
Village Plan Update 2021:  

based on Portinscale responses to Traffic Survey conducted in 

January 2021 

Introduction 

In 2013 a village survey highlighted general concerns about traffic in the village as well as the need for 

a village newsletter, a village map and more activities in the village hall (especially for children and 

educational activities). All these issues have been addressed to some extent by the village plan, apart 

from concerns about traffic. In 2018 and 2019 Cumbria County Council Highways and Above Derwent 

Parish Council discussed the possibility of increased parking restrictions being introduced into 

Portinscale Village, in the form of double yellow lines. These discussions highlighted the lack of 

adequate car parking in the area.  

2020 saw increased numbers of visitors to the area in the context of Covid19 and overseas travel 

restrictions, and landowners being granted permission for temporary car parks (up to 56 days / year). 

A temporary carpark opened at Ullock Moss near Nichol End Marine and planning permission is being 

sought to develop this into a permanent carpark with public toilets and bicycle hire facilities. For more 

information please see: https://www.lakedistrict.gov.uk/swiftlg/apas/run/WPHAPPCRITERIA (case 

number 7/2020/2291).  

Hence it seemed important to ‘refresh’ the village plan in light of these issues. Given the time 

constraints (with a planning decision originally to be made by the Lake District National Park Authority 

in early 2021), it was decided to keep the survey focussed on traffic issues only and to keep it as concise 

as possible. The questions were developed from questions in the 2013 Village Plan, with advice from 

a range of other villagers – some from the Portinscale Village Hall committee, and some of whom had 

produced the 2013 Village Plan. The questions were grouped into these topics: parking; double yellow 

lines, the A66 junction, speed, pedestrian safety, and any other issues. It was distributed on 8th January 

2021 and responses were collected up to 5:00pm on 15th January 2021 either online through Survey 

Monkey (an independent and well-known globally used online market research tool) or paper copies 

collected at the Village Hall. Please note that Survey Monkey does not allow for multiple entries from 

the same IP address.  

The quantitative analysis was carried out by the independent company Pink Spaghetti and a copy of 

their report is available on the Above Derwent Parish Council website, alongside this report and other 

Village Plans.  

The objective of the survey was to enable Portinscale residents and business owners to contribute 

their views in the development of the Village Plan and specifically on the subject of traffic 

management and safety within Portinscale. The management of the process was done within a COVID-

secure environment and during national lockdown.  The management of the survey’s timings was 

reflective of the timings around the planning application.  The hope is that this survey gave everyone 

the opportunity to comment in an anonymous, democratic and unbiased format. 

 

 

 

https://www.lakedistrict.gov.uk/swiftlg/apas/run/WPHAPPCRITERIA
https://www.lakedistrict.gov.uk/swiftlg/apas/run/WPHAPPDETAIL.DisplayUrl?theApnID=7/2020/2291&backURL=%253Ca%2520href%253Dwphappcriteria.display%253FpaSearchKey%253D1415029%253ESearch%2520Criteria%253C%252Fa%253E%20%3E%20%3Ca%20href%3D%27wphappsearchres.displayResultsURL%3FResultID%3D2436960%2526StartIndex%3D1%2526SortOrder%3Drgndat%3Adesc%2526DispResultsAs%3DWPHAPPSEARCHRES%2526BackURL%3D%253Ca%2520href%253Dwphappcriteria.display%253FpaSearchKey%253D1415029%253ESearch%2520Criteria%253C%252Fa%253E%27%3ESearch%20Results%3C%2Fa%3E


Methodology 

In order to ensure that all opinions and perspectives could be represented in the survey responses, 

we chose a mix of open and closed questions and deliberately included space for written, additional 

comments for all questions, so that respondents could be confident they could put across their specific 

thoughts on any matters affecting Portinscale, whatever the actual question posed. We focussed the 

questions on areas of concerns within the village. Some respondents have queried some of the 

questions, saying that one or two were confusing, and have therefore added their comments in these 

‘additional comments’ sections, all of which we included in the full comments lists. 

In total 348 individual respondents completed the survey. For the purposes of revising the Village Plan 

we have looked at Portinscale respondents only. 167 were from Portinscale – being residents, 

businesses owners or second home owners. Most business owners are also residents. In each section 

below we have copied the graphs of quantitative results for Portinscale respondents given in the 

survey report from Pink Spaghetti and included a range of written comments from Portinscale 

residents in order to illustrate the range of different views given. This process and the data and 

summaries have all been double-checked. 

In total there were 745 comments from all respondents and 504 from Portinscale respondents. We 

have collated the written comments from the returned questionnaires from Portinscale respondents; 

the majority of which, 491/504, are from residents. We have grouped these by question focus and 

given a comprehensive list of comments in order to give a full picture of the range of opinion in the 

village. 

Q1: Parking in the village - Do you agree or disagree with these statements: 

 

 

 

 



The proposal to develop Ullock Moss car park (with a shuttle bus to Catbells, public toilets, bicycle 
hire) should be supported. 

The current carpark at Ullock Moss car park is beneficial to the village, but it should not be further 
developed. 

The Ullock Moss car park will not reduce parking problems in the village as a whole.  

Other car park sites in Portinscale should be looked into 

Other car park sites near Keswick should be looked into 

 

There was clear divergence of opinion on many issues to do with parking. While 54% of Portinscale 

respondents agreed that the proposal to develop the Ullock Moss car park (with a shuttle bus, toilets 

and bike hire) should be supported, 40% disagreed with this. And while 34% agreed that the current 

carpark is beneficial, 55% disagreed. Finally 49% thought that the Ullock Moss car park will not reduce 

parking problems in the village, 43% disagreed with this statement. Very divided opinions overall, as 

the written comments also showed.  

