 2.13 - No responses given to this paragraph.

Policy: ST4

2844 Cumbria Tourist Board PC Supports Record Number: 2584

The changes to (now) paragraph 2.9 satisfy CTB's earlier concerns about how large wind farm developments will be dealt with.

1968 Allerdale Borough Council Record Number: 2253

Previous objection to this policy is withdrawn, as the number of proposals in Allerdale meeting the criteria is likely to be small.

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2482

FLD considers that the Policy fails to reflect the need to protect the setting of the Lake District National Park and AONBs. It is generally acknowledged that the boundary
of these designations do not necessarily reflect landscape character, but rather were drawn up based upon convenient Parish and District political boundaries. As a
consequence, the landscape character of land outside these designated landscapes most often flows evenly through to within the designated landscape. Development
proposals located on the edge of designated landscapes that would not normally be permitted within a designated landscape could therefore be detrimental to the
special qualities of that designated area arising out of adverse impacts upon landscape character and visual intrusion. For that reason, FLD believes that it is imperative
for the JSP policies to make sure that the settings of designated landscapes are protected from inappropriate development for sound planning reasons taking account
of landscape character and visual intrusion criteria.

1620 North West Development Agency Record Number: 2243

Unclear whether all criteria listed a to e should be met. Should be separated by "and" or "or".

1825 Eden District Council PC Record Number: 2408

ST9 has been renumbered as ST4 and there is no significant change. Council objection is reaffirmed

2734 English Heritage PC Supports Record Number: 2289

Paragraph: 2.15

2867 Barrow Borough Council PC Record Number: 2341

Para repeated
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South Lakeland District Council PC Record Number: 2046

Unnecessary repitition. "Elsewhere it requires more development needs to be met within towns identified by the Structure Plan as key service centres" repeated twice
in the same paragraph. One of these should be removed.

Paragraph: 2.16

3535

2962

British Waterways PC Record Number: 2505

Restoration of the Northern Reaches of the Lancaster Canal to Kendal appears to be broadly in line with the JSP's sustainable development strategy. However, some
development aspects unique to canal schemes will have locational requirements outside Kendal; in particular: specific engineering works or structures which the
restoration requires; provision of marinas/moorings and associated services; small scale development along the canal route to diversify the rural economy. It is
acknowledged (and supported) that the restoration of the Northern Reaches of the Lancaster Canal is listed in Schedlue 2 of the JSP as a Safeguarded Transport
Scheme. It is also recognised that the supporting text to Policy ST5 (para 2.16) does not preclude development outside key service centres. However, the supporting
text could usefully cite the Lancaster Canal restoration as an example of developments that may exceptionally be permitted outside key service centres.

Council for National Parks PC Supports Record Number: 2373

Supports the recognition in 2.16 that within the NP opps for new development are limited and that the emphasis is on sustaining and revitalising its rural communities

Paragraph: 2.17

2963

2792

DPP (Development Planning Partnership) PC Supports Record Number: 2472
Supportive of textual amendments to para 2.17 which highlights the potential for new development in key service centres such as Carlisle, Workington and Whitehaven

Countryside Agency PC Record Number: 2200

Acknowledge the explanation of key service centres in and out of the national park, however plan does not give towns within the park opportunity for development other
than on a small scale as local service centres. Question the basis for the different treatment for the national park - retaining sustainable settlement vibrancy is not
incompatible with environmental protection. Very good case for considering Keswick and Windermere to be key service centres, due to range of services they offer and
large rural catchment areas.

Paragraph: 2.18

2962

Council for National Parks PC Supports Record Number: 2374

Supports change to 2.18 which introduces ref to env capacity of towns when considering issues relating to key service centres.

Paragraph: 2.21
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2792 Countryside Agency PC Supports Record Number: 2201

Pleased to see the paragraph refers to the issue of the accessibility of key service centres to their hinterlands and car dependency in scattered rural settlements.

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2485

FLD considers that the last sentence to this paragraph is rather meaningless, as it offers no indication as to how the accessibility of rural settlements and the
predominance of the use of the private car would be addressed. Does this mean that the situation is a fate accompli to be ignored, or does the County expect that
alternatives to the car such as an expanded rural public transport system will be made available to rural communities. While FLD welcomes the explanation in the 1st
sentence of the travel advantages of key service centres (though the reference is to minimising journey lengths, not reducing the need to travel as stated in your
response), the remaining sentences are confusing as to their intent. Having acknowledged that concentrating development in key service centres will provide increased
opportunities to widen accessibility, it seems perverse to say that such centres will “need to remain accessible to their rural hinterlands”, as if that might not be the
case. And the final sentence, whilst acknowledging that car use in scattered rural areas will continue to be important, says that this will “be addressed”, as if to imply
that action will be taken against it. In our submissions on the Deposit Plan in relation to several policies and paragraphs, FLD has asked for recognition of the need to
reduce travel, including expression in particular of the need to reduce use of the private car and for development and services to be located close to where people live.
We also asked for a broader policy on sustainable transport to make the objective clear. The response was to agree the need and refer to new policy ST1, amended
policy ST3 and new paragraph 2.21 as meeting it. They do not meet the need.The rather imprecise transport criteria in the strategy policies leave too much scope for
debate. It could be argued, for example in relation to Policy ST5, that development in a location which results in more or longer car trips is acceptable provided the site
is accessible by public transport (assuming always that the requirement in Policy ST5, point 3, for “a high level of transport accessibility” means the same as the
intention of Policy ST3 of “Ensuring Accessibility” (ref. ST3 point 2 and Para.2.7ii)).The Plan needs to state clearly, in accordance with PPG 13, that: educing the need
to travel is a key objective, and Accessibility by public transport, walking and cycling will take priority over accessibility by car. FLD recommends the following solution.
ST3 point 2 Amend to read, “seek sites which give priority to access by public transport, cycling and walking , and that where possible reduce the need to travel”. Para.
2.7, point ii Rephrase as follows: “Ensuring a high level of accessibility (to bring into line with ST5): In selecting sites for development , reducing the need to travel, and
particularly travel by car, is a key objective. This means careful planning and design....etc” Para. 2.21 Delete the second sentence and amend the others as follows;
“Concentrating housing and employment in key service centres will help to reduce the need to travel, and where travel is necessary, to minimise journey lengths and
provide increased opportunities to improve the overall level and quality of alternative modes of transport to the car. However, as the scattered nature of settlements in
the rural hinterlands of Key Service Centres means that the private car is currently the only practical option for many journeys, with consequent social exclusion for
many, a variety of transport solutions will be required to ensure that Key Service Centres are accessible to all residents”.

1357 Carlisle City Council PC Supports Record Number: 2100

Support the recognition of the role that key service centres perform in relation to their rural hinterlands and the need for private car use in this context.

Policy: ST5
2845 South Lakeland District Council PC Record Number: 2047

Believes that the larger towns in the national park should be identified as key service centres. Insufficient evidence to suggest the national park should be exempt from
guidelines on key service centres, outlined in the RPG for the North West.
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2826 Eden Housing Association PC Supports Record Number: 2573

1. Aim of securing appropriate balance between urban and rural will be frustrated by national/regional guidance in order to sustain smaller rural settlements mixed
development on exception sites, outside of quota, must be permitted. 2. Smaller rural settements need new affordable housing to sustain local business, services,
shcools etc. 3. Policies should promote housing/workspace schemes in rural settlements to prevent 'exodus' of young workforce and reduce transport flow.

2838 English Nature PC Record Number: 2150

Object to the amendment that states "and reflect the development emphasis of policies ST7 - ST10." This implies a hierarchical approach to the application structure
plan policies despite the over-arching intent of policies ST1 - ST3. Maintain objection to ST5 unless ST1 - ST3 can be amended. Service centres include land
designated of international and/or national importance so it is essential that impact assessment and nature conservation policy should apply.

2293 North West Regional Assembly PC Supports Record Number: 2419
We support the additions to this paragraph to support the regional role identified for Carlisle in RPG policy SD3.

2293 North West Regional Assembly PC Record Number: 2418
New development, in itself, is not a criterion of RPG policy SD3 (see above).

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2483

Alongside our comments regarding the strategic approach in ST3, and our objections to the lack of emphasis given to the need to reduce travel, FLD considers that
Policy ST5 equally fails to give that adequate emphasis to this national policy requirement. Furthermore, FLD objects to the deletion of the wording in the first sentence
to Paragraph 2.19, which states: “where the opportunity to reduce travel is greatest.” ence FLD also objects to criteria 3. in Policy ST5 relating to the high level of
transport accessibility, as this would not necessarily help to reduce the need to travel, nor make developments sufficiently accessible to alternatives to the car such as
public transport, walking and cycling.
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Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2484

FLD also considers that the towns (Key Service Centres) identified for moderate development appropriate to the scale of the town must be supported by evidence of
‘need’. The criteria in Policy ST5 relates only to the ‘size and role of each service centre’, which fails to take account for ‘local needs’. Indeed, in order to be properly
compliant with PPG3 (March 2000) and RPG13 Policy SD3, for example, the needs of the local area should determine the scale of development in all Key Service
Centre locations identified in matrix table to Policy ST5. Only in that way can the Districts establish the correct level of development appropriate over the Plan periods.
Local needs surveys should not therefore exclusively apply to just Local Service Centres as recommended in Paragraph 2.22. FLD would therefore refer to the
requirements in Paragraphs 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 in PPG3 (March 2000) as setting the basis for Policy ST5 and the subsequent policies relating to housing
provision. Those needs identified in, for example, local housing needs surveys should then be fed back to the North West Regional Assembly (NWRA) for their annual
monitoring report so that they can revise the level of housing requirement for the County at any interim review stage [see paragraph 8 in PPG3 (March 2000)]. In theory
Plans should be up-dated frequently to ensure that identified needs are up-to-date, and that LPAs can ensure that sufficient land is made available to meet those local
needs without resulting in either an under- or over-provision. The Policy therefore prematurely pre-determines a level of development without any evidence to indicate as
to whether or not that is appropriate. So, for example, in Kirby Stephen, the Policy automatically makes the assumption that “moderate” development appropriate to the
scale of the town should take place, without any evidence of need to support that assertion. Currently, Eden District currently has a sufficient level of new housing land
to satisfy over 5-years supply, based on the annualised target set by JSP Policy H17 and RPG13 (taking account current permissions and those under construction).
There has been a recent planning permission granted for 60 new dwellings in the town on a greenfield site, which was granted on the basis of the Draft Deposit JSP
(May 2003) Policies ST2 and H14. However the permission was not based on the evidence of need as per required by PPG3 (March 2000) despite FLD’s objections
and those of the Parish and an original recommendation by the LPA’s Officers that it should be refused given the lack of justification in accordance with the principles of
PPG3 (March 2000). Hence, the policy is having an adverse effect upon the implementation of Government Policy being applied correctly. The same perverse situation
could be applied across the County to the detriment of the natural resources of the County and the sustainable principles outlined in Policy ST1. FLD supports the
additional text that refers to ‘environmental capacity’ (para 2.18), but recommends that the Policy and the subsequent text in Paragraphs 2.18-2.19 should address the
issue of ‘need’ as a key criteria/measurement to determine the level of new development required over a Plan period to accord with RPG13 Policy SD3 and PPG3
(March 2000).

Government Office for the NorthWest PC Record Number: 2189
Policy is now clearer and sharper, but still object to the exclusion of key service centres in the national park.

Barton Willmore Planning Partnership PC Record Number: 2066

Revision to policy ST5 is helpful in identifying the scale of development expected in different towns. However, paragraph 2.15 implies ST5 refers to settlements that fall
within RPG13 defninition, but in fact it has wider application. Concerned that Arnside is omitted from the list of key service centres.

Barrow Borough Council PC Record Number: 2342

The replacement of the list of key service centres with a chart that includes the level of development for each centre is an improvement. However, the deletion of the
specific reference to Carlisle and Barrow as key regional towns is of concern. This reference should be retained and the policy should not only identify Carlisle and
Barrow as key towns but should also acknowledge their regional importance, as locations were development should be concentrated. As it stands the policy does not
adequately reflect policy SD3 of Regional Planning Guidance and therefore conflicts with paragraph 2.15 of the Structure Plan supporting text.

Carlisle City Council PC Supports Record Number: 2099

The development emphasis and regeional references in the policy make this clearer in relation to the plan's development strategy.
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DPP (Development Planning Partnership) PC Record Number: 2471

Change does not include the wish to see ' an appropriate level of retail provision to meet the needs of residents' included as one of the numbered criteria of minimum
requirements in each key centre.

