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Minutes of Above Derwent Parishioners Meeting 

held virtually on  18 January 2021 at 7.00pm 
 

Chair:                         Joy Pemberton-Piggot 
Clerk:                         Rachael Kelly 
In attendance:    A maximum of 78 were in attendance.  

 

1.  Joy Pemberton-Piggot welcomed the attendees to the meeting, and gave an introduction: 

 
Welcome to this Above Derwent Parish Meeting which has been called to discuss the 

planning application for the construction of a new car park, with amenities building at 
Ullock Moss, a new shuttle bus turning facility at Cupboard Field and a series of 
measures to the adjacent highway and footpath infrastructure. 

 
I am Joy Pemberton-Pigott, Vice Chairman of Above Derwent Parish Council. 

 
Firstly, I am sorry that the meeting link has had to be changed.  We were alerted that 
the link did not work and that it still doesn’t work, so the change was forced upon us by 

a problem with third-party software.  I can only apologise. 
 

Can I first emphasise that this is not, as was originally reported by the Keswick 
Reminder, a meeting of Above Derwent Parish Council.  It is a meeting of registered 
electors in the parish of Above Derwent.  This means that, unlike a Parish Council 

meeting, any elector may speak tonight and may vote.  Only people who are registered 
electors in Above Derwent may do either of these things. 

 
There may be electors present who happen to be members of Above Derwent Parish 
Council.  However, they are not here in their role as Councillors:  they are here on the 

same basis as all other electors. 
 

For this planning application, Above Derwent Parish Council is a statutory consultee:  it 
does not decide whether or not to grant planning permission:  the Lake District National 
Park Authority (LDNPA) does that.  Above Derwent Parish Council will meet on 

Wednesday 20th January to discuss its response to the LDNPA.  Above Derwent Parish 
Council will take into account any votes taken at tonight’s meeting, but it is not bound by 

them.  The Parish Council must make its own decision on how to respond to the LDNPA. 
 
It was brought to our attention that there has been recently a leaflet drop in the Parish 

consisting of the Notice of Meeting originally issued by ADPC together with a 
representation from a group objecting to the planning application.  This has had the 

unfortunate consequence that some members of the public have inferred that ADPC is 
endorsing that representation.  Therefore the ADPC would like to make clear that: 
 

• The leaflets were not delivered by anyone acting on behalf of ADPC 
• The leaflets were delivered without the authorization or prior knowledge of ADPC 

• Currently the ADPC is adopting a neutral position on this planning application and 
will continue to do so until such time as we need to make a formal decision   

• We are listening carefully to all sides of the debate on this application 
 
Please note that any individual or group, including this Parish Meeting, may submit a 

https://abovederwentparishcouncil.wordpress.com/


2 

 

representation to the LDNPA.   

 
This Meeting must agree by a majority vote what representation to send. 
 

We have received news that the LDNPA will not now consider this application before the 
meeting of its Development Control Committee on April 7th.  We have asked the LDNPA 

to update the message displayed on its website to reflect this.  
 
Before we move on, I would like to point out that I ‘personally’ have made a 

representation to the LDNPA about this planning application.  It is a statement of fact 
about the status of the footpath through Fawe Park Woods. I am informed that a 

planning application cannot alter an existing right of way or create a new one.  If no-one 
has any objection to my chairing the meeting, we can continue. 
 

All concerned want an informative, courteous debate with nothing of a personal nature. 
I would ask that you all keep your representations as brief and to the point as you can, 

and avoid repetition. Please keep yourselves on mute unless you wish to speak. 
 
 

The clerk submitted 2 apologies, and read statements out from each: 
 

Geoff Davies (Chairman of Above Derwent Parish Council) 
 
The guidance on Parish Meetings states that the Chairman of the Parish Council, if 

present, must chair the meeting.  The Chairman of Above Derwent Parish Council is 
Geoff Davies.  He is also the Chairman of the Lake District National Park Authority’s 

Development Control Committee.  As such, he must adopt a neutral stance on all 
planning applications until the point at which Development Control Committee debates 

the application.  Furthermore, he must be seen by all interested parties – including the 
applicant – to be taking a neutral position.  He judges that chairing this meeting would 
be incompatible with that requirement.  As this means that he cannot chair the meeting, 

it follows that he cannot attend it either. 
 

Mr Anderton (Applicant of the planning application) 
 
I am of the view the emotive nature of this particular matter has now arrived at a new 

level and I believe this extraordinary meeting will only serve to divide opinion further and 
reinforce many of the false and ill informed views which already exist. 

  
Understandably this is a sensitive subject but despite what people feel or think, the 
Ullock Moss Car Park (UMCP) is a response to a problem which is current, real, well 

documented and ongoing. There exists approximately 177 roadside car parking spaces 
between Portinscale and Catbells. CCC have already made it clear, without alternative 

parking provisions additional TRO’s will not be forthcoming. Moreover, the Parish Council 
in their Chairmans report said in 2019 (Quote) “Importantly the Parish Council in its 
response to the consultation asked that no parking restrictions should be put in place 

until some alternative car parking facility can be established.” 
  

