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1.

Introduction

1.1

This Statement has been prepared on behalf of Thomas Armstrong (Construction) Ltd
in support of presentations to the Hearings into Matter 2 (Issue 2b) relating to the
Examination of the Allerdale Local Plan (Part 2) Site Allocations (ALPP2).

1.2

They are made against a background of representations submitted on behalf of
Thomas Armstrong as part of the previous versions of the Local Plan including the:
•

Allerdale Local plan (Part 2) Issues & Options Discussion Paper July 2014
(LPP4)
Allerdale Local Plan (Part 2) Preferred Options January 2017 (LPP6)
Allerdale Local Plan (Part 2) PreSubmission Consultation October 2018 (CD1)

•
•
1.3

The statement proceeds as follows:
•
•

Section 2 addresses Question 15; and
Section 3 deals with Question 16.
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2.

Question 15
Is the methodology for the review and definition of the settlement boundaries
set out in the Settlement Boundary Review Topic Paper (September 2018) (Ref
SD7) soundly based? Are the criteria under Principles 1-4 in the Topic Paper
logical and justified in defining the built limit of settlements and the land to be
included within and excluded from settlement boundaries? Should any other
principles or criteria have been applied in defining settlement boundaries?

2.1

The broad approach adopted in the review and definition of the settlement boundaries
set out in SD7 is reasonable drawing as it does from the ALPP1 in terms of those
settlements where boundaries are to be reviewed.

2.2

It is also logical to take the 1999 Allerdale Local Plan boundaries as a starting point for
such a review.

2.3

SD7 (page 5) states that the settlement boundaries for the main centres in the
settlement hierarchy, including Key Services Centres such as Cockermouth, are to be
redrawn to take account of the new housing completions, commitments and
allocations.

2.4

The broad principles adopted in the methodology for the review are reasonable as are
those ‘guiding principles’ behind the review (Principle 1 – 4).

2.5

In relation to other principles that should be taken into account as a guiding principle
for the identification of a settlement boundary, a key factor will be how much
development the particular settlement should be accommodating as part of meeting
planned future needs identified in more strategic policies, in this case in the ALPP1
and Policy S3.

2.6

SD7 refers to the need to review boundaries to take account of ‘allocations’. In our
view an important principle will be to ensure that the Site Allocations taken forward
reflect and take on board the outcomes of the Allerdale Local Plan Part 1 (ALPP1).

2.7

Within this context and when considering proposed settlement boundaries and
proposed allocations, account will also need to be taken of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), recently updated in February 2019.

2.8

The NPPF highlights that plans should be underpinned by relevant and up-to-date
evidence (paragraph 31) and that policies in plans and spatial development strategies
should be reviewed to assess whether they need updating at least once every five
years.

2.9

In the case of Allerdale Borough Council, the ALPP2 (Site Allocations) takes forward
the spatial strategy set by the adopted ALPP1, adopted in 2014.

2.10

This is coming up to 5 years old and as advocated by the NPPF the spatial
development strategy in the plan should be reviewed to assess whether it needs
updating and therefore whether it still provides a basis on which to proceed to
concluding the ALPP2 allocations to provide a “sound” Plan. This includes spatial
Policy S3.
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2.11

Relevant to the above is the fact that elements of the evidence base for the ALPP1 are
dated before 2014. In relation to employment land, the GVA West Cumbria
Employment Land Review Update was published in 2012, now some 7 years old
therefore somewhat dated.

2.12

Notwithstanding the above and turning to how much development Cockermouth should
accommodate, Policy S3 of the ALPP1 sets out the settlement hierarchy and the
‘Spatial Strategy and Growth’. The policy confirms that at least 54 hectares of
employment land over the plan period 2011-2029 is to be made available in the wider
Plan area.

2.13

Policy S3 provides a broad indication of how development needs would be directed to
settlements in the hierarchy.

2.14

Whilst the percentages in Policy S3 refer to housing growth alone and the specific
percentages are not strictly applied to distribution of employment growth, the ALPP1
Examination Inspector highlighted at paragraph 40 of his Report that the policy “states
that the scale of development proposed will be expected to be commensurate to the
size of the settlement and reflect its position in the hierarchy”.

2.15

Policy S3 states that around 10% of housing growth is to be directed to Cockermouth.
Whilst this same 10% is not strictly applied to meeting future employment land needs
there is logic in ensuring that the proposed allocations in the ALPP2 provide a
sustainable pattern of development.

2.16

If very limited land is allocated for employment uses in Cockermouth then the pattern
of growth will simply provide more homes in Cockermouth without the opportunity for
sufficient growth in jobs, thus encouraging further out commuting to other towns such
as Workington/Whitehaven on the west coast and indeed to much more distance towns
such as Penrith/Carlisle. This would not comply with sustainable development
principles.

2.17

Assuming 10% as a very broad guide, would result in around 5.4 hectares of
employment land to be provided for in Cockermouth over the plan period (i.e. 10% of
Policy S3, 54 hectares).

2.18

Document TP6 sets out a more up to date employment land position statement
identifying that at March 2018 the overall employment land requirement had increased
to 59.23 hectares when account is taken of demolitions (paragraph 3.1 of TP6).
Approximating 10% would result in 5.9 hectares of land.

2.19

Whilst the intention of Policy S3 is not to specify a strict application of the percentages
in Policy S3 to the amount of employment land that must be allocated in Cockermouth,
nonetheless having regard to sustainable development principles it provides a useful
broad guide when account is taken of the level of housing growth anticipated for the
town.