Federation of Cumbria Amenity Societies PC Supports Record Number: 2402

Althought we accept that it would be inappropriate to include settlements within the NP in policy ST5, it seems inconsistent not to have a policy which identifies how
development pressure in the larger towns like Ambleside and Keswick should be handled.

DPP (Development Planning Partnership) PC Record Number: 2470
Tesco still consider that national guidance does not make the distinction suggested in the policy between previously developed land and previously developed buildings

North West Regional Assembly PC Supports Record Number: 2417

We support the clarification of policy approach in relation to key service centres.

North West Development Agency PC Record Number: 2126

Revised policy an improvement on deposit draft. However think Ambleside, Windermere and Keswick should be identified as key service centres within the national
park. There is no explanation or rationale for settlements identified in the categories of "sustained development of large towns" and "moderate development appropriate
to scale of town." Cockermouth performs a higher order role than the other towns identified in its category. In the final paragraph refernece to avoiding over provision of
development in areas of high demand is unnecessary, and the sentence should finish at "supply of land". A large part of the supporting text at paragraph 2.15 is
duplicated.

Smiths Gore PC Supports Record Number: 2388

The wording of ST5 now does acknowledge the regional role of City of Carlisle and is supported

Kirkby Stephen Town Council PC Record Number: 2365

The policy seeks to ensure that LPAs manage the supply of land to ensure that a minimum requirement provision should be made in Kirkby Stephen for a supply of
housing over the whole plan period. The Town Council would wish to see the housing land provision identified for the whole of the plan period and not only that for the
first five years of the plan. However, this is contrary to the advice given in PPG3 which only requires Local Plans to identify land for housing for the first five years of the
plan. This section should be rewritten or agreed with the Districts in advance of the EIP.

Brampton Parish Council PC Supports Record Number: 2093

Supports the policy statement that development in Brampton should be moderate and appropriate to the scale of the town.
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Blawith and Subberthwaite Parish Council PC Record Number: 2304

By concentrating housing development in key service areas thoses employed in tourism helath and social care and other service jobs in the national Park are travelling
into the National Park so increasing journey lengths

The National Trust PC Record Number: 2311
It is noted that the text at the end of para 2.15 has been duplicated

Paragraph: 2.23 - No responses given to this paragraph.

Policy:
1642

2826

3535

2294

2149

ST6

Friends of the Earth PC Record Number: 2219

The change from "building" to "development" brings it into conflict with PPS22. It should be clearly stated that this policy cannot apply to renewable energy.

Eden Housing Association PC Supports Record Number: 2574

1. Aim of securing appropriate balance between urban and rural will be frustrated by national/regional guidance in order to sustain smaller rural settlements mixed
development on exception sites, outside of quota, must be permitted. 2. Smaller rural settements need new affordable housing to sustain local business, services,
shcools etc. 3. Policies should promote housing/workspace schemes in rural settlements to prevent 'exodus’ of young workforce and reduce transport flow.

British Waterways PC Record Number: 2504

Restoration of the Northern Reaches of the Lancaster Canal to Kendal appears to be broadly in line with the JSP's sustainable development policies. However, some
development aspects unique to canal schemes will have locational requirements outside Kendal. In particular: specific engineering works or structures which the
restoration requires; provision of marinas/moorings and associated services; small scale development along the canal route to diversify the rural economy. It is
recognised that the supporting text to Policy ST6 (para 2.23) acknowledges that some development may be argued as an exception to the locational emphasis on key
and local service centres and that it will be for the local plan to decide rural communities needs. However, in view of the unique development aspects of canal schemes,
the supporting text could usefully cite the Lancaster Canal restoration as an example of such an exception.

National Farmers Union PC Record Number: 2493

Whilst para 2.22 recognises the need for further development in rural areas, what is not recognised is through the reform of the Common Agricultural Policy some farms
will be looking to diversify out of agricultural production, through utilising their exsiting assets on farm. This policy (para 2.23) will constrain this type of activity in
"needing to sustain existing businesses". It may be that a development on-farm will provide the mechanism to exit from an unprofitable farm business, but remaining a
key part of the rural economy. This type of development in the countryside should not be viewed as an exception but as a way of regenerating rural areas.

Kirkbride Parish Council PC Supports Record Number: 2288

It is important that during a period when development is severely limited that the needs of such villages as Kirkside, being a majoy local service centre, are not
constrained. Such villages need to grow in order to be able to continue to suport their infrastructure. Under the Local Plan review the settlement boundaries must be
reviewed to realistically address this need within rural settlements as well as urban.

Paragraph: 2.24
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1357 Carlisle City Council PC Supports Record Number: 2101

The addition to this paragraph satisfies the issue raised in original objection to ST1

Policy: ST7
2838 English Nature PC Record Number: 2151

Object to the new wording which gives too much weight to criterion 1 of policy ST3. Since we object to policy ST3 and have expressed concern about ST7 our
objections stand.

3279 Smiths Gore PC Supports Record Number: 2387

Whilst there is no change to the wording of ST7 , 2 additional sentences have been added to 2.24. This change is supported but it is still considered that the wording of
ST4 itself should be changed too. Only partly meets objection

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2486

FLD recommends that any planned expansion of the City of Carlisle should be based upon the availability of previously-developed land as evidenced by information
contained in the National Land-Use Database and the Council’s Urban Housing Capacity Study (UHCS). Policy ST7 and the supporting text make no reference to these
sources of data to help determine the appropriate amount of planned urban expansion. FLD recommends that the Policy and the text should refer to these sources
against which new urban planned expansion would be judged.Furthermore, the assumption in Paragraph 2.24 behind the assertion that there should be planned urban
expansion does not appear to be explicitly based upon evidence relating to the expected level of economic growth in the City, and the availability of land to
accommodate that growth. This point is inter-related to the issue raised earlier under FLD’s objections to Policies ST1-ST3 that a significant influence over the amount,
type and size of development appropriate to an area is dependent upon ‘environmental capacity’ and the measurement of ‘landscape character’ in order to derive a
Spatial Development Framework for the County. Paragraph 3.20 in RPG13 indicates that in view of the regeneration needs, the economic development of Carlisle,
Barrow-in-Furness and other towns in West Cumbria should not be constrained below the level of demand where it can be accommodated within environmental limits.
The RPG13 does not therefore infer that there should be planned urban expansion in Carlisle beyond environmental limits. FLD considers that the JSP should therefore
make an explicit connection between expected economic growth, the amount of new housing and employment floorspace space required over the Plan period to meet
that growth, and the amount of land currently available to meet those needs. In that way an audit of needs compared against existing provision can be made, and any
deficit can then be planned for through allocations at District level through the Local Development Framework.To conclude, in the absence of any evidence or reference
made to NLUD and the Council’'s UHCS, FLD would challenge the supposition that there should be planned urban growth in Carlisle.

Paragraph: 2.25 - No responses given to this paragraph.
Policy: ST8
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2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2487

Alongside our objections to Policy ST5, FLD considers that all the towns in North Cumbria (Key Service Centres) that are identified for additional growth must be
supported by evidence of ‘need’. The criteria in Policies ST5 and ST8 relates to the need to sustain services and facilities, and the test to be applied would be whether
or not the development would be “of an appropriate scale particularly housing, local employment, retailing and community facilities.” FLD considers that this wording
fails to take account for ‘local needs’ as a means to measure as to whether or not and at what level new development would be required. So, for example, in order to be
properly compliant with PPG3 (March 2000) and RPG13 Policy SD3, for example, the needs of the local area should determine the scale of development in all Key
Service Centre locations identified in matrix table to Policy ST5. Only in that way can the Districts establish the correct level of development appropriate over the Plan
periods. Local needs surveys should not therefore exclusively apply to just Local Service Centres as recommended in Paragraph 2.22. FLD recommends that the
wording to Policy ST8 should be amended to reflect this requirement as per RPG13.

2165 Brampton Parish Council PC Supports Record Number: 2094

Supports the policy sentiments.

2844 Cumbria Tourist Board PC Supports Record Number: 2582

Welcome the reference to Hadrian's Wall Heritage Site as an asset to drive regeneration.

Paragraph: 2.26 - No responses given to this paragraph.

Policy: ST9
3345 The National Trust PC Record Number: 2312

The NTs objections remain

1968 Allerdale Borough Council PC Supports Record Number: 2181
Considered that the proposed change meets our requirements and therefore, subject to the amendment being carried forward to adoption this objection is conditionally
withdrawn.

2834 Fuller Peiser (for ABP) Record Number: 2233

Retain original objection in that it does not allow for the use of surplus port land to assist in the regeneration of the developed coast.
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Wilson PC Record Number: 2384

This para requires additional text to mitigate adverse conserquences from text added to para 2.27 . Rationale for this is detailed in comments on 2.27 . Important to
recognise Barrow in F, a key service centre, identied as being of regional significance, is emphatically distinct from both the surrounding area of Furness and from rural
West Cumbria. Whilst necessary to address the economic regen of B in F, is is extremely important that the needs of B in F do not overwhelm and prevent appopriate
planning strategies from being set out for the significantly different character and needs of rural F. Teh worst possible outcome would be for strategies formulated with
an excessively narrow focus on the regeneration of B in F to contribute to adverse socio economic and env consequences in rural F. B in F is so well endowed with
brownfeild sites that its regeneration requirements will not be impeded by protection for rual F being incorporated within the JSP

Barrow Borough Council PC Record Number: 2343

The policy has been amended to require that development is ‘concentrated in the regional town of Barrow-in-Furness and in other towns particularly Maryport,
Ulverston, Whitehaven and Workington’. Paragraph 2.15 of the plan clearly acknowledges Policy SD3 of Regional Planning Guidance and the need to concentrate
development in Carlisle and Barrow-in-Furness with modest development and redevelopment needed in Dalton-in-Furness, Ulverston, Maryport, Workington and
Whitehaven. Structure Plan Policy ST9 does not reflect Barrows status as a key town where development should be concentrated. The inclusion of Maryport,
Ulverston, Whitehaven and Workington conflicts with paragraph 2.15 which encourages modest development in these towns.A separate policy referring specifically to
Barrow should be included in the same way that Carlisle has a separate policy in the form of Policy ST7. This would reflect Regional Planning Guidance and clarify the
fact that both Carlisle and Barrow are key regional towns.

Webster Record Number: 2229

Paragraph should be retitled "Furness and West Cumbria Information Systems" in order to mitigate adverse consequences from text added to paragraph 2.27. Concern
over an over emphasis on the regeneration of Barrow in Furness, with a consequence of too little emphasis being given protection of rural Furness.

North West Development Agency PC Record Number: 2127
Cockermouth should be added to the list of towns identified within this policy.

Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2488

Alongside our objections to the Proposed Changes to Policy ST5 and ST8, FLD considers that all the towns in Furness and West Cumbria (Key Service Centres) that
are identified for additional growth must be supported by evidence of ‘need’. Whilst the priority given in the Policy to regeneration is not disputed, FLD considers that the
wording to the Policy fails to take account for ‘local needs’ as a means to measure as to whether or not and at what level new development would be required. So, for
example, in order to be properly compliant with PPG3 (March 2000) and RPG13 Policy SD3, for example, the needs of the local area should determine the scale of
development in all Key Service Centre locations identified in matrix table to Policy ST5. Only in that way can the Districts establish the correct level of development
appropriate over the Plan periods. Local needs surveys should not therefore exclusively apply to just Local Service Centres as recommended in Paragraph 2.22 of the
Proposed Changes to the Deposit Draft JSP.FLD recommends that the wording to Policy ST8 should be amended to reflect this requirement as per RPG13 Policies
DP1 and SD3.
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3526 Wilson PC Record Number: 2497

This email is sent because Royal Mail are unable to verify delivery of a mailed response posted by Recorded 1st Class Delivery. Policy ST9 - Paragraph 2.26 - Furness
and West Cumbria This paragraph requires additional text to mitigate potential adverse consequences from text added to paragraph 2.27 in the Proposed Changes -
June 2004. The rational for this is detailed in comments provided on the submitted form for paragraph 2.27. Additionally, it is important to recognise that Barrow in
Furness, a key service centre, identified as being of regional significance, is emphatically distinct from both the surrounding area of Furness and from rural West
Cumbria. Whilst it is necessary to address the economic regeneration of Barrow in Furness, it is extremely important that the needs of Barrow in Furness do not
overwhelm and prevent appropriate planning strategies from being set out for the significantly different character and needs of rural Furness. The worst possible
outcome would be for strategies formulated with an excessively narrow focus on the regeneration of Barrow in Furness, and on aspects of South and East Cumbria, to
contribute to adverse socio-economic and environmental consequences in rural Furness. It is believed that objectives of preservation and enhancement have been
included for other rural areas of Cumbria and it is submitted that rural Furness is no less worthy. Barrow in Furness is so well endowed with brownfield sites that its
regeneration requirements will not be impeded by protection for rural Furness being incorporated within the Joint Structure Plan 2001-2016. See separate but
associated submission relating to paragraph 2.27.