The problem that exists within the LDNP is land ownership is tightly held and 
opportunities for development are rare and sensitive, the site at UM – in isolation – is not 
the answer. However, it aims to sit within a wider transport strategy including, increased 

TRO’s and – in the fullness of time – an Interchange on the A66 and all that it brings. 
Neither of these items, in themselves are a silver bullet, they all have a role to play in 

solving this crisis which plagues the road network across the entire LDNP. Hawkshead for 
example, is a shining example of where a carpark, bus service and TRO’s have provided 
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a long term sustainable future for the village. On the contrary where parking is 

unmanaged like Walna Scar Road in Coniston, Buttermere or on the west side of Derwent 
Water tensions run high and the National Park loses its appeal for both residents and 
visitors. 

  
As the applicant I would encourage everyone who has objected or supported this carpark 

to come together and direct that same energy toward the CCC, LDNP and other 
stakeholders and demand they move forward with both TRO’s and the future interchange 
on the A66. Collectively, all three elements will contribute in their own way and make a 

difference however, the immediate danger of increasing visitors and the ongoing, 
dangerous road side parking south of Portinscale is neither sustainable nor safe thus 

making the status quo at best undesirable or at worse a danger. 
  
At the time of writing there are approximately 101 letters of support and 58 letters of 

objection. We hope those who disagree with the application can see the UMCP and road 
network as we see it now and as we intend it in the future. 

 
Apologies I cannot make this evening however Chris Granger (Architect) will attempt to 
answer any questions you may have. 

2.  The Minutes of the Annual Parish Meeting held on 17th April 2019 were approved as a 
correct record. 

3.  Ullock Moss Car Park (UMCP) Planning Application 7/2020/2291 
A parishioner introduced the planning application:  

 
The parishioner reiterated the apology to parishioners for the unavoidable late change of 

meeting location. As conveners we have advised the Parish Clerk as a point of order that 
we reserve our right to call a further Parish Meeting if the validity and participation of 
this meeting have been compromised as a result but given the number of attendees it 

seems that this will not be needed.   
 

Thanks to everyone for coming - it is great to see interest and commitment to our parish 
and village – especially given the late changes of arrangements. 
 

In opening I would like to start with some objectives that I think we can all agree on:  
• We all want to improve the parking situation in and around Portinscale, but without 

compromising residents, businesses, or community activities.  
• We all want to protect our beautiful surroundings & facilitate the visitors who want to 

share them with us.  
• We all want to make sure that our roads in the parish are safe and passable, both for 
pedestrians, walkers, cyclists, and drivers.  

  
The Ullock Moss planning application has become a touchstone for the alternative views 

in the Parish of the right approach to finding a long-term sustainable solution to these 
often-conflicting objectives. We are aware that individual residents have strong feelings 
about the car park proposal, both for and against.  

 
The parishioner advised on the purpose of this Parish Meeting: 

• To ensure that all parishioners are appraised of all relevant information and policy 
related to the Ullock Moss planning application, including the imminent adoption of the 
new LDNPA Local Plan, & related traffic management approaches.  

• To provide an opportunity for Parishioners to discuss the consequences and 
implications for residents particularly in Portinscale.  

• To act as a vehicle for local views to be made known to the Parish Council through the 
reporting of this meeting.  
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Following this meeting we hope this would encourage further Parishioners to make their 

specific views, and the reasons behind them known to both the planning authorities and 
to our Parish Council directly.  
 

In advertising this event, as conveners we circulated the meeting notice with our own 
flier. This was solely to advertise the meeting as widely as possible, which as 

parishioners calling a parish meeting is our natural right, and it was not our intention by 
doing so to infer any position of ADPC relative to the application.  
 

The Parishioner advised of the proposed Agenda of the meeting: 
 

The proposed format for the meeting is to start with four short presentations under the 
following headings, to bring participants up to date with matters we think need to be 
considered concerning the effect of the proposed application on our community.  

• Planning and Traffic Management History relevant to the application  
• The Ullock Moor Car Park & Facilities Proposal  

• LDNPA Local Plans – current & relevant policies; The imminent New Plan  
• Options and other considerations  
  

The Parishioner requested that the attendees try to restrict discussion under these 
headings to clarification and correction only as the aim is to try and conclude these 

within 30 mins.  
 
This will then be followed by an open discussion managed by the Chair for the remainder 

of the meeting.  
  

The parishioner reiterated the Chairs request that the meeting be civil, considered, and 
constructive, on a matter which we all accept is of fundamental importance to the future 

of our village. 
 
Planning and Traffic Management History relevant to the application  

A Parishioner gave her overview of the Planning and Traffic Management History relevant 
to the application.   

Cupboard Field – The applicant has a right to use this field as a temporary car park for 
28 days each year under permitted development rights (currently 56 due to covid 19).  
In October 2017 a planning application to use Cupboard Field from agricultural land to a 

permanent Car Park was refused on a number of grounds, as there was no strategic 
traffic management scheme in place for the area, and the proposals did not amount to 

this, within the local plan, the proposals did not show that the car park would solve the 
roadside parking problem, and that it could increase the problem, that people who didn’t 
want to pay for parking would continue to park on the roadside, the car park would 

impact negatively on the World Heritage Site attributes and that granting permission 
would be contrary to the local plan.   