What the majority of the village do agree on, however, is that other car parking sites, both within the 

village and also near Keswick should be looked into. 49% agreed that other sites in the village should 

be looked into, many citing the Old Saw Mill site or land near the foot bridge as good options. And the 

majority of Portinscale respondents, 72%, agreed that sites near Keswick should be looked into.  

There were 80 comments from Portinscale respondents on this topic, many of which were lengthy. 

What these show is that for some respondents different sites should be looked into instead of the 

Ullock Moss site, while for other respondents different sites should be looked into in addition to the 

Ullock Moss site.  

Here is a list of the topics raised in the written comments in answer to this question:  

Do you have any other measures or suggestions that you think could improve parking in the village? 

“Something needs to be done.” 

- “For residents in the Portinscale area traffic is a nightmare during any holiday periods and 

most weekends. It is simply unacceptable. Something clearly needs to be done. The solution 

lies with public car parking spaces in Portinscale itself where possible and in surrounding 

areas.” 

- “I think the village desperately needs parking, and struggle to see how the car park at Ullock 

Moss would be an issue.  While it is for 150 cars, I suspect that it would effectively be long 

stay parking so there will not be a constant stream of cars to it.  It certainly seemed much 

better when this car park was open last year.”  

 

The Ullock Moss carpark will increase traffic flow through the village 

- “The Ullock Moss proposal is far too big and will only increase congestion not decrease it. 

It is not sensible to put a system that is intended to resolve congestion problems in the 

middle of that congestion! It has to be well outside the congested area if it is to reduce 

the traffic the area where the congestion occurs.” 

- “Stop encouraging vehicles into the village with a promise of parking.   We don't need a 

car park. We don't want cars.   WALKING and cycling should be encouraged.” 

 



‘No’ to additional facilities 

- “If the Ullock Moss car park is developed to the extent of cycle hire and eg a shuttle service to 

and from Catbells, it will become a separate attraction on its own attracting more tourists and 

there will still be parking problems in the village streets unless double yellow lines are first 

introduced in all or part of the village. The Ullock car park and the village will benefit from 

public toilets in this location! But no additional facilities” 

- “I strongly agree with the Ullock Moss car park, but don't agree with a shuttle bus. There is a 

perfectly good path from Ullock Moss to Catbells without using the road. Bicycle hire is not 

necessary from here as there are plenty of bike hire outlets in existence already.” 

 

Traffic is worse in holiday times 

- “Parking opposite the cafe is a nightmare when you need to be through with wide vehicles / 
trailers at busy times. Ullock Moss carpark would help this problem greatly.” 

- “For residents in the Portinscale area traffic is a nightmare during any holiday periods and 
most weekends. It is simply unacceptable. Something clearly needs to be done. The solution 
lies with public car parking spaces in Portinscale itself where possible and in surrounding 
areas.” 

 

Shuttle bus is not needed 

- “Don't think a shuttle bus is needed if they are walking up Catbells. They should be able to 

walk the short distance to it and maybe buy drink / food etc at local businesses along the way, 

ie marina and Lingholm.” 

- “Given that many tourists want the easiest access to fells etc such as Catbells I doubt that they 

would use a shuttle bus. Instead drivers would still try to park as near to Catbells as they could 

in order to save time” 

 

The launch should be used more 

- “I strongly think that cars should not be encouraged into the village. People wishing to walk 

in the areas surrounding Portinscale should park in Keswick, use the launch and get off at 

Hawes End. Since Lingholm has re-opened the amount of traffic using the very narrow roads 

and dangerous junctions has increased significantly. So my suggestion would be to increase 

the launch company, Hawes End Marina. Making Ullock Moss car park more of a commercial 

venture by adding other services will just cause the problems that Whinlatter is currently 

experiencing.” 

- “Portinscale should be regarded as a staging point to Catbells. Any parking for this purpose 

should be in Keswick and public transport and the launch used.” 

 

Toilets are needed 

- “The Ullock car park and the village will benefit from public toilets in this location. But no 

additional facilities.” 

- “A suitable car park and public toilets because Portinscale needs to adjust to modern 

times and accommodate visitors as that is what most local businesses rely on.” 



 

Visitors to Portinscale will not use the Ullock Moss carpark 

- Vehicles wanting to use facilities in Portinscale are not going to use Ullock Moss. It is too far, 

too dangerous/unpleasant to walk back and most people are heading to Cat Bells etc anyway.  

- Customers unlikely to walk from the proposed car park.      

 

Need Double Yellow lines in order for Ullock Moss to proceed 

- “Only agree with development of car park if all the village has yellow lines. Otherwise people 
will still park on the roads in the village instead of paying at a car park.” 

 

 

Locals do not need carpark 

- Locals do NOT need a carpark. TOURISTS DO and it should be positioned OUTSIDE of the 

village. The come to walk and cycle and enjoy the landscape NOT look at carparks! We need 

to reduce traffic flow through the village. Carparks will only encourage traffic and increase 

congestion. 

 

Develop sites for parking (lots of comments) 

Old Saw Mill site 

- Develop the area of land behind the A66 to provide FREE VILLAGE PARKING for the village hall, 

Chalet etc. This is very close to the pub and Village Hall, and would keep parking off the village 

road and pavements which blocks pedestrians here. 