Paragraph: 2.27

3526 Wilson PC Record Number: 2385

Supports introduction of the restrictive prioritisation which favours access to new housing towards local people. However selevctive introduction of this criteria to " the
largely rural aras of Southa dn East Cumbria" means that demand pressures, together with house price pressures, will be increased in rural F. Young people in rural F
already encounter serious difficulty in remaing in their place of upbringing and by so doing providing for the continuity of a distinct local rural culture which has already
suffered as a result of in-migration. If attention is not given to this concern, one of the consequences is likely to be growth in the seond home markets in rural F, given it
proximity to tourist localities as well as its own attractiveness. Valid demongraphic pressures arising from longevity and single person households are stated in 4.1 and
correctly do not include catering for the 2nd home market with all of its implications which are, contrary to sustainability policy objectives. Amendments to para 2.27
must be recognised as having the potential to adversely impact rural F and appropriate protective policy support for rurla F should be incorporated within para 2.26

3526 Wilson PC Supports Record Number: 2386
Support the definition of 'local' which is provided, the recognition that local plans must likewise define 'local' and the need to define locality. It is desirable that the
applicability of this definition is extended to other rural areas, including rural F

3295 Yorkshire Dales National Park PC Supports Record Number: 2121

Support the amendment. Support its emphasis on meeting current local need rather than inexhaustible external demand for housing. The strategy will compliment the
Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority's preferred approach in it's neighbouring Local Plan.

Policy: ST10
1697 Webster PC Record Number: 2064

Supports the priority given to housing for local people. However concern that this restriction in South and East Cumbria, could mean more demand in the Furness
penisular, with a subsequent rise in house prices. More protective policy needed for rural Furness, in addition to the regeneration policy for urban Furness. This
protective emphasis should be included in policy ST9.
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2826 Eden Housing Association PC Record Number: 2576

Policies for housing in South and East Cumbria. 1. Proposals for employment and housing WILL be inhibited or prevented by planning gidance. 2. Should be reference
to key workers, with access to affodable housing, to support new and existing business in rural areas and market towns.

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2489

FLD considers that the JSP should be the appropriate arena to define what is meant by “local connection”, and this should not be left to the Districts. If this were to
happen then the definition would vary across the County, with a lack of consistency that would undermine the application of the Policy. Housing markets function across
district boundaries and indeed County boundaries, and therefore in order for this Policy to work with some degree of robustness, there must be some consensus
reached by all parties as to what is meant as “local connection”. At present the definition of “local” in local planning policies in Cumbria has been so varied that some
LPAs consider ‘Parish’ as being local, and others consider that ‘County’ as being local. Locality should also be defined at the JSP level as well to avoid
confusion.Moreover the occupation of new dwellings should be made ‘full-time’ as the main place of residence. The point being made here is that many new dwellings
built in the high value, attractive parts of the County, such as the South and East of Cumbria, have and continue to be purchased by outsiders who use the dwellings as
second homes. The supply of these new dwellings, most often large, detached, very high value (i.e. in excess of £250,000) units have not therefore contributed towards
satisfying local housing needs, where the average household income is around £16,000-£17,000 per annum [Source: Family Expenditure Survey 2002 — Nomis — see
“Planning Cumbria — Cumbria and Lake District Joint Structure Plan 2001-2016 Technical Paper 4 — Study of Housing Stress and Affordability in Cumbria 2003]. So
although someone might have a local connection, that in itself is not enough to ensure that local housing needs are being satisfied. The definition of ‘local' therefore
requires very careful consideration and definition in the JSP. The Policy and the text should also set out the ‘needs’ tests in paragraph 69-71 of PPG3 (March 2000),
which relate to development in rural villages, which states that: “villages will only be suitable locations for accommodating significant additional housing where it can be
demonstrated that additional housing will support local services, such as schools or shops, which could become unviable without some modest growth. This may
particularly be the case where the village has been identified as a local service centre in the development plan.”The reference to housing needs surveys should not just
apply to affordable housing provision, but instead they should be applied to inform the size, type and tenure of all new housing (including general housing market needs)
as per the advice in PPG3 (March 2000) paragraphs 11-13. The recommendation that 50% of new housing should be for affordable needs does not indicate as to
whether or not this should be provided by allocations or windfalls.

2008 Kirkby Stephen Town Council PC Record Number: 2364

The Town Council objects strongly to the local connection clause without it being defined in the JSP and agreed.There are five main problems with this initiative. 1.A
straight-forward mechanism that can be easily applied, understood and enforced will be very difficult to achieve. The only parallel is in relation to the sale of ex-council
houses. Here Primary Legislation is used to achieve similar ends.The draft JSP proposes that the District Authorities are responsible for initiating, drafting and
enforcing this work without the benefit of Primary Legislation. It is highly unlikely that this can be done in a simple, workable and enforceable way. 2.In the event that a
mechanism can be suggested it should be defined and agreed as part of the Structure Plan adoption process, rather than it being delegated to the District Authorities,
which may take a contrary, or extreme view to the County and the EIP. 3.The process of in-migration is important to the vitality and viability of Kirkby Stephen.
Incomers provide major economic benefits including investment, disposable income, new businesses, and a wider cultural background. Kirkby Stephen is an inclusive
and welcoming community that appreciates diversity. While it is acknowledged that there may be a greater problem of second home ownership in villages than Kirkby
Stephen, this one-size-fits all approach is inappropriate in Kirkby Stephen. 4.If the policy is aimed at protecting local people through deterring second home ownership
this could be better done through variations in Council Tax.If the policy is aimed at protecting local people through restricting the market for new homes and thus
reducing the price, this is unlikely to have an effect because the overall limits on house building will ensure that prices remain high. 5.A policy like this would affect less
than about 750 dwellings in Eden over the plan period in contrast to 24,048 houses which could be sold unfettered in this way.This would represent perhaps only 3% of
all houses in Eden and would be unlikely to provide any meaningful protection to local people faced with competition from people moving into the area. This policy
could only work if the new houses were both the only places where incomers and local people wished to live, which is unlikely. The Occupancy Clause should be
deleted unless a fully worked up mechanism is published, put out for public consultation, and debated as part of the EIP.
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Eden District Council PC Record Number: 2407

There is some comfort for this Councils case in that 50% affordable is required, together with a local occupancy condition for all new housing.

Taylor and Hardy (Lowther Manelli) PC Record Number: 2033

Policy is too prescriptive in terms of the affordable housing requirement. "At least 50%" should be replaced by "a significant proportion." Accompanying text should be
modified accordingly.

Barton Willmore Planning Partnership PC Record Number: 2067

100% requirement for local occupancy of new housing and 50% for affordable housing need raises concerns. This could make schemes unviable. Some site flexibility
would be needed. Local plans should allow new unites to be sold on an unfettered basis if new stock remain on the market beyond a reasonable period of time.

Wilson PC Record Number: 2496

This email is sent because Royal Mail are unable to verify delivery of a mailed response posted by Recorded 1st Class Delivery. 1 Concern | support the introduction of
the restrictive prioritisation which favours access to new housing towards local people. However, the selective introduction of this criteria to, "... the largely rural area of
South and East Cumbria (outside the Furness peninsula) ...", means that demand pressures, together with house price pressures, will be increased in rural Furness.
Young people in rural Furness already encounter serious difficulty in remaining in their place of upbringing, and by so doing providing for the continuity of a distinct local
rural culture which has already suffered as a result of in-migration. If attention is not given to this concern, one of the consequences is likely to be growth in the second
home market in rural Furness, given both its proximity to the established tourist localities of Cumbria, as well as its own distinct attractiveness. Valid demographic
pressures arising from longevity and single person households are stated in paragraph 4.1 and, correctly, do not include catering for the second home market with all of
its implications which are, additionally, contrary to sustainability policy objectives. The regeneration needs of industrial Barrow in Furness are acknowledged as
important, but these must not dominate and thereby exclude attention to an appropriate planning strategy for other parts of Furness, which beyond the boundary of
Barrow in Furness, is rural in character; rich in landscape, agriculture and heritage; and worthy of the protection afforded by the Joint Structure Plan. The amendments
to paragraph 2.27 must therefore be recognised as having the potential to adversely impact rural Furness and appropriate protective policy support for rural Furness
should be incorporated, perhaps within paragraph 2.26. 2 Acclamation | support the definition of 'local' which is provided, the recognition that Local Plans must likewise
define 'local', and the need to define 'locality'. It is desirable that the applicability of this definition is extended to other rural areas, including rural Furness. See separate
but associated submission relating to paragraph 2.26.

Cumbria Tourist Board PC Supports Record Number: 2583

The requirements for 50% of new housing to meet affordability criteria and the reference to the need for new employment land for indigenous growth is welcome.

South Lakeland Local Strategic Partnership Record Number: 2598

Suggestions to add additional text regarding employment and business
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British Waterways PC Record Number: 2503

Restoration of the Northern Reaches of the Lancaster Canal to Kendal would create opportunities for waterside development and economic diversification, and bring
economic and service benefits through rural business including tourism. It is recognised that key service centres will provide a focus for retail, leisure and employment
opportunities. However, the policy or supporting text could usefully acknowledge that, exceptionally, developments such as the restoration of the Lancaster Canal may
be permitted outside the key service centres.

South Lakeland District Council PC Supports Record Number: 2048
Support
Yorkshire Dales National Park PC Supports Record Number: 2122

Support this amendment, as it is clarifies the policy and goes further by requiring that 50% of new housing in south and east cumbria should be affordable. Support the
new focus on current needs of the area, rather than external demand for housing. This strategy should compliment the neighbouring local plan of the Yorkshire Dales
National Park.

PC Record Number: 2034
Proportion of affordable housing anticipated by the policy is too prescriptive. "At least 50%" should be replaced by "a significant proportion." Accompanying text should
be modified accordingly.
North West Regional Assembly PC Supports Record Number: 2420

We SUPPORT the addition to the policy on the restriction to people with a local connection.

Paragraph: 2.29 - No responses given to this paragraph.

Policy:
3345

ST11
The National Trust PC Record Number: 2313

The NTs objections remain
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2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2490

FLD supports the overall approach taken in this Policy. However FLD considers that the definition of ‘identified needs of the locality” must be resolved at the JSP level.
For the reasons outlined above in Policy ST10, FLD has found that the definition of local needs housing has been used very loosely by the Lake District National Park
Authority up until recently. The LDNPA has now defined local needs housing in a more precise way, to avoid definitions of local that ranged between ‘County’ and
‘Parish’.The definition of ‘affordable housing’ should also be made clear here in the JSP, and we would recommend the following as per the LDNPA standard Section
106 agreement clause:“Affordable housing means dwellings intended to provide accommodation for local persons who by reason of income are denied access to the
owner occupied and private rented sectors of the local housing market”. FLD would contend that it is illogical for housing in the LDNP to be for local needs, but that it
should not be included in the overall housing target set by RPG13. That contrasts with the situation in South and East Cumbria, where housing provision is likewise
restricted to local needs housing, with up to 50% going towards affordable housing provision. Yet, in these areas outside the National Park, that housing provision would
contribute towards the overall housing target set by RPG13. There is a clear contradiction here, which is illogical. The statutory purposes of the Lake District National
Park are to conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the Park, and to promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of its’
special qualities by the public. Whilst Section 62 of the 1995 Environment Act also requires that the LDNPA should seek to foster the economic and social well-being of
local communities, but in doing so that does not specifically require the LDNPA to provide for general market housing, even if that were to meet identified local needs as
per PPG3 (March 2000). Consequently, FLD would contend that given the statutory purposes of the National Park, the LDNPA should only provide for defined
affordable housing needs, as opposed to general market local housing needs. FLD would contend that the LDNPA has been confused over the application of the Plan,
Monitor and Manage approach in PPG3 (March 2000). The confusion is made even more obvious by the fact that between 1998-2002, the LDNPA had granted planning
permission for 924 new dwellings over that period, of which 376 units (42%) were unfettered, with the other 548 units (58%) being subject to some type of occupancy
condition, with varying definitions of local ranging between ‘Local to Cumbria’, ‘Local to Allerdale’, ‘Local to Eden’, ‘Local to Copeland’, ‘Local to South Lakeland’, and
local to ‘Parish’ [Source: LDNPA Development Plan Working Group Report 30/09/2003]. If this number of units were disaggregated as an annual figure, then the
number of dwellings permitted in the LDNP over the 5-year period amounts to some 185 dwellings pa. This is equivalent to the annualised housing requirements each
set for Allerdale (Furness & West Cumbria), Copeland, Eden and South Lakeland (South & East Cumbria) in the JSP Proposed Changes under Policy H17. FLD would
contend that this is a significant level of additional housing in the National Park, where there is no statutory requirement to provide for new general market of local needs
housing (unlike Eden or South Lakeland Districts). It is for this reason that FLD considers that it is odd not to have the National Park housing provision included in the
overall housing requirement figures set for each of the individual Districts.