Ullock Moss – It is understood from the Forestry Commission that the applicant was 
granted a felling licence in 2016 as mature spruces were falling down.  This felling 
licence was granted subject to 2 restocking conditions and deadlines.  1 – that 25% of 

the area must be planted with oak before 30.06.2022, and 2- to allow the remainder of 
the side to regenerate naturally by 30.06.2027, and if natural regeneration fails by that 

date then the whole site must be replanted the following winter.  The conditions imposed 
by FC allowed for 20% of the area to be open space, but the FC would expect this open 
space to be with ground vegetation.  Over time the trees were felled, and hard standing 

was laid, and an entrance was created.  In February 2020 a pre planning application 
submission as made to the LDNPA who responded in May 2020 stating that in order to 

meet current and emerging policy requirements for a car park in open countryside which 
is what this is deemed to be any proposal must: 
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1 – resolve an unacceptable safety issue or hazard where all other measures or 
enforcement have been exhausted   
2 – Form part of a traffic management scheme that integrates other sustainable 

transport opportunities that do not lead to an increase in traffic 
 3 – Does not introduce an inappropriate level of use of the location.   

 
The proposal had to demonstrate or show that it solves an existing problem where other 
attempts have failed and show through evidence that the proposals would not make the 

existing problems worse.  The planners also stated that the community should be 
involved.  Crosby Granger (architects) launched a digital consultation which ran from 

29.06.2020 to 03.08.2020, a presentation was given to the parish council meeting on 15 
July 2020, where it was decided that the highways sub-group would formulate a 
response for discussion at the next parish council meeting in August 2020.  In August 

2020 the LDNPA issued a statement confirming that in April 2019 it had identified a 
breach of planning control for alterations of the existing access to the site and the 

formation of hard standing, it further stated that although the owner had intended to 
make a retrospective planning application to use the land as a log store, the owner now 
intended to submit a planning application which would retain some of the work done as 

part of a more comprehensive scheme.  If the planning application was not forthcoming 
in the 3 months from August 2020, the LDNPA would then consider what further action it 

would take in respect of the breach of planning.  On 15th August the Vice Chair and head 
of the highways sub-group did a walk through the village from the A66 junction through 
to the proposed site and they were accompanied by a parishioner, on 19th August the PC 

met and discussed the proposal, all parishioners who attended the meeting spoke to 
voice concerns and objections.  On 19th August the PC issued its response to the 

architects consultation.  On 8 December 2020 the applicants planning application was 
registered at the LDNPA and on 15th December notice of the planning application was 

posted at the proposed site.  On the question of double yellow lines and traffic 
management in late 2018 Cumbria County Council announced proposals to put a number 
of double yellow lines restrictions in sections of the village, from the Village Hall to Nichol 

End Marina, but no further. This was to alleviate traffic throughout the village. The 2019 
report from the parish councils then chairman, acknowledged that serious concerns had 

been raised that that the response to the County Council asked that no parking 
restrictions be put in place until some alternative car parking facility could be 
established.   

 
The Ullock Moss Car Park & Facilities Proposal  

A parishioner spoke on behalf of the applicant, and advised he was not a supporter of the 
scheme; and had objected to the plans.  The applicant was asked to explain the 
development tonight, but he has sent his apologies.  The parishioner advised he would 

try and explain the proposals in a neutral manner.  A concern is that local people aren’t 
really aware of what is being proposed, it is great so many people are here to hear what 

is proposed so all are aware.  The parishioner advised he is not a “NIMBY”!  Initially the 
parishioner was not really aware of the scale of the proposal, looked at the application 
and looked further into it, initially he thought it would be a good thing, an investment in 

local infrastructure, help solve the chaos on the road, laybys, be a community asset.  
The more he has looked into it, the more he thinks it is not a good idea?. 

 
The parishioner apologised for any repetition, and if he misinterpreted anything off the 
planning portal.  The parishioner suggested asking the architect to clarify anything 

needed.   
 

The development at Ullock Moss, opposite Nichol End Marina, an area which has already 
been flattened and gravelled, which was used for free parking last summer, the proposed 
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car park is not just that area and would extend back into more land stretching back to 

the village.  The total area of the proposed car park is 1.6 hectares, which is roughly 3 
football pitches.  The planning application says that the surface would be compacted grit, 
so probably not dissimilar to what is there already, and a 10m formal road surfacing at 

the entrance.  The development explains that new trees would be planted around the car 
park to shield it from the road, and further trees in the car park to create a circuit route, 

rather then the flat area which is seen at the moment.  Drystone walling would be built 
at the entrance.  There would be space for 150 cars, 5 disabled spaces, 18 cycle parking 
spaces.   

 
For context Booths car park is smaller and has 140 car parking spaces.  In the planning 

application the developer says that 150 cars reflects the number of peak cars already 
parked on the road in Portinscale, from the surveys they have completed.  As well as the 
parking area the developer would involve the construction of a new building which would 

provide sheltered waiting area for bus passengers, with toilets and a private hire facility 
for conventional and electric bikes.  There would also be an office for booking the shuttle 

bus.  The building would have a cedar shingle roof, larch wooden cladding and would be 
surrounded by low stone walls, and the total area of the building is 42m2.  The entrance 
to the car park would be on the bend at the bottom of the hill, where the existing 

entrance is at the moment, and the developer is proposing to install a speed reduction 
table on the road around 20m up from the entrance.  A speed reduction table is bigger 

than a speed hump and is a raised section of the road and tends to have approximately 
8cm high ramps.  When considering the pros and cons of speed tables, the advantage is 
that they are effective at slowing traffic down, the disadvantage is that they can cause 

noise and vibration to neighbours.  The speed table which would be installed would act 
as an informal crossing for pedestrians from the car park to the footpath.  The 

parishioners understanding is that it is not a zebra crossing rather a raised area where 
cars go slower.  A seasonal shuttle bus would run from the car park to Cupboard Field, 

the application states the bus would run from Easter to the end of October, the 
development also includes a turning and waiting area for the buses at Cupboard Field.   
 