- “Develop the wasteland (Old Saw Mill) between A66 and Village Hall.  By developing carpark 

here would solve many problems”  

Near the footbridge 

- “It is possible an Interchange could be sited over the suspension bridge - whilst not "in" 

Portinscale it would be much closer to the village centre than Ullock Moss.” 

- “The roundabout at the Bridge could be changed into a parking area” 

Pub and village hall 

- “Build designated bays for parking at The Framers Arms and Village Hall for users of these 
facilities.”    

- “Remove footpath AND BANKING between High Portinscale and the pub to make a footpath 
and safe parking for the pub and village hall.” 

 

Nearer to Catbells 

- “Far better to pursue a car parking facility nearer Catbells to both prevent parking in and 

around Portinscale and surrounding roads and allow visitors a car park facility” 



- “The proposed car park at the foot of Cat Bells which was rejected by the LDNPA last year 

would have been a much better solution.” 

 

Other sites 

- “I wonder whether the land (field) next to Skelmorlie cottage (what was Betty's cottage) could 

be built up and parked on” 

- “The land opposite Keswick school could be developed into a car park with shuttle bus.” 

 

Develop a carpark/interchange off the A66/north of Keswick (lots of comments) 

- “Car park the North Side of A66; measures to reduce car flow through the village - restrict to 

residents, deliveries, farm vehicles and provide regular bus service - similar to ski resort - hop 

on hop off every 15 mins and free to the user.” 

- Having a commercial bike hire, toilets etc in Portinscale will further exacerbate traffic through 

the village and should be opposed. It is so dangerous now just walking through the village due 

to traffic and lack of footpaths. In order to get to the car park the whole village is passed 

through, so it will not help us at all. We need a Park and Ride to serve the whole area, 

somewhere outside Keswick. 

 

Alternative carpark sites should be looked at in addition to Ullock Moss 

- “I think we need the Ullock Moss car park, but we should also look into other sites in addition 

to this” 

- “Other carpark sites in Keswick should ONLY be looked at in addition to Ullock Moss as this is 

already being done but will not be a result for a decade or more so proceed with UM” 

 

Proposals for a car-free village/clearway 

- “Couldn't we make Portinscale an access only village-apart from disabled cars, buses and 

bikes. Should be feasible if there is parking available either in Keswick or east of Portinscale in 

the field north-east  of the footbridge. 

- “A non-parking 'free-way' from 'top-to-tail' of the village limits, except for certain designated 

parking bays - principally for specified residents whose properties front onto the freeway. 

Ideally for pub and Chalet.” 

 

Environmental concerns 

- “Cars should be discouraged from passing through the village. Not only do they cause noise 

but unnecessary pollution which, especially in a National Park we should be reducing so 

visitors and residents may enjoy clean air, the quiet of the countryside.” 

- “Vehicle numbers simply have to be reduced. It is ridiculous that the world class walk around 

the lake ends  - or starts - with people  being endangered by vehicles. The environment for 

pedestrians (due to the volumes of traffic) is disgraceful and incompatible with any National 



Park let alone a World Heritage Site. The numbers of vehicles have to be reduced and a car 

park at the "wrong side" of the village (structured effectively as an attraction and so pulling 

in more vehicles) is possibly the very worst way to go about this. Given the desire to push 

C2C and encourage walking and cycling generally, we have to do better. Much better.” 

- “I suggest the road should be closed to traffic except for access and buses.  Parking should 

be centrally in Keswick with electric shuttle, hop on, hop off buses included in the price of 

parking.  This would serve all businesses, provide a greener environment, less destruction of 

woodland and verges/road edges and be safer for walkers and cyclists.  I have seen this work 

in National parks in the US and we could become a green eco beacon in the UK.  The current 

situation is unsustainable but Ullock Moss is not the solution. Look at Whinlatter where there 

is ample parking provided but because it is not free people continue to destroy the verge 

and cause poor visibility to cyclists by parking on the road outside the forest. 

 

Ullock Moss needs more screening 

- If the Ullock Moss proposal continues it must be screened with trees/greenery from the sight 

of pedestrians and locals. 

- Whilst I do not object to the planned car park at Ullock Moss the temporary one is an eyesore.  

I have looked at the planned landscaping and if the development goes ahead there should be 

much more screening from the road.  A few trees as in the plan won't replace all the ones 

recently cut down.  There needs to be a hedge fronting the road with trees in it to completely 

screen it from the road.   

 

Need for more comprehensive solutions 

- “In the absence of a far-reaching strategic plan for transport in the LDNP I am very 

concerned that our community is in danger of looking for immediate fixes that are ill 

thought. The Park claims to be aiming to get people out of cars and onto cycles or foot. 

The current public transport provision and peoples’ use of the private car as a means of 

carrying holiday and leisure equipment are not compatible with this aim. There needs to 

be a major strategic review of this issue.” 

- It is good to look at this but it needs to be related to other things. Parking, litter, road 

safety, environmental degradation, fairness, local community are all related. The LDNPA 

needs to look at sustainable long-term solutions which prioritize environment and 

community over money (money could be solved by £1 per night visitor tax like all 

European parks). 

 

The Ullock Moss carpark should be bigger 

- “Ullock Moss car park needs to be bigger.” 