2305 Windermere and Bowness Civic Society PC Record Number: 2294

Previous working 'for local people' was better than 'idenfied for needs of the locality’. Could be now interpreted to allow, for example, housing for imported hotel staff
where the offered wages were too low to attract local people - the needs of the hotel being interpreted as the needs of the locality
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Chapter 3: Supporting the Economy
Paragraph: 3.3

2844 Cumbria Tourist Board PC Supports Record Number: 2585

This goes some way towards overcoming CTB's earlier concerns about describing an overly optimistic picture of Cumbria's economy.
Paragraph: 3.4

2792 Countryside Agency PC Supports Record Number: 2202

Welcome the early mention fo the need for a more sustainable rural economy.

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2491

FLD objects to the emphasis given to the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) as opposed to giving similar weight and emphasis to RPG13. It is the RPG13 Policies that
guide land-use development in the County and not the RES. Priority must therefore be given to RPG13 policies, since the RES policies cannot be implemented in the
absence of the guidance of RPG13, which takes primacy in terms of land-use change and development.

1620 North West Development Agency PC Supports Record Number: 2128

Support the proposed changes regarding emphasis on developing high value added business activities, sustaining traditional economic activites and promoting
opportunites to diversify the rural economy

Paragraph: 3.6

2834 Fuller Peiser (for ABP) Record Number: 2234

Retain original objection. Unclear what "port side access" means. A 5 hectare threshold for development is restrictive. Question the need for port related sights to be
served by public transport and rail freight.

Paragraph: 3.7

1620 North West Deve'opment Agency PC Record Number: 2130
As the paragraph indicates that in some county sub-areas news employment sites will need to be found, the plan should identify those areas where this is the case.

Paragraph: 3.9
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2845 South Lakeland District Council PC Supports Record Number: 2051

Supports the statement "local authorities should work in partnership with developers and regeneration agencies, such as the North West Development Agency and
West Lakes Renaissance to ensure the availability of quality sites."

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2518

FLD objects to the use of the word “demands” in the second sentence in the paragraph. FLD would contend that the correct approach would be for the LPAs to address
anticipated ‘needs’ by relating the amount of employment land to expected economic growth and by making a direct correlation with housing needs and environmental
capacity as set out in our objection to Policy ST1. In that way a spatial development strategy is derived which integrates environment, social and economic sustainable
principles.

Paragraph: 3.11

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2519

FLD considers that Policy ST3 must also guide the identification of new employment sites. The text in Paragraph 3.11 currently ignores this key Policy, which concerns
all development, and establishes the sequential site selection approach, and the sustainable principles underpinning new development.The last sentence to this
Paragraph makes no reference to measuring ‘need’ as being a key test as to the level of employment land that should be identified in Local Plans. It is our experience
that Local Plans can quite easily define the level of ‘need’, by examining existing provision and comparing that against serious expressions of interest by existing and
new employers seeking to develop new premises in the area. The amount of industrial/office/warehousing floorspace can then be quantified and be supported by this up-
to-date evidence. Whilst some information may be market sensitive and confidential to the individual investor or company, whether or not an expression of interest is
speculative can be determined to a large extent by the LPA adopting appropriate criteria to assess the expressed ‘need’. This could include, for example, consideration
as to whether or not the applicant is an existing investor in the town or community, or if they are new to the area the extent to how advanced they are in establishing
themselves in the area. The latter point also applies to existing employers in an area. In that way ‘need’ can be more precisely defined and measured alongside factors
such as expected levels of economic growth. Significant surpluses of allocated employment land should therefore be avoided.

Paragraph: 3.12

2845 South Lakeland District Council Record Number: 2225

Object to the reference to tourism. Inappropriate as tourism will continue to a significant provider of jobs within the county.

Paragraph: 3.13 - No responses given to this paragraph.

Policy: EM12
2867 Barrow Borough Council PC Record Number: 2344

The council welcome the reduction in required port related employment land from 15ha to 11ha within the period 2006-2011 and 15ha to Oha within the period 2011-
2016, with the proviso that work not completed within the period 2006-2011 could be carried over into the following period.
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1620 North West Development Agency PC Record Number: 2132

Proposed change to the footnote implies that Kingmoor Park is a Regional Investment Site. This is not the case. Suggest the footnote should read "Kingmoor Park,
Carlisle, identified in the NWDA's Regional (Economic) Strategy published in 2000 and subsequently designated by NWDA as a strategic regional site.

1357 Carlisle City Council PC Supports Record Number: 2102
Support the increase of Regional Investment Site provision 2006 - 11. This recognises the likely impact the Carlisle Northern Development Route will have during this
period.

2834 Fuller Peiser (for ABP) Record Number: 2235

Retain original objection in terms of the 7 hectares identified for port related use in Allerdale. Request 2.25 hectares be added for land at Silloth.

2844 Cumbria Tourist Board PC Record Number: 2586

The changes to this section of the plan do not address the concerns set out in CTB's original deposit response. Most notably the exclusion of tourism uses from
employment sites within the National Park.

2834 Fuller Peiser (for ABP) PC Supports Record Number: 2082

Support the reduction in employment land at the port of Barrow, on the condition that this will allow other surplus land within ABP's landholdings to come forward for
development for alternative uses as part of the Barrow Dock Estate masterplan

3345 The National Trust PC Record Number: 2314

The National Trust continues to object to the amount of land to be allocated for employment development. The up-dated Figure 4 demonstrates that there has not been
any significant change in the demand for employment land and provision equates to about a 35 year supply on the basis of take up over the last 5 years. This remains
excessive for a Plan covering the next 12 years to 2016. There remains a particular over-provision of land for Strategic Employment Sites and Business/Science
Parks.The Trust also objects to the additional text at paragraph 3.9 and especially the proposed caveats in respect of land availability. Specifically it is considered that
‘significant remediation costs’ should not be seen as a reason to avoid bringing forward previously developed land for new uses. Indeed apart from the compatibility
with the sequential approach to development as set out in the Plan this will also help to address the environmental and image problems that exist in some parts of the
County thereby raising its profile overall. If the appropriate development of such sites is not encouraged there are no other mechanisms in the Plan to secure their
improvement.

Paragraph: 3.14

1620 North West Development Agency PC Record Number: 2131

When stating that there is an excess land supply in certain market sector areas and county sub-areas, the plan should be more specific, taking into account the need to
strengthen and diversify the local economy where this is desirable and feasible.
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2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2520
FLD considers that Paragraph 3.14 should refer to Policy ST3 a well as ST5-11 in determining the appropriateness of alternative uses.

2838 English Nature PC Record Number: 2152

Object to the amendment which states "in determining the appropriateness of alternative uses account will be taken of the structure plan strategy policies ST5 - ST11."
This implies a hierarchical approach to the application of structure plan policies despite the over-arching intent of policies ST1 - ST3. Maintain objection to EM12
unless ST1 and ST3 are amended.

Paragraph: 3.15 - No responses given to this paragraph.
Policy: EM13
1968 Allerdale Borough Council PC Supports Record Number: 2182

Proposed change is satisfactory and subject to the amendment being carried forward to adoption this objection is conditionally withdrawn.

1336 De Pol Associates PC Record Number: 2041

Supports the deletion of criteria 3, 4 and 5. However, objects to the restrictive nature of the policy, that implies all three remaining criteria must be met before
redevelopment of employment sites will be permitted. Criteria should be considered independently of one another. Suggested that policy reverted back to original,
with the word "or" seperating each criteria.

3030 Government Office for the NorthWest Record Number: 2256

Pressure from developers to create brownfield housing sites by vacating employment use is a growing problems in parts of the NW and could spread to Cumbria. This
policy still focuses more on the consequences of loss of the land to the employment supply, rather than the potential to impact on other supply sectors, in particular
housing.

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2521

FLD considers that the Policy should refer to the tests in PPG3 (March 2000) relating to the need for the alternative use such as housing. If there is insufficient
justification for the need for housing then consideration of an alternative use to housing should be discounted. The Policy therefore does not give any consideration as
to ‘need’ for an alternative use. The Policy should be revised to accommodate this test.

2838 English Nature PC Record Number: 2153

Support the revised text, more in line with sustainable development. However, the revised policy does not meet concerns unless they can be addressed by adequate
cross-cutting of sustainability and environmental policies. Objection to EM13 maintained unless ST1 - ST3 can be amended.

1357 Carlisle City Council PC Supports Record Number: 2103

The deletion of point 4 removes any ambiguity over implementation, in relation to sites where employment uses have ceased and lack of detailed travel to work
information may exist.
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Cumbria Tourist Board PC Record Number: 2587

The changes to this section of the plan do not address the concerns set out in CTB's original deposit response. Most notably the exclusion of tourism uses from
employment sites within the National Park.

Fuller Peiser (for ABP) Record Number: 2236

Retain original objection to this policy.

Eden Housing Association PC Supports Record Number: 2575

Consider reference to housing / workspace schemes in large/medium sized rural settlements.

North West Development Agency PC Record Number: 2133
The new paragraph within policy EM13 should be revised to read "This should take account of the market potential and opportunities, and the deliverability of

employment land allocations, whether employment use would be more environmentally friendly.....etc"
North West Regional Assembly PC Supports Record Number: 2422

We SUPPORT the addition to this policy in relation to the requirement to reassess employment land allocations as this is in line with RPG policy UR5

South Lakeland District Council PC Record Number: 2050

Strongly objects on the basis that the policy does not take in to account the local market characteristics of employment land development in South East Cumbria. South
Lakeland should be given the same exclusion clause that applies to the national park, to enable the council to better protect its existing employment sites.

Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2522

FLD considers that the Policy should refer to the tests in PPG3 (March 2000) relating to the need for the alternative use such as housing. If there is insufficient
justification for the need for housing then consideration of an alternative use to housing should be discounted (see FLD objection to Paragraph 4.10 below). The Policy
therefore does not give any consideration as to ‘need’ for an alternative use. The Policy should be revised to accommodate this test. Moreover, consideration of any
alternative use must satisfy the key sustainability tests in ST3, 5-11. These Policies should be referred to in this Policy as well.

De Pol Associates PC Record Number: 2042

Suggests that instead of substituting the term unviable for unsuitable, it would be more appropriate to use "unsuitable or unviable".

The National Trust PC Record Number: 2315

The NTs objections remain
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2845 South Lakeland District Council PC Record Number: 2049
Is a need for tighter definition of what the Structure Plan considers "appropriate” and "readily available" in terms of employment land. Suggested that a site selection
criteria should be included, of which sites could be assesed against.

Paragraph: 3.16 - No responses given to this paragraph.

Policy: EM10

2841 Environment Agency PC Record Number: 2451
We note that the recommended changes we suggested in our objection to Policy EM12 and Paragraphs 3.12 to 3.16 of the Deposit Plan have not been incorporated in

the above changes. Therefore we maintain our original objection.

Paragraph: 3.18

3535 British Waterways PC Record Number: 2502

Restoration of the Northern Reaches of the Lancaster Canal to Kendal would promote business and employment opportunity through tourism and farm diversification
within key service centres, local service centres and open countryside. Policy EM14 should be revised to provide the flexibility for employment developments that
require a rural location. The text supporting the Policy (para 3.18) could usefully acknowledge types of development such as canal restoration that may underpin farm
diversification in rural areas (in addition to the "conversion and extension of farm buildings").