The development would also include some provision for improving the existing number 
77 bus layby, this would not be for the shuttle bus, it is for the public service bus.  The 

pricing for the car park has not been determined in the application, it states it will be 
comparable with other car parks in the area, this would incentivise long stay parking and 
the application mentions the incentivisation of the shuttle bus use.  The application 

mentions pricing concessions for local residents and season ticket holders.  Research 
would indicate that it may be comparable with Whinlatter which may be £10 for a days 

parking with higher prices per hour for shorter stays.  The car park would be advertised 
on the LDNPA website, in visitor guides, sat navs etc, it will be a formal arrangement, in 
comparison to the current street parking.  The planning application does not and cannot 

determine any parking restrictions for the road, this is a completely different process, 
approval of the car park would still allow on road parking.  This is a process for CCC to 

consider.  Things which the parishioner thought were not clear in the application were 
how would the car park pricing be enforced, the operating hours and frequency of the 
shuttle busses, it was not clear how the car park would be lit, if at all, and also it was not 

clear what the hours of operation of the car park would be and if there would be any 
overnight restrictions, and how they would be enforced.   

 
LDNPA Local Plans – current & relevant policies; The imminent New Plan  
A parishioner gave his interpretation of how the existing and new (which is imminent, 

hopefully will be implemented from March – May 2021, covid has delayed this) LDNPA 
Local Plan affects the planning application.  The parishioner advised he is against the 

proposals but would try and give an objective overview of the existing and new local 
plans.   
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The first policy is to do with the national significance and distinctive nature of the 

national park: 
 
-Policy 1 is the LDNP – quoted from the LD Local Plan – We will recognise the national 

significance and unique character of the Lake District National Park.  We will only support 
development proposals which are consistent with National Park purposes and duty; and 

conserve and enhance the special qualities of the Lake District National Park.   
-Policy 2 - We aim to enable development to support and maintain the vibrancy and 
sustainability of settlements, regenerate areas of need and reinforce the distinctiveness 

of place.  The role of rural service centres is to: demonstrate strong linkages with its 
wider hinterland reinforce community cohesion, provide the basis for self sufficiency to 

live and work, provide local employment, access to a range of basic services, housing 
etc, to act as a transport hub for the area by enabling access to a range of transport 
types such as rail, bus, boat, cycling and walking,  enable public transport provision and 

linkages with other towns and villages inside and outside the National Park.  This is what 
is envisaged for a rural service centre.  Keswick is a rural service centre, Portinscale is a 

village.  The role of villages will be to provide a smaller range of services and facilities, 
and demonstrate strong linkages with rural service centres and other settlements, and 
provide a small level of development that maintains or enhances existing provision for 

local needs.  Development must be of a scale that is sympathetic to the role of the 
settlement and respect its appearance and physical capacity. In open countryside which 

is what the land is classed as, essentially we will only support developments  (in open 
countryside) where it demonstrates an essential need for a rural location, or it will help 
to sustain an existing business including farm diversification schemes or it provides 

proven essential housing needs, except this does not apply here.   
 

North Distinctive area there are various statements: 
Keswick will continue to be the main tourist hub and access point for surrounding 

attractions. Derwentwater will play a greater role in the sustainable transport network 
and Thirlmere will have a round-lake, recreational cycle route. We will continue to 
support the cycle network and cycle hub at Keswick.   

 
In rural service centres we will seek to develop opportunities for sustainable tourism 

focussed on Keswick and Caldbeck, where they enable the economic and physical 
regeneration of an area or diversify the local economy. In doing so, we will recognise 
Keswick’s role as a centre for outdoor recreation and a ‘first-stop’ for visitors, and we will 

support initiatives that reduce visitor car-based travel between Keswick and the 
surrounding attractions of Whinlatter Forest Park, Bassenthwaite, Honister Slate Mines 

and the valleys of Borrowdale, Buttermere and Loweswater.  We will support initiatives 
that reduce the need to travel.  We will seek to strengthen Derwentwater’s role for 
enabling people, particularly visitors, to travel more sustainably, by boat.  We will 

encourage more utility and recreational cycling. We will work with others to improve 
public transport and community transport services across the North Distinctive Area. 

Sustainable Developments - Developments will be in locations that are consistent with 
our strategy for rural service centres, villages and Cluster communities, conserve and 
enhance the character and quality of the local landscape, of the wider countryside and of 

the built environment, reduce people’s need to travel, by demonstrating that the 
development is accessible by cycling, walking or public transport including water-based 

transport, conserve and enhance the character and quality of the local landscape, of the 
wider countryside and of the built environment, reduce people’s need to travel, by 
demonstrating that the development is accessible by cycling, walking or public transport 

including water-based transport and minimise light and noise pollution. 
Sustainable Transport solutions - Additionally public parking provision will only be 

allowed if it is a proven component of a strategic traffic management scheme. The rural 
character of roads should be maintained and, where possible, enhanced. A development 
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not cause or increase the risk of flooding elsewhere.   