 

 

 

 



Q2: Double Yellow Lines - Do you agree or disagree with these statements: 

 

 

 

Double yellow lines will make it difficult or impossible for some residents to park near their own 
home.  

Double yellow lines should be introduced throughout the village. 

Double yellow lines at narrow ‘pinch points’ with spaces to park through the village would reduce 
traffic speeds while allowing vehicles to pass through the village. 

Double yellow lines will negatively impact on the viability of community amenities (such as the 
village hall and the pub) and local businesses (such as The Chalet café and B&Bs) 

Single yellow lines should be introduced to stop parking in the busy months (eg April – October) at 
‘pinch points’ 

 

There is clear agreement across the village that double yellow lines are needed. However, 72% believe 

that these should be at narrow ‘pinch points’. 34% believe that double yellow lines should be 

introduced throughout the whole village (and for some beyond to Catbells or Grange); this is slightly 

less than in 2013 when 38% of people supported the idea of double yellow lines. 52% of respondents 

think that yellow lines will negatively affect businesses and the Village Hall. 50% agree that yellow 

lines will make it difficult for some residents to park near their homes. 50% support the idea of single 

yellow lines at busy times of the year at ‘pinch points’.  

The survey asked which particular areas people thought SHOULD or SHOULD NOT have double yellow 

lines.  

 



Double yellow lines should be introduced at selected points only in order to ensure a free-flow of 

traffic, including emergency vehicles and buses (please tick the areas where you think there SHOULD 

be double yellow lines) 

 

 

 

The majority of Portinscale respondents agree that there should be double yellow lines near Nichol 

End / Ullock Moss and at the corners of Dorothy Well.  

Double yellow lines should NOT be introduced at selected points in order to ensure that visitors to 

the hall, pub and local businesses have somewhere to park (please tick the areas where you think 

there SHOULD NOT be double yellow lines) 

 

 

 

The majority of Portinscale respondents agree that there should NOT be double yellow lines at the 

pub and village hall or opposite The Chalet.  



This topic (double yellow lines - DYL) attracted the largest number of comments, 141 comments from 

Portinscale respondents – much more than any other issue.  These show what a range of different 

views are held. Here is a list of comments on the topic of double yellow lines, grouped by theme:  

 

DYL improve access and safety 

- “Double yellow lines will vastly improve access and especially safety” 

- “A local firefighter and appliance driver has pointed out if there was a substantial fire 

beyond the village a large turntable appliance would be deployed and there have been 

times parked vehicles prevent access. There have been times when coaches have been 

unable to pass through the village - causing mayhem.” 

 

DYL increase speed and so reduce safety 

- “Double yellow lines are the worst possible outcome for safety. Parked vehicles slow all 
traffic down and form a natural speed limiter enhancing safety for all. The introduction of 
double or single yellow lines in the village will be a massive mistake.” 

- “Double yellow lines will only encourage vehicles to speed.” 

 

DYL are not appropriate in a village: 

- “This is a village - please don't mark the roads with city centre style road markings.” 

- “Birthwaite Road in Windermere - the heart of the Lakes - has many very large properties 

along its length with double yellow lines running either side. To me these double yellow 

lines shout, ‘Go away! Leave us alone! This belongs to us!’ I strongly believe that 

Portinscale Village should not be sending the same privatisation message, because the 

Lake District is a National Park that is open to the nation and not the privileged few.” 

 

DYL need to be enforced 

- “Parking on double yellow lines should be monitored and offenders fined - as happens at 

Hawse End and below Catbells.” 

- “We do need traffic wardens to ensure offenders are booked” 

 

Need for comprehensive DYL:  

- “What is needed is a clearway from A66 to Grange!” 

- “doing only part of the road will just move the parked cars to the unrestricted areas as it 

is almost saying they are encouraged to roadside park if there are no yellow lines..its all 

or nothing” 

 

 

 



Pinch points 

- “It would seem sensible to have targeted double yellow lines.  I definitely disagree with 
double yellow lines throughout the village.” 

- “Yellow lines at some pinch points could help emergency access but this should be very 

carefully targeted so as not to impact businesses.” 

 

Time-limited parking could be an alternative 

- “Limited parking times at pub, village Dorothy Well (for business), Chalet only and disc 

parking at these locations would work. “   

- “Time limited daytime parking should be used at all B&Bs, businesses and village hall” 

 

Single yellow lines 

- “Single yellows should be through the village with 1 hour parking to give people chance 

to get cases out of cars at B&Bs, and a meal in the Chalet.” 

- “Single yellow lines at Pub/village hall and opposite Chalet with limited time duration 

parking (2 hours?) allowed.” 

 

Residents need to park 

- “Parking bays needed for residents whose properties front onto the freeway. “ 
- “Resident parking permits will sort (problem of no parking for some residents)” 

 

DYL will have a negative impact on businesses 

- “Yellow lines would damage businesses which benefit the village. The pub and the Chalet 
are valuable village assets which exist because of tourists. The village would suffer more 
if they closed than from the transient inconvenience caused by inconsiderate parking.” 

- “I appreciate the parking issues can be inconvenient for locals (I am one!) however a few 
minutes of slight inconvenience does not balance out the extremely negative impact 
yellow lines would have on local businesses.  As a local resident and business owner having 
yellow lines could very easily be enough to put me out of business as a high percentage 
of our customers say they specifically choose Portinscale as it is easier to park than in 
Keswick. People who are lucky enough not to have to rely on a local business to pay their 
mortgage (or are mortgage free) seem to be considering their convenience over other 
people's livelihoods.”  