Paragraph: 3.20 - No responses given to this paragraph.
Policy: EM14

1620 North West Development Agency Record Number: 2245

Disappointed comments on the first draft have not been taken into account, regarding the need to provide a positive framework for local plans to make provision for new
economic activities in support of 'Rural Renaissance', the Regional Rural Recovery Action Plan.

3345 The National Trust PC Record Number: 2316

The NTs objections remain

2792 Countryside Agency Record Number: 2261

New policy EM14 makes few substantive changes and does not satisfactorily address these points. View remains that whilst the plan's text sets the right tone this is not
yet fully reflected in the policy wording.
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2783 Levens Hall Estate PC Record Number: 2513

While there are no direct changes to comment on, please see NRRG comments on Policy EM15, submitted online separately. NRRG suggests that Policy EM14 should
also be amended to reflect the particular needs of existing and proposed businesses in rural areas which require a rural location and may not be able to be
accomodated elsewhere. The restoration of the Lancaster Canal to Kendal may well give rise to developments with such particular needs, which would presently seem
to fall outside the scope of Policies EM14 and EM15.

2838 English Nature PC Record Number: 2154

Welcomes additional supporting text within 3.16, but consider revised policy has not met our concerns about environmental sustainability. Retain objection to EM14
unless ST1 - ST3 can be amended.

Paragraph: 3.23

2838 English Nature PC Supports Record Number: 2156

Welcome the importance given to protecting habitats, species and environmental assets.

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2523

FLD considers that the ‘environmental assets’ referred to in the second sentence should be made explicit, such as reference to the quality of the landscapes in Cumbria
such as the Lake District National Park, three AONBs (Solway Coast, North Pennines and Arnside and Silverdale), plus significant land areas covered by designated
County Landscape and Locally Important Landscape Areas. This should then be interlinked with the importance of ‘landscape character’ in assessing the impact of new
tourism development.

Paragraph: 3.24

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2524

FLD considers that the second sentence in the paragraph 3.24 lacks clarity. It's not clear whether the subject of “accessibility” is key service centres or tourism
facilities. In accordance with Policy ST5 and our suggestion regarding paragraph 2.7ii, FLD recommend that the end of the second sentence should be amended to
read, “...new tourism facilities, which require a high level of accessibility”. (N.B. a comma is necessary after “facilities” ). FLD considers that the reference to character
in the fifth sentence in Paragraph 3.24 should refer to not having an adverse effect upon the character of the landscape and amenity of the local area. As a
consequence FLD would recommend that this sentence should make reference to ‘landscape character’ as a means to assess the impact of new development upon
those rural areas, with particular reference to Policy E37. The last sentence to Paragraph 3.24 should use the word ‘contravene’ in place of the existing word ‘diminish’.
It is not grammatically correct to say that tourism proposals can diminish the statutory purposes, as those purposes are set out in law and cannot be weakened unless
there is a formal change by Parliament. Developments can only ‘contravene’ or ‘not comply’ with the statutory purposes. Hence the wording in this sentence is not
correct.

Policy: EM15
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Barrow Borough Council PC Record Number:

The council welcomes the separation of the policy into two to distinguish between tourism development within and outside the LDNP. However, it is still felt that the
wording used within policy EM15 is too restrictive and does not distinguish between different local characteristics. The council recommend that the phrase
‘environmental, cultural and historic qualities’, contained within the first paragraph of policy EM15, should be replaced with ‘character of the area’. Paragraph 3.23
should also be altered to reflect the amended policy wording.

English Nature PC Supports Record Number:

Support the addition to policy to include "not prejudice the area's distinctive environmental" qualities. This policy could be further supported by cross-cutting policies
ST1 - ST3 and policies E34 - E39.

North West Regional Assembly PC Supports Record Number:
We SUPPORT the addition to this policy directing new tourism facilities to key service centres. This will help support RPG policies SD3, EC9 and RU4

Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number:

As set out in Paragraph 3.24, FLD would recommend that the use of the word ‘diminished’ in the third paragraph of this Policy should be replaced with the word
‘contravened’. The statutory purposes cannot be ‘diminished’ unless it is changed by law, and the sentence is therefore grammatically incorrect.The use of the word
‘contravene’ is a much clearer policy requirement as well, in os far as proposals can be considered against the statutory purposes, and if they contravene those
purposes then planning permission should be refused or the proposal amended to comply with the statutory purposes.Equally, the Policy is curious as it refers to the
statutory purposes of AONBs, but Policy WM16 does not make reference to the statutory purposes of the Lake District National Park. The two Policies are therefore
somewhat confusing in that respect. Reference to statutory purposes should equally apply to both designations within the Policies.

South Lakeland District Council PC Record Number:

Objecting on the basis that the loss of hotels/guest houses outwith the national park is not considered. This is an issue in Grange over sands, where local plan policy
has been adopted to restrict changes of use from hotel/guest house accommodation.

North West Development Agency PC Record Number:

Object to proposed change in relation to tourism in AONBs and would like to see original text (sentence beginning "Outside the Lake district national park...")
reinstated. At present policy EM15 would appear to restrict tourism development in AONBs more than EM16 does in the national park.

Levens Hall Estate PC Record Number:

Para. 3.24. The Lancaster Canal NRRG supports the positive reference to the potential contribution of tourism uses (in rural areas) to diversification of existing
businesses and encouraging rural regeneration. The phrasing should refer to new businesses as well as existing ones, for avoidance of doubt. On Policy EM15, with
reference to Policy EM14:- It seems that the last paragraph of EM15 has been deleted and inserted in a modified form as para.3.24. NRRG objects to the removal of

this paragraph from Policy EM15 and its replacement by Policy wording - "Proposals outside key service centres will be assessed on the basis of Policy EM14". NRRG

2345

2155

2423

2526

2052

2134

2514

believes that EM14 sets too restrictive a test for rural employment generally, and especially rural tourism development - particularly with reference to the potential needs

and opportunities for rural regeneration arising from the restoration of the Lancaster Canal to Kendal. The change also appears to be out of step with Policy ST6 and
supporting para. 2.23. The above changes to EM15 should be reversed and further policy changes added to recognise (as in Para. 2.23)that many rural tourism uses
(such as those related to canal restoration) may have an essential requirement for a rural location and may not be able to be accomodated elsewhere.
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Carlisle City Council PC Supports Record Number: 2104
Support recognition of the role tourism can play in the local economy. Particularly the move to increase tourism offer in areas outwith the national park. Policy EM15 is
supported, to direct new tourism facilities to key service centres or in other rural locations as judged appropriate by EM14.

Cumbria Tourist Board PC Supports Record Number: 2588
This policy (though now limited to proposed development outside the National Park) improves on its predecessor in that it removes the requirement for future tourism
development to be based on 'visitors enjoyment and understanding of Cumbria's distinctive scenic, cultural and historic characters'.

British waterways PC Record Number: 2501
Restoration of the Northern Reaches of the Lancaster Canal to Kendal would promote business and employment opportunity through tourism. Most development
associated with the canal scheme will occur in Kendal. However, some development aspects will have locational requirements outside this key service centre; in
particular: specific engineering works or structures which the restoration requires; provision of marinas/moorings and associated services; small scale development
along the canal route to diversify the rural economy. It is considered that the Policy EM15 should provide the flexibility to accommodate the unique locational
requirements of developments associated with canal restoration.

The National Trust PC Supports Record Number: 2317

The inclusion of paragraph 3.24 and the third paragraph in this Policy are welcome in acknowledging the role and importance of AONBs (NB reference at 3.24 should be
paragraph 1.9, not 1.8).

3.25

Council for National Parks PC Supports Record Number: 2375
CNP supports the proposed change to para 3.25 which states that “it is important that tourism developments respect the sensitivity of the environment and the
communities within the National Park”, which would ensure compatibility with National Park purposes.

English Nature PC Supports Record Number: 2157
Welcome the addition of "conservation" and "sensitivity of the environment."

Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2525

FLD would recommend the insertion of the word “extra” before “sensitivity” in the sixth sentence to this Paragraph. The reason being that it is important to distinguish
between the sensitive parts of the rest of Cumbria outside the National Park, and the extra sensitive nature of the area within the boundary of the National Park, which
has statutory protection. It is important to put the National Park in context in that it carries very special statutory purposes (alongside AONBs), quite different from the
rest of the County, and indeed other undesignated parts of the north-west. By placing emphasis upon that difference in that overall context it does allow the additional
planning restrictions placed upon National Parks to be accepted by local and national communities more readily. The second sentence lacks clarity. It's not clear
whether the subject of “accessibility” is key service centres or tourism facilities. In accordance with Policy ST5 and our suggestion regarding paragraph 2.7ii, the end of
the second sentence should be amended to read, “...new tourism facilities, which require a high level of accessibility”. (N.B. a comma is necessary after “facilities” ).
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Paragraph: 3.28

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2528

This paragraph should make reference to “no adverse environmental effects” as well as the “benefit in maintaining the balance of accommodation provided” (fourth
sentence). This paragraph fails to re-affirm the environmental purposes of the National Park in relation to considering tourism development.

Policy: EM16
2844 Cumbria Tourist Board PC Record Number: 2589

A similar change to the one above (EM15) should also be introduced to the policy concerning tourism development within the Lake District National Park. Whilst CTB
acknowledges the important deletion from the deposit version of 'The Further Growth of Tourism in the LDNP, will be restrained' together with the associated text in 3.24
and 3.25 it still considers the policy criteria (1) - (3) to be overly restrictive (see explanation in original objections).

2845 South Lakeland District Council PC Supports Record Number: 2053
Support
1620 North West Development Agency PC Record Number: 2135

Support the removal of reference to further tourism growth in the national park being restrained, but feel the policy doesn’t fully recognise the importance of tourism to
the national park, or the positive policy framework set out in Policy EC9 of RPG 13.

2962 Council for National Parks PC Record Number: 2376

CNP objects to the deletion of the sentence “the further growth of tourism in the Lake District National Park will be restrained” given the implications of increased
tourism for the special qualities of the National Park.

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2527

This Policy is curious, as it does not refer to the statutory purposes of the Lake District National Park, whereas Policy EM15 does make reference to the statutory
purposes of the AONBs. The two Policies are therefore somewhat confusing in that respect. Reference to statutory purposes should equally apply to both designations
within each of the Policies to clarify the special qualities and purposes of the designations, which is distinct from the areas outside designated landscapes, which might
also be sensitive for landscape reasons. There is a need to re-affirm the context of designated areas in relation to other non-designated areas, and the differences that
must apply by law.

2838 English Nature PC Supports Record Number: 2158

Support the insertion of the word "environmental”. Do not object to the removal of "designated areas" provided that protection of designated areas is adequately dealt
with in policy E34 as suggested elsewhere. Policy could be further supported by cross-cutting ST1 - ST3 and E34 - E39.
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The National Trust PC Record Number: 2318

The National Trust’s objections remain. Furthermore it is unclear why the last two sentences of paragraph 3.25 (as originally drafted) have been deleted, these provide
important advice about the role of tourism in the National Park and, specifically, the resolution of conflicts between tourism and conservation. At the very least it is
contended that there should be a reference back to paragraph 1.8 in a similar way to that now used in respect of AONBs at 3.24.

North West Regional Assembly PC Supports Record Number: 2421

F3 We support the reference to RPG policy EC5 in relation to Regional Investment Sites

Fuller Peiser (for ABP) PC Record Number: 2080

F3 Changes partly meet initial objection with the inclusion of Classes B1 (b and c) for port related sites. Object that B1(a) (office) uses should also be included.

North West Development Agency PC Record Number: 2129

F3 Table identifies sectors in the Regional Economic Strategy, 2003. However, policy EC5 of RPG13 actually refers to the target growth sectors identified in the Regional
Strategy, 2000. Suggest, for consistency, Figure 3 should refer to sectors identified in paragraphs 4.6 and 4.7of RPG 13.

Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2492

F3 FLD objects to the defined Regional Economic Sectors, which exclude rural land based sectors, such as agriculture, forestry, rural land management and conservation,
rural products and machinery, haulage, country sports and recreation etc. The definition as it stands in Figure 3 ignores a vast rural enterprise based upon land-use,
which underpins much of the Cumbrian economy.