 
Delivering sustainable tourism - New development in locations other than rural service 
centres will only be permitted where it contributes to the diversification of a farm 

business, it relies upon a specific geographically fixed resource which justifies the 
development, or it is within or relates well to the villages of Pooley Bridge or Ravenglass.     

 
Protecting the spectacular landscape - We will protect the Lake District National Park’s 
spectacular and inspirational landscape by promoting a character-based approach to 

conserve and enhance its uniqueness and distinctiveness.   
 

The parishioner advised that the new local plan is near to being implemented, and due to 
it being at an advanced stage, it will be taken in to account, although by what weight will 
be determined by the LDNPA.   

The key points to emphasise are: 
 

Policy 9 - secure solutions to car parking problems at Catbells and Seathwaite, support 
opportunities for park and ride/walk facilities on the northern edge of Keswick. Any 
proposal will need to demonstrate how it secures onward travel by sustainable transport 

and helps to address traffic congestion in Keswick and surrounding areas. Proposals will 
need to be considered as part of a package of improvements in Keswick. Consideration 

will also be given to facilities to improve visitor experiences and use of the fells from this 
location, consider additional car parking at existing town centre car parks if changes to 
on-street parking restrictions in residential areas reduce the overall capacity available to 

visitors in Keswick. 
 

Policy 21 – we will support the development of sustainable transport infrastructure to 
broaden and encourage the use of sustainable travel choices for visitors thereby reducing 

the need to travel by private vehicle.   
 
Policy 22 - We will only support additional vehicle parking provision that helps to reduce 

the need to travel by private motor vehicle, and contributes to and improves sustainable 
transport and movement opportunities. We will achieve this by permitting additional 

public parking at Transport Interchanges, Gateways, or Rural Service Centres which 
function as Multi-Purpose Hubs, only where evidence demonstrates it is needed and it 
facilitates the transfer of people to sustainable transport and travel opportunities; and 

links to or incorporates and improves links to existing sustainable travel opportunities 
secured where necessary by developer contribution; and encourages long stay parking; 

and does not introduce inappropriate levels of use to the location and is consistent with 
other policy criteria. 
 

Exceptionally, car parking proposals in locations other than those set out in 1 and 2 will 
only be permitted where it is demonstrated that proposals would resolve an unacceptable 

highway safety issue or hazard and all other relevant regulatory measures and 
enforcement have been exhausted; and form part of a traffic management plan that 
integrates with other sustainable transport opportunities secured by developer 

contributions  to manage traffic and would not lead to net increases in traffic accessing 
the location where it is proposed; and not introduce inappropriate levels of use to the 

location and is consistent with other policy criteria; and incorporate specific measures to 
manage traffic to the site through ‘smart’ parking information where such measures are 
appropriate in terms of scale of parking and are viable.   

 
An attendee advised he has read the contribution by Mr Wilson to the LDNPA 

consultation, a couple of things concerning the local plan were not mentioned.  Within 
policy 22 are certain maps which show traffic managed areas and this site is within what 
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is designated a traffic managed area which extends through the site and up through 

Newlands Valley.  The LDNPA have not said what they are going to do in that traffic 
managed area and so this is an aspiration, a very worthy aspiration but one (on) which 
has not been thought through, and quite obviously this plan is one that should sit within 

a traffic management area and the other point is that planning should not be granted 
until such a scheme is in place.  The other issue is that the authority has shown itself 

very reluctant to implement traffic regulation orders, and this is something that they 
have a power to do; other national parks have used TRO’s and they do permit selective 
restriction of who uses routes, and one of the problems of any management scheme is 

what you do for the local people who are obviously have a priority to using the local road 
network. Of course new technology could be a big help here, you can whizz with number 

plate recognition, traffic management schemes that allow for selective entry, these are 
just 2 points.   
 

A parishioner advised that he has been trying unsuccessfully to speak to the CCC, LDNPA 
and others. He is completely behind an interchange, which could potentially solve the 

visitor numbers on rural roads and the honey pot areas in the NDA, unless extensive 
TRO’s are in put place by CCC.  The parishioner advised that TRO powers of the LDNPA 
only cover green lanes etc.  The principle authority to implement TRO’s related to a new 

interchange would be CCC, it would be a 2 strand policy for it to work, but within 
reasonable parameters and assumptions particularly the community being behind 

extensive TROs.  In this particular context, the parishioner reiterated that he didn’t agree 
with the summary which was made on behalf of the applicant.  His understanding is that 
CCC are not necessarily adverse to TRO’s on the west side of the lake, what they have 

commented is that in the parishioners understanding (that) they to an extent are 
influenced by the consultation which took place in 2018, this was only in relation to the 

village of Portinscale up to and including Nicol End, there was not consultation about a 
TRO beyond Nicol End.  At Wasdale there is a rural clearway on a large single track road 

in to Wasdale, (this is now a rural clearway) and from talking to the traffic wardens the 
parishioner has discovered that the scheme works reasonably well. 
 