 

DYL near the pub and village hall 

- “I am very concerned about cars parking on the path outside the pub!! Very dangerous 

for the public of all ages.”      

- “Cars parked near the pub have a calming effect on traffic entering the village” 

- “Difficulty turning into road behind Farmers due to parking on other side of the road.” 

 



DYL near The Chalet area 

- “The area between Chalet and marina is a nightmare and dangerous. 

- “On 'big bends' of the village at junction for Derwentwater Hotel” 

 

DYL near the Dorothy Well area 

- “Within 10m of Dorothy Well junction only “ 

- “Just on the actual corners of Dorothy Well and on the blind bend up the hill towards 

Rickerby Lane, not in front of the B&Bs next to Dorothy Well.” 

 

Near Rickerby Lane 

- “High Portinscale to Dorothy Well” 
- “Between Rickerby Lane and High Portinscale” 
 

DYL near B&Bs 

- “In front of the line of B&B's and Rooking House. Parked cars slow traffic past their carpark 

exit opposite the street lamp / bus stop sign.” 

- “Please do not put yellow lines in front of the B&Bs just down from Dorothy Well, this 

could put them out of business.” 

 

DYL near Ullock Moss area 

- “If there is no carpark at Ullock Moss need yellow lines round bend between Derwent 

Bank and Nichol End entrances” 

- “Occasionally cars park on both sides - completely blocking the path.  Walking (as I don't 

drive) with a toddler, disabled child and older child is fraught and hazardous, having 

double yellows on the pavement side here would be a bonus.” 

 

Parking difficulties near the Powe Wood development 

- “Where will cars park when visiting the new homes being built Powe House and the pub? 

Will the entrance be on that nasty bend? to the houses.  

- “Someone will be killed outside Powe House.   The new housing development will only 

add to the problems.” 

 

DYL near the Derwentwater Hotel 

- “Remove double yellow lines beyond the Derwentwater Hotel.” 

- Should be “From Derwentwater Hotel to Suspension Bridge” 

 

 



DYL will increase parking issues in residential areas  

- “Yellow lines would mean that they don't park where they park now, they would park 
further in residential streets.” 

- “It may force people to park in residential areas.” 
 
 

DYL impact on High Portinscale  
- Needed “At the entrance to High Portinscale. It is an accident waiting to happen. “ 

- “Double Yellow Lines at the pub, village hall will cause problems on High Portinscale as 

cars vans etc will move onto High Portinscale and cause congestion and big problems for 

owners of properties to access on and off their drives. Particularly numbers 1 – 4” 

 

DYL near Catbells 

- “Don't put yellow lines between Portinscale and Grange (ie in front of Catbells). There 

would be a bad visual impact. Instead put a 'No parking (sign) at anytime' except parking 

bays along the road ("laybys") + add a 1 hour time limit to them. Make drivers use car 

parks.” 

- “Having yellow lines in the village will move the problem along the road towards Cat Bells. 

Over New Year I counted 15 cars parked ON or illegally behind yellow lines in the Cat Bells 

area.” 

 

DYL, the local plan and problems with the survey 

- “They generally work and MUST be tried first before Ullock Moss or any other car park 

proceeds, see new local plan. However the most important area to be yellow lined or 

turned into a clearway is from the Chalet to Grange, with most "demand" coming from 

Swinside and Cat Bells. That is the Ullock Moss "main market" for vehicles. Vehicles 

wanting to use facilities in Portinscale are not going to use Ullock Moss. It is too far, too 

dangerous/unpleasant to walk back and most people are heading to Cat Bells etc anyway. 

The connection between Ullock Moss and Portinscale parking is relatively limited. This is 

part of the whole problem i.e. the conflation of the two issues and this survey doesn't help 

in that regard. Specifically Portinscale itself does not need a 150 space car park. The 

number of vehicles - even on busy days - parked on the roads in the village itself is usually 

between 20 and 40 - with most of those around Nichol End. The real parking on road 

problems are Swinside and Cat Bells where up to 150 to 180 can be parked on roads.   We 

need comprehensive vehicle restrictions or clearways IF the desire to have tourists park 

up for the day in Keswick (as per current local plan and other visions) or Keswick plus new 

interchange (as per new local plan) is to have any chance of working.” 

- “Comprehensive yellow lines (with some disc (short stay) and residents parking in 

Portinscale village and Grange) from the A66 to Grange. So creating a "climate" for electric 

shuttle buses and effecting a reduction in vehicle traffic. Plus an Interchange nearer the 

A66 as envisaged in the new Local Plan. A short stay car park in Portinscale (for maybe 30 

vehicles) to the north of the village hall could be a good idea - for village use.  It is possible 

an Interchange could be sited over the suspension bridge - whilst not "in" Portinscale it 

would be much closer to the village centre than Ullock Moss. I emphasis again that Ullock 



Moss is a Cat Bells car park as opposed to a Portinscale car park and has very little to do 

with Portinscale parking, that is save for the Nichol End area and then - as stated 

elsewhere - the numbers are relatively small compared to the size of Unlock Moss. For 

this survey not to discuss yellow lining beyond the village is a major and arguably fatal 

flaw with this survey. Ullock Moss would simply not be happening were it not for the 

Swinside/Cat Bells issues and in order for Unlock Moss to proceed it IS 100% dependent 

on yellow lining happening beyond the village.... as otherwise people will continue to park 

on the road "as is" for nowt.. So the results from this survey are frankly never going to be 

truly reflective as it is inherently flawed to disregard the bigger picture problem which of 

itself is the principal driver for Ullock Moss.” 