Fuller Peiser (for ABP) PC Supports Record Number: 2081

F4 Support inclusion of "port related" sites as a separate category within table 4. Clarrification needed of how the figure of 78.12 hectares is split between the ports.
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Chapter 4: Providing Housing
Paragraph: 4.1
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2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2535

FLD considers that the JSP should make more explicit reference to the methodologies and principles embodied in PPG3 (March 2000) in order to ensure the consistent
application of Government advice. FLD considers that there has been a complete lack of a consistent approach taken across the County to the interpretation of PPG3
(March 2000) between the Districts. This has led to a large number of planning decisions, particularly affecting sensitive rural parts and communities of the County,
which FLD consider are contrary to the principles of that advice. In addition, most notably within South Lakeland and Eden, and to some extent Carlisle districts, the
situation has led to a significant over-supply of new housing in these Districts, which ultimately has led to the two former Authorities having to significantly cut the
amount of new build to almost the point of placing a moratorium on new build. We understand that Carlisle City is due (as at 17th July 2004) to place a moratorium on
new build in the rural part of that District. This situation has also been at the expense of providing a constant supply of defined ‘local needs’ and ‘affordable’ housing in
these Districts as required by PPG3 (March 2000) through the principles embodied in the Plan, Monitor and Manage approach. It has invariably been the practice that
developers have received planning permission within the County for schemes containing large, detached dwellings with high capital values. These schemes have not
been justified either by the individual developers or by the LPAs in granting those permissions against evidence of any assessment of housing needs as required by
PPG3 (March 2000). More worryingly, the Districts in granting these permissions have generally failed to even have regard to the current JSP housing requirement
figures for the Plan period up to 2006, and comparing that against the an up-to date assessment of their housing supply, made up of number of dwellings constructed
since 1991, and any outstanding planning permissions at the point of decision. For example in November 2003, two separate schemes for 4no. and 5no. dwelling units
were granted planning permission in Carlisle District on a greenfield site in a small rural village in Castle Carrock, located east of the City and abutting the North
Pennines AONB and within the designated County Landscape. In considering two previous separate schemes in 2002 for 12 and 16 dwellings, which had been refused
planning permission on the same site, FLD had demonstrated that the City Council had already enabled and committed sufficient new housing in the rural area of the
District to satisfy the current Structure Plan requirement (i.e. general housing needs) up until 2006. That requirement took into account natural household formation
rates and inward migration into the District to support a desired level of economic growth. Hence, in terms of fulfilling any ‘general market’ housing need within the rural
part of the District, there was little additional need for further new housing provision in the rural area up until 2006. For the next Plan period 2001-2016, the Deposit Draft
JSP Review (May 2003) is proposing for Carlisle District an average annual housing provision of 220 new dwellings within the City, and 60 new dwellings in the rural
area of North Cumbria (284 total). This contrasts with the previous 5- and 10-year build trend rate, which indicated that the annualised housing provision would
otherwise be 380 and 394 new dwellings respectively. Whilst these are only proposed figures and still open for dispute at a the Examination in Public, they do
nevertheless illustrate the point that the previous build rate within Carlisle District would have to be curtailed by some 100 dwellings per year in order to equate with the
set RPG13 figure, which is based on an assessment of household formation and migration trends. The Draft Deposit JSP recognises that build rates in the future are
likely to be lower to reflect a slowing down in the overall rate of household growth. Recent build rates have also been influenced by the availability of building land which
is more likely to be difficult to find in the future and by the high construction rates within the rural hinterland. Furthermore, a greater concentration of new dwellings
would have to be built in and around the Key Service Centres identified in JSP Review Policy ST5, which are named as Carlisle City, Brampton, and Longtown in the
interests of sustainable patterns of development. In setting out FLD’s case against the scheme at Castle Carrock, we had noted that the Deposit Draft JSP stated that
outside the Key Service Centres, new development will be concentrated in rural towns and villages identified in Local Plans. But in identifying these Local Service
Centres, regard should be had to the need to sustain local services, meet local needs or support rural businesses (See JSP Review Policy ST6). Outside Local Service
Centres, land will be considered as open countryside although this may contain isolated buildings farmsteads, hamlets and villages. In terms of meeting any specific
‘affordable’ housing needs in Castle Carrock, the Cumbria Rural Housing Trust (an independent charity examining local needs housing in Cumbria) assessed the
Parish’s needs, and had confirmed a housing ‘need’ for only one small new dwelling in Castle Carrock Parish, but that need was likely to be taken care of by an existing
dwelling, which was to become available soon for occupation. It was clear that the proposed 4/5 new dwellings sought for this greenfield site would be substantial, four
bedroomed detached units, with a sale capital value well in excess of at least £200,000 each. The development was therefore aimed at very high earners or cash rich
inward migrants, rather than local persons employed on local, lower paid incomes. In this regard, we referred to the gross annual household income for the Carlisle
District in 2002, which was £16,554 p.a., compared against an average of £16,859 p.a. for Cumbria as a whole [see “Planning Cumbria” JSP Review — Technical Paper
4 — Study of Housing Stress and Affordability in Cumbria (May 2003)]. Using a standard multiplier of x3 average household income, it is clear that an average household
in Carlisle District would only be able to afford a mortgage of around £49,662. As a consequence, the proposed development in Castle Carrock was not aimed at
average households in the District, where between 39.2%-47.7% of local people cannot afford average terrace house prices, and where average house prices range
between £49,851 (flats/maisonette) -£130,364 (detached dwellings) [see Technical Paper 4 - Table 5.3]. More importantly, the application was not granted planning
permission on the basis that it would meet an identified need for this type, size and tenure of dwelling in the village. The proposed development has now entirely
dropped the low cost housing element, which was previously offered as a sop to the LPA under the previous planning application for 16 units. In the opinion of FLD, the
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permitted scheme for 4/5 units (which would essentially aim to satisfy an insatiable ‘demand’ because of the natural attractiveness of the rural area) would merely
exacerbate the level of inward migration into the County, rather than meet the ‘needs’ of local persons. It would also result in a further over-provision of new dwellings in
the rural area, over and above existing JSP requirements, (which is based on sound household growth projections), which the Interim Housing Policy Statement has
tried to avoid. It is also likely that it would eat into the proposed annualised figures being set for the next JSP Plan period up until 2016, where the JSP recognises that
new housing development, especially in the rural area, will have to be curtailed. As from the 17th July 2004, it is understood that Carlisle City Council has placed a
moratorium upon new housing in the rural areas.The approach to the consideration of this application ran completely counter to the Government’s aim of employing the
Plan, Monitor and Manage approach to new housing development in the interests of sustainable development, and the wider responsible encouragement of
regenerating our larger towns and cities in the UK. The granting of permission without any evidence of a specific need questions the whole rationale of having a
planning system in the first place, that otherwise aims to enable development to take place in the right place at the right time. FLD would therefore argue that this
permission is not located in the right place at this stage, nor would it take place at the right time. The development would also not meet any specific ‘affordable’ local
need. The development is therefore highly speculative. The applicants provided absolutely no evidence in their submission to explain how the development would
satisfy a genuine identified local need as per PPG3 (March 2000). Indeed, they made little reference to PPG3 (March 2000) to justify the development. There is also no
explanation as to how the development satisfied all the other tests in PPG3 (March 2000) as set out in the paragraphs below. PPG3 is not a discretionary document, nor
is the application of specific paragraphs dependent upon the ‘size’ of the proposed development, which Carlisle City Council continue to interpret as being the threshold
against which paragraphs 69-71 become applicable (see Carlisle District Local Plan 2001-2016 Deposit Draft - July 2004). It is FLD’s view that the tests in PPG3 are
binding irrespective of the size and scale of any proposed residential development, and those tests, especially relating to ‘need’, must be fully satisfied. A well argued
planning case demonstrating a ‘need’ for the development at Castle Carrock had also not been made out previously by the Carlisle City Development Control Officer in
the Committee report to Members on all the previous planning applications put before the Planning Committee. The misinterpretation and misapplication of PPG3
(March 2000) has been repeated many times in Cumbria in other District Authorities since 2000. Hence, it is for this reason that FLD strongly recommends that the JSP
must encourage all Districts to employ District-wide housing needs assessments as the first stage to inform them of the type, size and tenure of new housing required in
their Districts, as required by PPG3 (March 2000). FLD would also recommend that the JSP refer more specifically to the terms of PPG3 (March 2000) in establishing
the methodology to be employed to all the Districts. Essentially, in our judgement the methodology means that any proposed development must satisfy the identified
housing ‘needs’ of the locality, across all tenures and size of dwelling, taking account also the housing requirements for the District, as set out in the current JSP 1999-
2006, and the likely annualised requirements set out in the JSP Review (2003) and RPG13. Accordingly, account must therefore be given to the number of dwellings
constructed between 1996-2002 plus the outstanding planning permissions as at March 2002. FLD would also refer specifically to paragraphs 1-17; 21-27; 28-31; 32-34;
37-39; 57-58, and 69-71 in PPG3 (March 2000), as being relevant to the methodology to be employed by each District in allocating new housing sites and to
determining windfalls. Each LPA must therefore assess the housing needs of their District against the following summarised quantitative and qualitative factors to
accord with the requirements of PPG3 (March 2000): The current supply of housing (i.e. completions, outstanding permissions, and allocations) generally in the District,
taking of account size and tenure;The availability of ‘previously-developed’ sites, which should be utilised in preference to the development of greenfield locations,
adopting a site sequential approach making reference to the Council’s up-to-date Urban Housing Potential (Capacity) Study in accordance with the NWRA methodology
2003;In the case of villages, the current level, capacity and vitality of nearby facilities, such as local shops, public houses, post offices, schools and so on; The
composition and mix of the existing housing stock in the locality including vacancy rates; The housing ‘needs’ of the area, taken across the whole spectrum of housing
‘needs’ to include general market housing needs (i.e. both rented and private purchase), and not just affordable provision with reference to the adopted JSP housing
requirement up until 2006, the annualised JSP Review requirement (June 2004) and the RPG13 requirements;The composition and size of current and future
households in the locality; and The size and type of accommodation arising from those needs (the current land supply information would feed into this analysis, together
with primary information supplied by the Parish Council and any housing needs survey such as the LPA’s Housing Department and Cumbria Rural Housing Trust). For
rural settlements and villages, paragraphs 69-71 in PPG3 (March 2000) are applicable irrespective of the scale of the development. Consideration should be given to
the range of local services such as a primary school, post office, shop, church, village hall, public house, any rail link and bus services. The LPA must consider as to
whether or not it can be demonstrated that the additional housing would support these local services, which “could become unviable without some modest growth”.
Moreover, the LPA must consider as to whether or not the additional houses would be required to help secure a mixed and balanced community. Finally, the design and
layout of the development must be considered in the light of any VillageDesign Statement produced by the local community. Furthermore, the LPA must consider as to
whether or not a village or rural settlement is a sustainable location for additional housing growth, given the sequential approach and the five sustainability tests set out
in paragraph 31 in PPG3 (March 2000). Hence the travel-to-work areas of those likely to be accommodated in the village should be considered to ensure that
unsustainable travel patterns do not arise from a new allocation, which might otherwise be better located closer to the higher order Key Service Centres that offer easier
access to employment, housing and shopping and leisure. From the above factors, a basic audit of ‘needs’ compared against existing ‘provision’ can be assessed, in
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order to determine as to whether or not additional housing.growth would be justified in any one location. Any additional new housing must be sustainable in terms of the
local community as well as in locational terms. If there is already a sufficient supply of local housing to meet an identified local ‘need’, and if in the case of a village, an
assessment of local services indicates there is no need for additional development to sustain those services in accordance with paragraph 69-71 in PPG3 (March 2000),
then arguably in those circumstances the LPA should either not allocate the site or refuse permission if the site were a windfall. Otherwise the site should be allocated
accordingly. FLD recommends that Paragraph 4.10 in the JSP should be amended to reflect the above summarised advice as contained in PPG3 (March 2000). In
addition, FLD recommends that an additional Policy should be inserted between H17 and H18 to reflect the above methodology.