The Chair advised that rural clearways have been discussed with CCC and the parish 
council were advised that they did not like them and that they were too difficult to 

administrate.  The Clerk confirmed this, and that the parish council have spoken to CCC 
about this in any area within the parish.  The Chair advised that CCC were adamant that 
rural clearways would not be taken forwards from the parish councils understanding.   

The parishioner advised that CCC have a statutory procedure, and they do not determine 
the policy ultimately and it is up to the community to make representations, whether the 

community agrees, disagrees, or has alternative suggestions, it is not fundamentally CCC 
who “plays god in this regard”.  The parishioner advised his discussions with CCC do not 
indicate this.  The Chair advised that we have been told otherwise.  A parishioner who is 

on the parish council confirmed that CCC’s preference for when TRO’s are enforced is 
that they are better policed by the implementation of double yellow lines, rather than 

rural clearways, and his understanding is that they say that double yellow lines are 
clearer to understand whereas rural clearways are subject to some debates and 
discussions.   

 
Options and other considerations  

The parishioner continued his presentation and wanted to talk further about the other 
options available to the community.  The parishioner wanted to make it clear that in his 
opinion he has been communicating with CCC and has looked in to it and his 

understanding is that whether it is a clearway or comprehensive Double yellow lines 
possibly from the junction on the A66 to Grange, we need to make sure that the village 

is protected by time limited disc parking and that type of arrangement to protect the 
village hall, The Farmers etc, with residents parking included too.  If that type of 
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proposal is wanted CCC will be reconsulted which will take whatever proposals put 

forwards but will not happen overnight and will take time.  It is an option for us.  The 
parishioner wishes to bring to the meetings attention about the new local plan which 
states that any car park that effectively is seeking to be introduced to deal with a safety 

hazard can only be granted planning permission in accordance with the particular policy 
22 after all alternative regulatory measures have been tried and exhausted.  The 

parishioner cannot perceive what that could be without trying double yellow lines or a 
rural clearway, along the west side of the lake with obvious exceptions in Portinscale and 
Grange to allow the communities not to be adversely affected by that type of provision.  

It is not directly relevant necessarily to this planning issue, but as a community he 
believes it is an option available to us.  The second item is the interchange; if CCC really 

got its act together with what he believes is a completely fundamental change of policy 
by the LDNPA  effectively in clear and categorical terms the new local plan will say this 
that they will support that type of interchange.  This is a very significant policy change 

on part of the LDNPA; this type of large interchange could transform, not just our part of 
the NDA in terms of vehicles, but if we had appropriate restrictions put in place, double 

yellow lines or rural clearways in all of the hot spots and honey pot locations, ask people 
to park on the basis as there is no where else to park at the bottom of Catbells or 
Buttermere etc, they can get on a shuttle bus as part of their ticket, the size of the 

development would be considerable and he has been told that the revenue from the 
Keswick car parks goes to ABC and can be in the region of £5m a significant and 

comparable revenue stream could be gained from an interchange.  We could run a very 
serious large shuttle bus operation potentially off the back of the interchange and 
furthermore other sustainable transport options could be involved.  The parishioner 

believes money could be left over for alternative uses, as a community scheme it is a 
vision but the categorical policy change of the LDNPA the interchange is significant and 

there is the option for the community to do that. The parishioners concern that if all of 
that happens, and in the meantime developments like Ullock Moss are given permission 

it will potentially erode the attractiveness for the type of interchange and furthermore, 
on a selfish perspective the nightmare he sees for Portinscale is that Portinscale has 
Ullock Moss proceeding while the rest of the NDA get the benefit of the interchange and 

Portinscale does not.  
 

The applicant’s agent clarified a few items: 
• Pricing & Enforcement – would be administrated like Hawkshead, a camera picks 
up your numberplate on arrival and you pay upon departure. 

• Operating hours – the hours of parking are intended to be 24 hours a day, but this 
is as much a part of the consultation, and there was a request to close at a certain 

time then there is no reason why that could not occur, this is part of the 
consultation process. 

• Overnight parking – this is also part of the consultation.  If anyone stays overnight 

then they will be duly filmed as they will be filmed on arrival and departure, this 
would be made clear on the signage across the site.   

• lighting– there is no intention to have any lighting on the scheme, the car park at 
White Moss was referred to which has no lighting on it.  The intention is to 
preserve the dark skies in and around the area.  The only lighting would be the 

streetlighting on the roadside, which may or may not exist.  
There are a few items which may not be clear in the documentation but can be clarified. 

 
The comment about the car park increasing visitor numbers, it is arguable that it is 
correct, it is a good point.  Discussions have been had about advertising on the safer 

lakes website, which advises when car parks are full – all car parks are closed and full by 
10am on a busy bank holiday weekend, this doesn’t stop the traffic coming, it does not 

prevent cars coming to the area, it is a problem in the LDNP, as long as celebrities 
continue to advertise the LDNP and assets in China and the Chinese tourist department 
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tourists will always come.  Through Covid, more local visitors have come to the areas.  