 

Q3: Speed restrictions and the A66 - Do you agree or disagree with these statements: 

 

 

 

The third question is: The speed restriction on the section of the A66 bypassing Portinscale of 60 miles 

/ hour is not appropriate.  

 

61% of Portinscale respondents think that traffic speed is an issue in the village, with 75% agreeing 

that a speed limit of 20 miles / hour should be introduced.  66% felt that the current speed restriction 

of 60 miles per hour on the A66 is not appropriate. There were 86 comments from Portinscale 

respondents to this question:    

Do you think there could be any improvements made to the access to/from the A66? If so, please give 

details.  

 



Here are some examples:  

The junction onto the A66 is very dangerous (a lot of these comments) 

- “The junction with the A66 is very difficult and dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.” 

- “we regularly have to take our lives in are hand turning right and often turn left and 

turnaround at Brathwaite. Hourly there is a near miss at this junction and it is only a 

matter of time till someone is killed.” 

 

There needs to be a speed reduction on the A66 (a lot of these comments) 

- “Speed limit of 40 mph between Keswick and Portinscale” 

- “CCC need to start looking after locals and address the A66 junctions and volumes of 

traffic entering and leaving. There is an urgent need for reducing the speed limit on the 

A66.” 

 

There needs to be a roundabout (a lot of these comments) 

- “If a roundabout was at the Keswick turn off it would slow traffic down in both directions 

which would benefit getting out of Portinscale onto A66” 

- “A new roundabout on the A66 to combine both the Portinscale AND Keswick junctions. 

Safer and creating less congestion.” 

- “A roundabout at Braithwaite should be installed and traffic out of Portinscale should be 

forced into turning left” 

 

There needs to be traffic lights (a lot of these comments) 

- “Intermittent traffic lights during peak hours in morning/evening.” 

- “Traffic lights at junction - would slow speed of A66 and allow vehicles to flow in/out. (As 

build-up in busy times stretched back to the village.) Getting out onto a busy / fast A66 

also a problem. (So lights would help here too)” 

 

Filter lanes could make the junction safer 

- “Any chance of a slip road between the Keswick turn-off and Portinscale to avoid the need 

to enter on to the A66, or some sort of combined junction/roundabout?” 

- “A left-hand filter lane (towards Cockermouth) with appropriate road widening would 

help, but it would mean taking down the cherry tree which would not be popular.” 

 

Need speed cameras  

- “Average speed camera from Crosthwaite roundabout to the end of Braithwaite. 10 
junctions.” 

- “Speed restriction to 40mph plus speed cameras at both ends” 

 



Improving the junction could lead to more traffic in Portinscale  

- “Anything worthwhile would involve major changes such as round about etc. Problem is 
that this would probably encourage more people to use the junction leading to increased 
traffic through the village! Conclusion, don't change junction but improve signage on A66 
and slow traffic down.” 

 

Could we introduce a one-way system? 

- “Introduce a one-way system through Portinscale, in via A66 and out via Derwent water 

hotel and a new road bridge. 

- “Compulsory purchase of the private road and implement a one-way system.” 

 

Bridge near A66 (between Powe House and A66) 

- “For pedestrian safety there should be a footbridge alongside the road at the bridge to 

the A66.” 

- “Hatchings (box system) should be introduced on the bridge at the village side of the A66 

junction. This would make a big difference.” 

 

Create a bypass (one comment) 

- “Portinscale needs a bypass from A66, parallel to Powe Beck to Ullock Moss.” 
 

Need better signage (one comment) 

- “Better signage as to where motorists are going? Many are slavishly following satnavs 

from West Cumbria, pulling into the box for turning into Portinscale, realising that they 

actually wanted to go to Keswick, then pulling back out into the traffic.” 

 

Lonnings  (one comment) 

- “The access to Hodgson's Howe Lonning (5 houses) should be widen slightly so if two cars 
meet there is at least space for them to pull in safely away from the A66 traffic. If a car is 
coming down the Loning it can't be seen from the A66 and blocks the entrance. It's very 
dangerous.    

 

No issues on A66 (one comment)   

- “There is nothing wrong with the access to/from the A66. There is a clear line of vision in 
both directions. Any issues are entirely due to bad driving.” 

 

 

There were also 45 comments from Portinscale respondents on issues to do with speed in the village. 

Here are some examples:  



Speed is a problem in the village (a lot of comments)  

- “20 MPH is of paramount importance” 

- “Please reduce to 20mph.  There is so much going on in the village with parking, 

pedestrians and cyclists.  There is no need to travel through the village at 

30mph...Someone will get hurt.” 

 

Parked cars reduce speeding  

- “Traffic speed is ironically reduced by the parking problems in summer.” 

- “Parked vehicles helps reduce the speed” 

 

DYL will increase problems with speeding cars 

- “The absence of parked cars between Rickerby House and the corner round to The Chalet 

provides a wide downhill road for inconsiderate drivers to speed excessively. This is very 

dangerous for the homes whose paths lead directly onto this road.”  

- Restricting parking (eg. with double yellow lines) would result in increase traffic speeds 

through the village. 

 

Problems with speeding is often locals 

- “Cars, often driven by locals or local workers, speed through the village when there are 
few parked cars e.g. in the early morning.” 

- “Most speeding cars are local!” 