1614 Federation of Cumbria Amenity Societies PC Record Number: 2403
Para 4.1 does not fully explain why there are an increasing number of households requiring homes in the county

Paragraph: 4.4

2201 House Builders Federation PC Record Number: 2560

HBF do not support the proposed changes and reasoning for reducing planning permissions in the early part of the Structure Plan due to the existing supply of unbuilt
permissions. HBF consider this reduction will be detrimental to the delivery of affordable housing in high demand areas. We would prefer, rather than reduce planning
permissions in the first phase, for the joint authorities to keep the number of permissions the same as originally proposed in the first deposit, but increase the proportion
of affordable houses, and if necessary, reduce the planning permissions in the second phase of the plan. Given the buoyancy of the economy at the moment, the
increasing house prices and increasing affordable housing need, a reduction in planning permissions at this time would not reflect the requirement of the current
housing market in Cumbria. It would compound the existing problem of increasing affordable needs and increased house prices in desirable areas, due to increased
demand and restricted supply, and this will force lower income households out of areas and constrain certain households from entering these areas. This will not help
create or maintain diverse and mixed communities, with a range of suitable house types and sizes. The HBF's suggestion not to reduce permissions but increase
affordable housing provision is compliant with the views of Kate Barker, and particularly reflects Recommendation 1 of the Barker Review Final Report on the Review of
Housing Supply, which emphasises the need to achieve a market affordability goal rather than concentrate on fixing a specific level of housing supply. The Cumbrian
housing market is not directly linked to the bulk of the North West housing market, and so restricting the housing supply in Cumbria will not necessarily regenerate
otrher housing markets in the North West, as is the case in other parts of the Region, where there are more links between housing markets.

Paragraph: 4.5

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2530

FLD considers that it is inappropriate for the JSP to use the words “very large” in the last sentence to the Paragraph. This leaves open for the Districts to determine
what they mean by “very large”. PPG3 (March 2000) does not make any differentiation between the scale of new developments that should be phased. PPG3 (March
2000) requires the use of phasing for all developments irrespective of scale in order to monitor and manage the supply of housing land. Whilst FLD would agree that
some degree of reasonableness should apply here, it is important to engender a proper method of monitoring and managing the supply of land, and avoid situations that
would otherwise allow for some fudging. The County should be seeking to encourage robust and regular monitoring, and the idea that phasing only applies to “very
large” housing sites (depending upon what that means) would only but encourage inconsistency in the approach taken across the Districts. It will lead to confusion and a
lack of accountability that PPG3 (March 2000) is seeking to engender. FLD would recommend that the scale of housing that requires phasing should be defined more
precisely, and preferably only to exclude individual infill plots, where the overall impact of say one more house may not have such as adverse effect on the overall
supply of land.

Paragraph: 4.6
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2845 South Lakeland District Council PC Record Number: 2054
Question why the national park should only meet the test of local housing need and not local need and affordability.

2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2531

FLD considers that the definition of ‘local’ must be defined in the JSP to avoid confusion and an inconsistent application of the housing policies across the County.
Unfortunately even within the same authority (LDNPA), we have found differing definitions of ‘local’ being applied. This situation has only just been rectified in this
example case. Nonetheless, it is likely that differing meanings will apply across the County if the definition is left to each District Authority. FLD would recommend that
the definition of ‘local’ should apply to those with ‘Parish-wide’ connections be it to be near to family or work as per Paragraph 2.27. FLD objects to the retention of the
Council’s approach to exclude the supply of local need housing in the LDNP from the annualised housing requirement. FLD has already set out its’ objection to this
situation under Policy ST11. There is an inconsistency here, where the Policies seem to distinguish the housing situation within the National Park and the areas lying
within South Lakeland and Eden Districts outside the NP. Yet on the basis of the current definitions, there is nothing to distinguish the provision of new housing for ‘local
needs’ in the LDNP and the provision of ‘local needs’ housing in Eden and South Lakeland. So why do the two latter LPAs contribute towards the overall annualised
housing requirement, and the LDNPA does not? This confusion is exacerbated by the fact that ‘local needs’ housing, whether within the National Park or outside it, has
generally been interpreted in the past as meaning owner occupied property at mostly sub-market values, with planning permissions dependent upon identified ‘need’. By
definition, if new dwellings are identified as meeting an identified need, then they are likely to be ‘affordable’. One of the criteria for meeting a ‘local need’ (see Part 2 of
housing needs survey/questionnaire) is that existing and new general market housing does not satisfy those needs due to affordability problems vis a vis incomes. FLD
notes however that PPG3 (March 2000) has expanded the definition of ‘local needs’ housing by requiring LPAs to look at the overall housing needs of their
communities, to examine housing of all types, size and tenure. This position must mean therefore to also include ‘general market’ housing in the definition of ‘local
needs’ housing. FLD has applied this wider definition since the introduction of PPG3 (March 2000) in responding to Local Plans in the County and individual planning
applications. As a consequence, FLD considers that the use of the word ‘local needs’ housing is no longer appropriate in being applied equally to the term ‘affordable
housing’. FLD supports the LDNPA and County Council’s approach that in order to protect the National Park from further expansion (as required in the statutory
purposes embodied in the Environment Act 1995), there should not be any new general market housing in that specially protected area. However, given the
requirements of PPG3 (March 2000), which requires planning authorities to seek to provide mixed and balanced communities arising out of a thorough assessment of
housing needs across all types, size and tenure, there must be a clearer distinction between new housing provision to meet specific identified ‘affordable’ needs within
the National Park, and areas outside of it, where the definition of ‘local needs’ is much broader. Hence, FLD would recommend that any new housing within the Lake
District National Park should be explicitly to meet “affordable needs” only. There should not therefore be any provision for ‘local needs’ housing in the Lake District
National Park. At the same time, all new housing should be recorded and inputted into the annualised housing requirement as part of the Plan, Monitor and Manage
approach, as per PPG3 (March 2000). It is illogical for new housing in the LDNP should be additional to the housing requirement (see FLD objections to ST11).

Paragraph: 4.7 - No responses given to this paragraph.
Policy: H17
2962 Council for National Parks PC Supports Record Number: 2377

CNP supports the proposed change to Policy H17 which clarifies that housing in the Lake District National Park will only be permitted to meet the needs of the locality
and will be regarded as additional to the zero annual requirement. This will help minimise pressure for open market housing in the National Park.
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Copeland Borough Council PC Record Number: 2398

The Council feels that the imposition of a target 170 dwellings a year during 2002 — 2006 is not consistent with the need to widen housing choice in the Borough as part
of establishing a new economic base. 170 dwellings represents evidence of an inappropriate “ planning for decline” approach. There should be no cap on housing
development in Copeland particularly during the period to 2011. (please also see Statements submitted).

Federation of Cumbria Amenity Societies PC Record Number: 2405

Implementation of second part of para could create the very undesirable consequence of creating even more holiday homes. It would be possible for developers to
appliy for permission to build holiday accommodation, to accept appropriate controls and thus the no. of dwellings in the county would be augmented without any
increase in those available for resident households

Allerdale Borough Council PC Record Number: 2184

Reduction of housing in Allerdale to 220 per annum (2002 - 2006) is unacceptable. The council will not be able to use housing policy as a means for regeneration. The
‘affordability gap' will be widened with the restriction on supply of new housing. Acknowledge the constraints of RPG13, but many factors the RPG took into account in
setting housing figures in the North West do not apply to Allerdale eg. housing abandonment and high vacancy rates.

Federation of Cumbria Amenity Societies PC Record Number: 2404

Assumption that 10% of permission will not be implemented is not justified. Last sentence of para also implies that theplans objective is to reach the building rate target
rather than treat it as an upper limit. 'Achieved' should be replaced with ' not exceeded'

Barrow Borough Council PC Record Number: 2346

Following the publication of information indicating a problem of existing and continued low housing demand within Barrow town centre, the council have identified this
new objection. This should be considered in conjunction with the council’s objection to policy H20. The allocation of annual average dwellings permitted during 2006 —
2016 does not reflect Barrows status as a key town and conflicts with paragraph 2.15, which encourages modest development in Maryport, Ulverston, Whitehaven and
Workington. Paragraph 2.15 of the plan clearly acknowledges Policy SD3 of Regional Planning Guidance and the need to concentrate development in Carlisle and
Barrow-in-Furness with modest development and redevelopment needed in Dalton-in-Furness, Ulverston, Maryport, Workington and Whitehaven.The allocation of
annual average dwellings during the period 2006 — 2016 within policy ST17, when compared to other allocations within the same period, particularly in relation to South
Lakeland (Furness and West Cumbria), which would effectively be concentrated in Ulverston by Structure Plan Policy ST5, does not reflect Barrows status as a key
town and the annual average dwellings permitted during the period 2006 — 2016 for Barrow should be increased to accommodate housing provided through
regeneration programmes. The council would argue that this increase should come from a reduction in the numbers allocated to South Lakeland (Furness and West
Cumbria allocation) during the period 2002-2016, as the figures stated seem disproportionate and in conflict with Regional Planning Guidance and paragraph 2.15 of the
Structure Plan.The council are concerned that the scale of new housing proposed in the Furness area of South Lakeland may predudice housing market Renewal
Strategies for Barrow which seek to control, through planning, the release of new housing sites and balance this with housing improvements to the inner areas of
Barrow. This objection should also be considered alongside that of policy H23.
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2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2532

FLD would re-affirm its objection to Policy H17 and the Proposed Changes therein. In particular the revisions to the annualised figures should be cross-referenced to the
numbers of dwellings completed 1996-2002 and the numbers of dwellings with planning permission at March 2002 (see FLD’s objections above). FLD objects to the
zero requirement for the LDNPA as the Policy currently stands. Given that PPG3 (March 2000) requires LPAs to assess all types, size and tenure of dwelling to meet
the housing requirements of their local communities, the approach taken by the County Council is illogical and inconsistent. All housing, even if it were for affordable
housing needs, should be included in the annualised housing requirement figures in order to aid local plan monitoring, and to enable detailed feed back on the levels of
housing being provided for in an area to the Regional Housing Body, in this case the NWRA.FLD notes that at the Exmoor Local Plan Inquiry (December 2003), the
Inspector asked in his subsequent report (May 2004) for an affordable housing provision figure in the Local Plan so that the PPG3 (March 2000) Plan, Monitor and
Manage approach could be applied. Hence FLD would seek better linkage between affordable housing needs and planning permissions for residential developments
(both new build and conversions) The Policy, in effect, leads to little differentiation between the areas within South and East Cumbria and the area within the LDNP in
terms of local needs housing. Yet, there is no statutory requirement to provide for additional new housing in the Lake District National Park because of its special
purposes, whereas there is a need to meet local housing needs as per the advice in PPG3 (March 2000) in all the areas outside the National Park, such as South and
East Cumbria. The Policy as it stands is therefore muddled. Whilst there is no doubt that general market housing in South and East Cumbria ought to be restrained,
essentially because the respective LPAs have not Planned, Monitored and Managed their supplies of housing as advised by PPG3 (March 2000), FLD considers that it
would be proper to encourage all the LPAs outside the National Park to embrace local needs housing surveys as a means to help determine the correct levels of
housing required in their Districts, and to feed that data back to the Regional Housing Body. Only in that way can the annualised housing requirement be adjusted, if
necessary upwards or downwards, to meet local needs across all tenures, size and type of dwelling, which includes of course general market housing. As set out in the
above objection, FLD considers that the correct approach is to only allow for affordable housing provision within the National Park, given its specific statutory purposes
set out in the Environment Act 1995.

2729 Barton Willmore Planning Partnership PC Record Number: 2068

Serious concerns over the reduction in number of houses to be built between 2002-2006. This will be insufficient to meet local needs, especially in South and East
Cumbria. Also a problem with the fact that provision outwith key service centres is now intended to be included in the district requirement. Careful monitoring should be
carried out to assess whether number restrictions imposed by RPG are hindering the acheivement of structure plan strategy.