It’s a chronic problem which is relative to the stakeholders who can influence the 
movement of people, what we have here currently today is an issue which exists in 
Portinscale which aims to remove what is thought to be in the region of 177 cars, 

between Portinscale and Catbells, cars park on the road and the intention is to try and 
take them off the road.  The hope would be to take the cars off the road and enforce 

TRO’s in some way, which is outside of the applicants influence, it would be CCC to 
propose this.  Large stakeholders like CCC, LDNPA, or large landowners will need to 
come forwards for the interchange idea.  The car park in Ullock Moss is a small part of a 

large puzzle.  The applicant is trying to address an issue which is here now, on busy days 
it is impossible to navigate the road with emergency vehicles or farm traffic, even local 

residents who try to get south of Portinscale.  We are looking to put forwards a small 
part of a very large puzzle to reach out parishioners to try and appreciate that there is 
no ”silver bullet” to solve all aspects overnight, this is a small part of a larger discussion 

and schemes coming forwards for the interchange may be years away, and until that 
comes forwards, this is a problem which will stay for years to come.   

4. Open session 
Attendees were given the opportunity to discuss/raise any issues they have: 

• The ABC councillor for the area said that the point about the car park possibly we 
should try and get delayed, as the idea of a shuttle bus would be really good 
revenue and it would free up the parking and it’s the best proposal which could be 

put forwards, and it would be really silly.  The Double yellow lines will not 
necessarily work, and people park where they want, and unless the double yellow 

lines are comprehensively monitored it will cause more trouble.   
• A parishioner asked about the policies, and is there anything around carbon 
emissions set out?  This should be a key part of the ongoing policies given that 

there is a government target to meet.  This is important due to the tree felling, and 
a big contributor to carbon emissions are cars.  The hub approach to take people 

via buses, is there any linkage?   A speaker advised that the LDNPA have overall 
aspirations with regards to addressing climate change, the parishioner said he could 
not quote provisions to do with emissions but what he can say is that their policies 

are orientated to reduce vehicle journeys within the LDNP and for people to use 
sustainable transport options.  Vehicle emissions are interesting!  The parishioner 

has asked some organisations to undertake emissions testing in the village about 
the current emissions within Portinscale on busy days, to see if they are 

comparable to urban areas.  The constant stream of traffic that is had from the 
junction to the village, without any additional vehicles is a concern to the 
parishioner, and this is a major concern. The main fear of the car park is that it will 

bring more cars to the area, he knows that if the car park, is approved, on busy 
days it will be full between 10-11am, the parishioner is aware of how many cars 

park on this side of the lake without the area being advertised.  The parishioner has 
not seen any proposals on how vehicles will be stopped when the car park is full.  
The parishioner has concerns that this will add to the congestion in Portinscale, and 

that if the double yellow lines are in place the vehicles will keep travelling, he 
cannot see any way that this will not happen.  If people do not turn around, and if 

more vehicles are attracted then with being at least 10 years away from electric 
cars, there will be more emissions and traffic.  The road safety issue has not been 
discussed of the road junction of the A66, he is appalled at the approach of 

Highways England, and he has written to HE about this.  The parishioner believes 
the car park will increase the use of the junction of the A66, as well as the roads 

around the village.   
• A parishioner advised he believed the best long-term solution is out of the village 
for reasons of safety.  He has 2 reservations – the protection of businesses in 

Portinscale, keeping it a thriving village, and the other is Nichol End, which is 
clearly a very attractive tourist site, not all of the people using the site would be 
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using a big central car park.  Would a small facility at Ullock Moss help Nichol End.    

• A Parishioner said that the LDNPA plan to reduce its climate impact and CO2 
emissions is linked to reducing car use, not facilitating it.  The parishioner disagrees 
that the car park is a small development, the parishioner thinks it will ruin the 

valley and village.  The architect confirmed that there are currently potentially 177 
cars on the road, which causes congestion, the dilemma is that the cars will not go 

away in the short term, and a solution is being proposed as a short-term solution to 
today’s problem.  The parishioner advices that mass numbers make for a visually 
degrading look and really will impact very badly on the whole, and also, we need to 

consider the whole status that the LDNP has been give – World Heritage Status, the 
committee that looks after the monitoring of our status will look upon this very 

badly.  They will not like the look of this particular application.  This status may 
very well be in jeopardy.     

• A Parishioner said that they think that the certain extra car park spaces at Ullock 

Moss for better or worse along the verges etc are 2 different issues, one cannot say 
that by providing extra you will have any impact, other than probably worsen the 

numbers parking on the verges.   
• A parishioner spoke to advise that she originally supported a small car park, and 
still does, the solution in the summer was positive.  The current proposal has some 

great features but is in the wrong place.  Most park and ride schemes to reduce 
congestion are needed to be outside the area of congestion, not in the middle, 

which is where the proposed car park is.  All this will do is attract people to the 
area.  It needs to be placed outside Keswick, where public transport can be 
included in the scheme, a proper low carbon solution would be created.  This 

scheme will increase congestion through the village, people won’t stop coming, they 
will be waiting to turn to the car park, creating a queue behind, create a queue in 

the other direction, at the top of the hill it is only one car wide, it does not work.  
The right solution in the right place.  CCC and the LDNPA need to work together on 

a solution, what we have is 2 authorities with different agendas, one of which is 
accountable, one of which isn’t, this creates lots of problems.  It is difficult to get a 
co-ordinated response.  This is where we end up in a worse position. 