 

Speeding is NOT an issue (few comments)  

- “The winding and undulating nature of our narrow main street make speeding difficult.” 

- “There is rarely an issue with speed in the village as most of the year its physically 

impossible to move quickly because of the parking issues. 

 

Speed humps/Islands (few comments)  

- “Should speed humps be introduced - that does slow down the speed” 
- “What about traffic calming islands at the entry to the village at both ends?” 

 

Pedestrian crossing (one comment) 

- “Pedestrian crossing where village turnings meets the A66. Pedestrians have to look in 

multiple directions.” 

 

 

 



Q4: Pedestrian safety - Do you agree or disagree with these statements: 

 

 

 

   

Road safety through the village for pedestrians is not a concern.  

Wider pavements should replace current pavements which would make walking through the villager 
safer, especially for those with prams, dogs and mobility issues.  

Hatched-out markings on the road for pedestrians should be introduced where pavements are not 
possible (such as between Rickerby Lane and High Portinscale).  
There should be warning signs for drivers that there may be pedestrians in the road 

 

 

The overwhelming majority of Portinscale respondents, 85%, agree that road safety is a concern 

for pedestrians and 86% agree that there should be road signs warning drivers that there may be 

pedestrians in the road. 66% agree that hatched out markings on the road should be introduced, and 

53% agree that wider pavements are necessary.  

There were 70 comments to this question: 

Do you have further comments on pedestrian safety: 

 

Pedestrian safety is a real concern 

-  “This is a real concern area”  
- “Pedestrian safety is more important than yellow lines and car parking.” 
- “anyone with a wheel chair or a push chair is literally in the road battling with vehicles.” 



 

Few pavements make walking in the village dangerous 

- “There are no pavements, at places in Portinscale.  The volume of traffic makes walking 

through the village precarious at times.” 

- “There are few pavements which makes walking on the roads near to Nichol End very 

dangerous, especially when we have our grandchildren with us.” 

 

Pavements need to be wider 

- “Pavements are not wide enough for the sheer volume of foot traffic” 

- “The road is narrow as it is, wider pavements for pedestrians would only increase the 
traffic problem creating bottlenecks” 

 

Stap cars parking on pavements 

- “Stop cars parking on pavements” 
- “Stop people parking on pavements, especially outside Thirnbeck to the Harney Peak” 

 

Need hatched out areas for pedestrians: 

- "Hatched-out markings are a better bet for our environment.” 

- “The introduction of hatched-out pedestrian markings should be introduced on the 

outside of any bends e.g. between Powe House and the pub and next to Rickerby House.” 

 

Problems with hatched out areas 

- “Road markings (ie broken lines) on road specifically for pedestrians through the whole 
village and needs signs. NOT hatched out - ugly!” 

- “Paint will not make you safe” 
 

More signage is needed 

- “’People on foot’ warning signage.” 
- “What about speed monitor displays/flash up signs/ ‘children playing’ signs” 

- “’Traffic may be in the middle of the road’ sign” 

- “Priority to oncoming vehicles signs at narrow pinch points. This will also slow traffic 
down.” 

- “Maybe an advisory sign to suggest walkers which side of the road they should walk on. 
As a resident of Portinscale for 20 years I would never walk towards oncoming traffic (as 
advised) on the corner beside Powe House for example.” 

 
Problems with signs 

- “I am not aware of any accidents with pedestrians in the village. More signs and markings 
result in taking a drivers’ eyes off the road. You cannot have a sign to point out every 
aspect of life for a driver.” 



- “Various signs in the village and at the bridge could do with a clean!” 

 
 

Need to cut back hedges: 

- “narrow section - Rickerby Lane to High Portinscale - hedge could be trimmed.” 

- “The pavements would be a lot better if people cut their hedges - esp hedge planting on 

the verge, eg at the marina.” 

 

Cyclists: 

- “The increase of mountain bikes on narrow footpaths, footpath from Portinscale to 

Keswick, and over Portinscale bridge needs control as dangerous for young families and 

walkers. They ignore signs on the bridge and travel at speed. Can they be diverted onto 

the road/designated routes.” 

- “Include cycles (in speed enforcement) - these can easily reach 20mph and have limited 

safe braking ability” 

 

Post box (one comment) 

- “The post box is very difficult to walk to. No pavements.” 

 

Kerb stones (one comment) 

- “some kerb stones are trip hazard.” 

 

 

Other issues 
There were 40 comments on ‘suggestions that would improve the quality of life in Portinscale’ and 31 
comments on ‘other issues’. We collated these together, and here are examples of the issues raised:  
 
Issues to do with litter 

- “Dog bins on lamp posts to be replaced by standing bins - for all rubbish. I often pick up 

litter in the village.” 

- “Litter - I think we should not have bins and have notices that visitors take everything with 

them + littering is a criminal act.” 

- “More dog poo bins, emptied more often.  

- “A recycling point similar to that on Otley Road Car Park.” 

 
Need for better lighting: 

- “Improve lighting between the A66 junction and the village hall.” 
- “Regular inspection and repairs to ALL street lights. Ensure no dark spots - add additional 

street lighting on the main road through the village” 
 

 



 

Road conditions should be improved 

- More regular gritting: “parts of the village can be lethal in icey weather and need to be 

gritted.” 

- “Road sweeper needs to be more frequent” 

 

The village needs better facilities for children 

- “Play area / pitch / shelter for kids of all ages.” 