2305 Windermere and Bowness Civic Society PC Record Number: 2295

The scale new housing provision which shows the LDNP as 0 seems logical as some 9,000 new dwellings have been erected in the Park since designation for no
perceptible increase in population. Where is the justification for allowing more housing to ' meet with the needs of the locality though'

2783 Levens Hall Estate PC Record Number: 2512

Policy H17 - Scale of Housing Porvision. The Lancaster Canal Northern Reaches Restoration Group (NRRG) has two concerns with Policy H17. The primary concern is
that housing targets set for housing provision in the South Lakeland area of South and East Cumbria impose excessive constraint. Secondly, the partners are
concerned that all housing provided will be local occupancy only. There are a number of reasons for these concerns:- * The reduction in house building will be harmful to
the local economy and reduce the contribution which open market housing can make as part of wider regeneration schemes. * The restricted supply may also lead to
higher house prices and increase the problem of affordability; * The development potential of the Lancaster Canal to Kendal envisages a mix of uses including
business/employment and some open market housing, as well as some which is available only for local occupancy and at affordable prices. The partners believe that it
is reasonable for the Structure Plan to respond and provide for these various housing needs and demands, including for people who wish to move into the area. * The
mix of types of development, including open market housing, will be a factor in the economic viability of the wider restoration scheme. The potential for open market
housing to be a component of, and help achieve, wider regeration plans such as canal restoration should be recognised. It is proposed that the housing targets for
South Lakeland be increased and a significant proportion retained as open market, unrestricted use, in view of the benefits to the local economy and regeneration.
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3534

2201

2293

2844

1357

2165

1859

2845

Consultee Comments

South Lakeland Local Strategic Partnership Record Number: 2599

Suggestions to add additional text regarding employment and business

House Builders Federation PC Record Number: 2561

Whilst the HBF welcome the fact that the zero allocation in the Lake District National Park only relates to unfettered housing, and therefore housing for local needs will
not count towards the allocation figures, we consider the additional sentence within Policy H17 does not clarify this succinctly. We would prefer to see an additional
paragraph following 4.8 to explain this further, bearing in mind the number of representations received regarding the zero allocation in the first deposit.

North West Regional Assembly PC Supports Record Number: 2424

We SUPPORT the proposed changes to the housing provision figures, as these would satisfy the Assembly’s objection to this policy at the Deposit stage (see my letter
of 9th July 2003). The total proposed housing requirement within the Plan is for 17,620 which, although 7.6% in excess of the RPG requirement of 16,380, is
considered by the Assembly to be within acceptable limits.

Cumbria Tourist Board PC Supports Record Number: 2590

The Board supports the proposed maodifications to policies H17 and H19 and their requirements to restrict occupation of new housing within South and East Cumbria to
people 'with a local connection to the area'.

Carlisle City Council PC Record Number: 2106

Concerned over the addition to paragraph 4.4 that links to reduced scale of housing provison in policy H17. Acknowledge this has to be taken in to account, but
consider it has already been done so. Additional reduction during early plan period is causing implementation difficulties. Object to the additional reduction due to the
impact that this is having throughout cumbria.

Brampton Parish Council Record Number: 2242

Note the amount of housing provision for Carlisle. How much of this is destined for Brampton?

Blawith and Subberthwaite Parish Council PC Record Number: 2305
By concentrating housing development to essential need, anyone who wants to get on the housing ladder must live ina key service centre as many properties in the NP
villages are bought for holiday properties or retirement at high prices.

South Lakeland District Council PC [V Supports Record Number: 2056

Fully support the inclusion of paragraph beginning "Within South and East Cumbria". Confirmation is needed that this last paragraph will be agreed by central
government, or a housing target established.
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2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2558

FLD considers that Paragraph 9.6 should refer to the Government’s guidance in PPG13, which seeks to reduce the need to travel by consolidating new development in
proximity to other key uses such as employment, retailing, housing and leisure together, rather than allowing dispersed development. The last sentence to Paragraph
9.6 fails to adequately reflect the strong advise by Government to employ sustainable development principles, which reduce the need to travel. The sentence is far too
weak, as it would not encourage a modal shift away from the use of the private car, since it only seeks to provide infrastructure to ensure that a variety of modes of
transport are available. It therefore gives no priority towards encouraging alternative forms of travel, but more importantly it fails to give priority to the consolidation of
new development in proximity to other key services. This is a common criticism throughout the Plan starting with Policy ST3.

Policy: L53
2056 Copeland Borough Council PC Record Number: 2396

The addition to para 9.6 should be expanded to include specific reference to implementing a new multi-modal interchange at Whitehaven and smaller scale facilities at
Millom to assist their operation as Western Gateways to the National Park as well as in terms of improved town centre accessibility and overall tourism benefits.

3345 The National Trust PC Record Number: 2337

The additional wording at the end of paragraph 9.6 is helpful, but still gives inadequate consideration to the mechanisms to be utilised to ensure that the laudable aims
of the Policy are achieved in practice.

Paragraph: 9.7 - No responses given to this paragraph.

Policy: L54
2963 DPP (Development Planning Partnership) PC Record Number: 2475

Still consider that an amendment should be made to acknowledge out of centre locations by amending the text to read ' and finally out of centre locations with access
to a range of transport modes'

Paragraph: 9.9

2288 Theatres Trust Record Number: 2593

Disappointed that this sentence has not be changed as para 9.11. Add the words ' and cultural' after the word commercial.

Policy: L55
1357 Carlisle City Council PC Supports Record Number: 2112

The inclusion of business and community use is supported.
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1968 Allerdale Borough Council PC Supports Record Number: 2187

We support the addition to this policy of the requirement that the site or building should not be required for business or community use before it can be considered for
other changes of use.

2288 Theatres Trust Record Number: 2594

Concerned by use of word 'viable' in L55 and Para 9.9. Who decides if something is viable or not? Consider policy is left too open to interpretation

Paragraph: 9.10 - No responses given to this paragraph.
Policy: L56
3030 Government Office for the NorthWest Record Number: 2259

The unchanged reference to "key service centres an other towns and villages defined in Local Plans" is too weak and does not send a strong enough message to local
plans that they should be ensuring facilities are located in settlements in accordance with the spatial strategy aim of a sustainable rural settlement structure.

1357 Carlisle City Council PC Supports Record Number: 2113

Clarification of location requirements is welcomed. This satisfies the earlier objection.
Paragraph: 9.11

2288 Theatres Trust PC Supports Record Number: 2265

Pleased to see addition of words ' and cultural'

2780 Arnside and Silverdale Landscape Trust PC Record Number: 2039
Suggest the revised section be changed to "footpaths, bridleways, natural greenspaces". Would make the statement more inclusive.

Policy: L57
2288 Theatres Trust Record Number: 2595

Policy should include ' and cultural'. Otherwise policy could be interpreted to relate to sporting spaces rather than cultural activities.
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2838 English Nature PC Supports Record Number:

Support the insertion of "natural” to the environment reference. Also support the reference in 9.11 to "natural greenspace”.

Paragraph: 9.12 - No responses given to this paragraph.

Policy: L58

2838 English Nature Record Number:

The policy is unchanged from the deposit draft, therefore comments in original representation and letter of 10 December to Cumbria County Council still stand.

1968 Allerdale Borough Council Supports Record Number:

Retain support for this policy.

2177

2252

2255
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Chapter 10: Monitoring and Implementation
General Comments for Chapter 10.

2734 English Heritage PC Supports Record Number: 2291

Text added to Other public sector agencies satisfies original objection
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Chapter 10: Monitoring and Implementation
Scehdule 2

2962 Council for National Parks PC Record Number: 2382

CNP objects to the safeguarding of the A590(T) High and Low Newton Bypass (F) in Schedule 2 because of its incompatibility with National Park purposes and because
it does not offer a sustainable solution to addressing safety concerns along the A590. CNP understands that the Government’s decision to reinstate the scheme into
the TPl was based principally on safety grounds. However, CNP notes that safety along the stretch of the A590 that will be bypassed has already been significantly
improved as a result of the 40mph speed limit. CNP is also aware that a Route Management Strategy for the whole of the A590 has yet to be completed. The
Government regards National Park designation as conferring the highest status of protection as far as landscape and scenic beauty are concerned (PPG7, para 4.2).
Major developments in National Parks must be subject to the most rigorous examination and should not take place except in exceptional circumstances (PPG7, para
4.6). A new bypass at High and Low Newton would constitute major development in a National Park and would therefore be subject to the test contained in PPG?7.
CNP is not satisfied that, in this case, a rigorous examination of (i) need for the development in terms of national considerations and (i) alternatives has been
undertaken and would urge that this be done before this scheme can be considered to constitute exceptional circumstances. A thorough economic, social and
environmental appraisal of the scheme and alternative safety measures has not been carried out and nor has this bypass been subject to public scrutiny. In supporting
this scheme it is therefore not clear how the County Council and Park Authority have taken into account their Section 62 duty of the Environment Act 1995 which places
a general duty on statutory undertakers and public bodies to have regard to the statutory purposes of National Parks when coming to decisions or carrying out activities
relating to, or affecting land within, the Parks.
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Addendum
Glossary
2396 Friends of the Lake District/CPRE PC Record Number: 2559

FLD notes that the Glossary does not make any reference to Urban Housing Capacity Studies (UHCS), and in particular to the up-to-date methodology recommended
by the North West Regional Assembly published last year in July 2003 — entitled “Exploring Urban Potential for Housing — The Guide 2003”. This Guide supersedes
many of the UHCS carried out by the individual Districts in Cumbria, and hence the data made available in the previous District studies has become out-of-date. All the
Districts must be encouraged to up-date their Studies in accordance with the methodologies employed in the NRWA 2003 guidance. Paragraph 4.8 in the Housing
Chapter refers to “Urban Potential (Capacity) Studies” and the National Land-Use Database. The Glossary refers to the NLUD, but not the UHCS. This discrepancy
must be rectified. UHCS are not there to simply state the proportion of land that must be re-cycled within a District as suggested by Policy H18. They are much more
than that. Hence more importantly, the JSP must make it clear that as part of the Plan, Monitor and Manage approach, the LPAs must use their UHCS to inform the
application of the sequential approach, and hence they should be used to determine the location of new housing development in accordance with the sustainable
principles laid down in PPG3 (March 2000) [see FLD’s objections to Paragraph 4.10 above for proposed methodology].

2838 English Nature PC Record Number: 2178
Welcome the explanation of biodiversity, but dependent upon text amendments suggested for ST1 and ST2 suggest there might be additional value in explaining
Biodiversity Action Plans.

2838 English Nature PC Record Number: 2179

Welcome the explanation of EIA but dependent on content of revised text to support ST2 there is a need to seperately explain different types of assessment.

2838 English Nature PC Record Number: 2180

Welcome the inclusion of sustainability appraisal within the glossary. Also a need to take account of the Strategic Environmental Regulations 2001/42/EC and give
guidance to local plans on how this might be incorporated with other forms of sustainability and environmental assessment.

2858 Highways Agency PC Record Number: 2118

Does go some way to describing what a route Management Strategy is, but should be amended. Suggest "A Route Management Strategy is a technique developed by
the Highways Agency to make best use of the whole of a trunk route, leading to the adoption of a ten year development plan and a three year action plan for the route."
Are not about major schemes that are set out in the LTP and RPG process, but about making best use of the network.

Scehdule 2
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3280 E. on UK Renewables PC Record Number:

The format and application of Schedule 2 is somewhat confusing and it is not referred to in the actual Policy. These points need to be addressed. Our interpretation is

that if a wind farm comprises more than 2 turbines or has a hub height exceeding 15 metres, then Schedule 2 calls for further consideration under Schedule 3 of
whether an EIA is required. This is not quite consistent with the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 1999, and has a number of potential disadvantages:
The criteria in Schedule 3 are open to interpretation and may result in a wide variance in their application at district level; This policy reduces the possibility of

economically viable community owned schemes - to gain any benefit from a community owned farm, a reasonable output of turbine would be required and therefore a

reasonable height is required (e.g. Bro-Dyfi Community Turbine (DULAS/REIC) is a 31.5m 75kW Vestas second hand turbine); Only low risk projects can be taken
forward by community groups to ensure that their money is well spent during the development phase. With no identification of the likely success of the project, and

being faced with carrying out an expensive EIA, it would be unlikely that these projects would be developed in this region. The longer timescales taken to produce an

EIA over an ER make it unlikely that regional targets will be met on time; Large sites with good wind farm developemnt potential are now few and far between - small
sites of 3 tyrbines / 5SMW may be the answer to achieving regional targets (especially in Cumbria), and this change hinders this.

2834 Fuller Peiser (for ABP) PC Record Number:

2567

2092

Support the identification of the A590(T) High and Low Newton Bypass and the identification of a possible inter-modal Freight terminal at Barrow. Support the principle

of an inter-freight terminal at the port of Barrow.

1620 North West Development Agency PC Record Number:

Supports the early implementation of a number of schemes: A590(T) high and Low Newton bypass; M6 Extension (Junction 44 to M74); A595 Parton to Lillyhall
improvement; A66(T) Temple Sowerby Bypass and Winderwath improvement. Also support the safeguarding ot the A595 Carlisle northern Development route.

Key Diagram

2834 Fuller Peiser (for ABP) PC Record Number:

Object to key diagram as amendments still do not include the port of Silloth. Request that Silloth is identified on diagram as a port.

2138

2091
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