• A parishioner advised that she lives in Stair and she thinks that there needs to be a 
bigger partner involved in the scheme, Cumbria Tourism and the people who are 

communicating about where to walk in the LDNP, including the LDNPA.  The 
parishioner used to look after a WHS (Hadrians Wall), and knows UNESCO like the 
values, landscape and special characteristics of areas which have been awarded 

WHS being damaged, but this is a long way down, the more immediate issue is the 
point that you don’t put a mitigating parking area in the middle of the area that is 

already overwhelmed with traffic and visitors, a more strategic point about local 
restrictions.   

• A parishioner briefly spoke to advise as a resident of High Portinscale to support 

that there are 2 separate issues and wants to draw the architect’s attention a paid 
solution to a parking solution doesn’t work – look at Whinlatter – parking on the 

path as people do not want to pay for parking is an issue.  Doesn’t agree that the 
car park will solve the issues.   

• A parishioner talked about the impact on Catbells and the immediate surrounding 

area a lot of evidence is that you build a car park and traffic will come, which 
means more traffic for Catbells, the impact on the footpaths and where the 

investment will come from to maintain all of the issues.  Putting a hub in a balanced 
way will distribute traffic around the whole of Cumbria, not in a single area.  A car 
park in the centre goes against the traffic hub proposals.   

• A parishioner advised that they agree with what has been said against the 
development, there is clearly a lot of people in attendance and it seems 

communicating from seeing a notice about the meeting, suggested a parish email 
scheme be arranged to communicate about the planning issue, to work together, as 
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a pressure group to stop the development.   

• A parishioner asked about another area of land behind Ullock Moss which appears to 
have been flattened and surfaced.  The parishioner was advised that this is for 
forestry works.  The architect confirmed that he is not aware of any current or 

future plans for this area of land by the applicant.   
• A parishioner spoke about the application and different views.  The situation 

currently is untenable, especially from an emergency point of view, getting around 
the lake.  From the parishioner’s point of view she supports the application.  Her 
worry is that if the double yellow lines are imputed and no suitable alternative is 

found, it will have a huge impact on businesses in the area and having got through 
covid and other issues (flooding etc).  If double yellow lines are implemented with 

no other alternative it will be terminal for businesses.   
• A parishioner spoke with concerns about a blanket double yellow lines as it would 
affect businesses within the parish.  There is lots of support from the meeting and 

the responses to the LDNPA for blanket double yellow lines which will put some 
businesses out of business.   

• A parishioner requested clarification from the architect about the number of parking 
areas within the application, which was confirmed to be 1 parking area – Ullock 
Moss and Cupboard Field is only a turning circle for the shuttle bus to pick up and 

drop off.   
• A parishioner argued that he had not heard any suggestion for blanket double 

yellow lines for the whole village.  To allow businesses to survive other on road 
parking provisions need to be made, alongside the double yellow lines.  The 
comment on double yellow lines was based on a lot of the objections on the LDNPA 

website stating that double yellow lines would solve the issue.  It is thought that 
the double yellow lines would be more effective from Nichol End to Grange.  There 

are concerns for businesses which need to be taken into consideration.   
• A parishioner spoke about the shuttle bus being seasonal, what happens out of 

season for those that couldn’t complete walks from the car park.  The architect 
confirmed that signage would be erected to advise of this.  The walk for Catbells 
would start from Ullock Moss and link in with cycleway and existing footpath.  The 

parishioner advised this would cut out lots of people from the walk, wanting to do 
shorter works.  Why couldn’t Cupboard Field be opened in the winter?  The 

applicant advised the parishioner to look at the refusal notices to see why this is 
not possible.   

• A parishioner advised that in 2017 Cupboard Field application was rejected.  The 

whole thing is contentious, and there are strong views on both sides, and that 
future generations are not robbed of the area – the landscape cannot speak for 

itself and needs looked after.  
 
The chair spoke to the meeting about the potential of holding a vote, but it was agreed 

that this was not necessary, the mechanics of having a vote would be problematic, but 
the feel of the meeting had shown the opinion of those in attendance. 

 
A parishioner commented on the flyer which had been sent around implying this was the 
view of the parish council and bearing in mind the issue with the meeting link, there may 

have been some people who wished to participate but were not aware of the change, the 
vote would not be particularly useful.  The only other comment is that what is best for 

the district as a whole should be considered, there are consequences for other areas if 
the proposal is either accepted or objected.  This has not been considered, the ongoing 
consequences for either way of the decision.  The Swinside Triangle is an absolute 

nightmare, and a real concern is about emergency access where it can be impossible for 
emergency vehicles to access Stair, Catbells etc, should there be any real problems.   

 
The chair said that the problem will be hard to resolve, and that there are strong feelings 
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on both sides, this is a problem which a solution needs to be found as soon as possible, 

and to do this we all need to work together.  Although how this is done is the big 
question.   
 

A parishioner advised that the feeling from the meeting was obvious and advised 
attendees write to the LDNPA & ADPC with their views if they haven’t already, they still 

have the opportunity to do so.   
 
The chair reiterated about sending representations to the LDNPA, as they ultimately 

make the decision.  If you can make your reasons clear it is more helpful.   
 

The Chair thanked those who attended and closed the meeting.   

 

The meeting was closed at 8.50pm 