- “There should be somewhere for children and families to go, like a park with benches and 

a playground.” 

 

There are too many second homes 

- “New build homes in the village should be restricted to permanent residents and second-

homes and holiday lettings apartments should not be allowed to increase.” 

- “Holiday homes!! Too many!!  They also cause major parking issues in places like High 

Portinscale! Noise from continuous partying and litter!” 

 

We need a village shop 

- “Should be a village shop” 

- “Sale of milk and bread” 

 

Other businesses  

- “possibly need another pub/restaurant!” 

- “I have a concern about the pop-up coffee/snack stalls based round vehicles. The tuk-tuk 

by the bridge forces people to converge and limits the possibility for social distancing 

during this pandemic and it also leaves a lot of litter (sugar sachets etc.) on some 

occasions. There is also a larger vehicle based business in the lay-by below the Cat Bells 

cattle grid and also in the little quarry below Cat Bells summit. Do these business all have 

permission to trade and if not, surely they will impact on the legitimate businesses in 

Portinscale?” 

 

Locals needs a better bus service 

- “Local bus all year round, not just in the summer for tourists. We can't get on it anyway 
because its always full by the time it goes through the village.” 

- “There’s no bus shelter on the A66, there should be one either side of the route (x5).  
 

 

 



 

Issues with Derwent Bridge 

- “A non-slip coating should be painted onto the bridge over the River Derwent as it’s 

surface is very slippery.” 

- “Gate onto the bridge - cyclists just carry on through the current posts.”  

 

There are several areas to tidy up in the village, including: 

- “remove the BT wire reel that’s sat down near the waste ground on the verge for 8 years 

and tidy up the storm Desmond flood damage at the waste ground entrance “ 

- “The exterior of Derwentwater Hotel is a mess.” 

- “Tidy up Nichol End” 

 

We should develop ‘traffic-free’ solutions: 

- “Reduce car flow but increase access. So ban cars but create a round the lake bus service 
in both directions every 15 mins from dawn ( 8am) to pub closing time hop on hop off and 
free to the user (speed of loading and unloading helped) would help business; eg Chalet, 
Farmers Arms, Swinside, even Quad bike business!!! Keswick launch could help.   If cars 
are banned apart from residents (including B and B but parking at B and B only), farm 
vehicles, delivery, utilities there is room on the road for the bus service; bus can be 
environmentally friendly (eg hydrogen or electric but doesn't have to be so to start). What 
you will find is that everyone will want a stop for their business!!! Since this will increase 
business footfall this is where the cost could be found, and maybe from the rates, 
surcharge on B and B residents for a free ticket etc etc. 

- “This may seem a bit off the wall but couldn't we make Portinscale an access only village-
apart from disabled cars, buses and bikes. Should be feasible if there is parking available 
either in Keswick or east of Portinscale in the field north-east  of the footbridge. The 
volume of cars passing through Portinscale has increased markedly over the years we have 
been here. In the summer a steady queue of cars starts at 6.30am and continues until 5-
6pm.This will only get worse with the creation of a car park at the far side of the  village.” 

- “Keep parking out of the village and countryside. Something like the Snowdon Sherpa bus 
service?” 

 

 

The Lake District is for all 

- “Some people in the village must learn that the Lake District is for everyone. They need to 

stop being so selfish because they are afraid of any change. I do hope the outcome of this 

application is looked upon with the whole of the locals views not just whoever can shout 

the loudest and campaign the most.” 

- “Remember that it is still a living village (just) with facilities and it is not a grand retirement 

home for those wishing for it to be a peaceful retirement away from others. If you get this 

wrong just for the sake of the minor inconvenience of having to queue or drive slowly 

through the village, you will destroy what few businesses we have left in the village.” 



 

Stop overnight camping 

- “STOP overnight parking of campervans on old A66 and BOTH sides of footbridge.” 

 
 
Village Hall activities are excellent: 

- “Community activities in the improved village hall are excellent.” 
 

 

Observations from villagers 

After the quantitative results were published on the Above Derwent Parish Council website some 

Portinscale residents contacted the Parish Council, querying the methodology of the survey and 

suggested there were some limitations with the processes, production and management of the survey 

and its timings. The Parish Council have clarified that “ADPC did not commission or fund the survey. It 

was organised by a group of Portinscale residents as part of a refresh of the community led Portinscale 

village plan, on the matters which are current. An independent company was employed who 

conducted the survey, to enable the collection of neutral data. A document summarising the results 

of the survey has been published on the ADPC website” (Minutes from the meeting on 17th February 

2021).  

Given the strength of feeling on the topics covered in the survey, it was vital that respondents could 

comment freely, that is qualitatively, which is why space was given for written comments to be 

included. In order to represent these comments fairly, we have given a comprehensive list of the 

comments above.  Due to the nature of GDPR and data privacy requirements we are unable to release 

the raw data.  However this report, and the results of the survey, have both been thoroughly reviewed 

by both Pink Spaghetti and the Portinscale Village Plan Update group.  

We have also had many positive comments back from people in the village, and thanks given for the 

work that has gone into this attempt to represent people’s views as openly, fairly and democratically 

as possible.  

 

Thanks  

Many thanks to all respondents for all their responses to the questionnaire and therefore their input 
in updating the village plan.  
 
 
 
 
The Portinscale Village Plan Update group 
Steph Harding 
Caroline Howarth  
Joy Pemberton-Pigott  
David Quainton  
Julie Thompson  
 