2.20

Taking into account the ‘Main Modifications Schedule’ (CD16) the Allerdale Local Plan
(Part 2) PreSubmission Consultation Plan (CD2) includes two proposed allocations
that taken together amount to 1.04 hectares as follows:
• Land north of Low Road (north) – 0.75 hectares (the subject site)
• Land south of Low Road (south) – 0.29 hectares
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2.21

At just 1.04 hectares, the proposed level of allocated land is substantially below the
‘broad’ approach for employment land set out in Policy S3.

2.22

This is the case even if account is taken of the recent grant of outline planning
permission for employment uses (LPA Ref: 2/2018/0551) on a 0.57 hectare site,
immediately west of the Laureates housing development. The site was previously used
as the construction compound and appears now as cleared/rough ground but outside
the ALPP2 proposed settlement boundary.

2.23

Consequently, it is our view that when considering the Plan period to 2029, further land
should be allocated in Cockermouth for employment generating uses. As currently
submitted for Examination, the plan is ‘unsound’.

2.24

This conclusion is reinforced by paragraph 2.9 of Topic Paper 6 (TP6), which deals
with ‘Employment Land’ and states that the “lack of available employment sites within
the Cockermouth locality (Policy S6(c)) needs to be addressed, and the employment
land range on offer needs to increase in order to meet local needs and those of the
nuclear and energy supply sectors”

2.25

It also highlights at paragraph 3.9 that it is “considered important that Cockermouth
retains an employment land allocation due to its position as a Key Service Centre and
to support the growth of this popular town and its surroundings”.

2.26

Based on the intended allocations (1.04 hectares of land) and given the importance
placed by the evidence base on the need for the lack of available employment sites in
Cockermouth to be addressed, this suggests more land should be allocated for
employment uses.

2.27

Furthermore, when considering employment uses, in our view this should not just relate
to more traditional employment generating Class B uses. Paragraph 11 of the NPPF
sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable development, which for plan-making
means that plans should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs
of their area and also should be “sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change”.

2.28

Flexibility in a local plan is important in order to adapt to changing circumstances.
When considering employment needs of a town and how those needs would be
delivered, account should be taken of other employment generating activities and
whether these could assist bringing forward more traditional employment uses.

2.29

The evidence base for the ALPP1 that addressed employment land needs for the
Borough provided a useful insight into the importance of other sectors of the economy
in the delivery of jobs.

2.30

The GVA Study (EB6a) provided an overview of FTE job growth and different
forecasts. For Alledale the study examined a number of scenarios (Baseline / Nuclear
New Build / Nuclear Investment).

2.31

In each scenario there were varying degrees of decline in predicted FTE jobs in some
sectors. However, a common thread through all three scenarios was that the retail,
health and hotels and conferencing sectors are projected to grow in FTE terms within
Allerdale (paragraph 4.44 of EB6a).
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2.32

Moreover, in the ‘Conclusions / Implications’ drawn from the ELR update, GVA
concluded that although non B Class employment development was outside the remit
of the ELR, the then PPS4 and now NPPF, recognises the overlap of jobs provision
across sectors as falling under the need to build a strong and competitive economy.

2.33

The 2012 GVA Study (EB6a) also identified two key roles for Non-B employment uses
(paragraph 8.4). The first is the potential critical enabling role that Non-B employment
development can play in supporting delivery of B Use Classes in circumstances where
viability is a challenge in the short to medium term.

2.34

The GVA Study also included a specific recommendation that emerged from the ELR
review for the identification of mixed-use development sites. In this context the update
review highlighted the “opportunity to re-profile appropriate employment sites away
from general allocations towards either mixed use….”.

2.35

This shows the importance attached to provision of jobs in other sectors and suggests
the need for flexibility in planning policies and allocations to facilitate such a role in
delivering development. The requirement for a more flexible approach is clear in the
NPPF.

2.36

Section 6 of the NPPF deals with the need to build a strong, competitive economy and
states that planning policies should proactively encourage sustainable economic
growth and “be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan,
allow for new and flexible working practices….and to enable a rapid response to
change in economic circumstances”.

2.37

The NPPF addresses all sectors of the economy under the need to encourage a
competitive economy and gives significant weight to the need to support economic
growth and productivity, taking into account both local business needs and wider
opportunities for development.

2.38

Against this background and when considering future employment allocations, an
important factor to take into account is the presumption in favour of sustainable
development and the need for flexibility.

2.39

In the case of Cockermouth, earlier representations on the Plan have advocated just
such an approach as highlighted above through proposing a more flexible allocation
on an extended area of land at Low Road north (Appendix 1) for ‘employment
generating uses’.

2.40

As set out in representations (letter dated 29th October 2018) on the PreSumission
Draft ALPP” (October 2018) (Appendix 2), a more flexible approach should be
adopted in the case of accommodating development on the Low Road site to provide
an allocation for:
“Employment (B1/B2/B8) and other employment generating uses
subject to other policies in the plan”

2.41

We consider the site allocation for land north of Low Road should adopt a more flexible
approach and allow for other employment generating uses. This would help facilitate
provision of new jobs in Cockermouth as well as increasing the size of the allocation
for reasons set out above.
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2.42

As highlighted in earlier representations on ALPP2, the site has been allocated for
more traditional employment uses since at least 1999 but has not come forward for
development.

2.43

For the very reason identified in the GVA Study (EB6a) allowing a more flexible
approach in line with the NPPF could assist viability matters in bringing forward
employment generating uses through a more mixed employment use approach.

2.44

Viability is a matter highlighted by the Workspace and Employment Land Study in 2016
(EB8/EB8a). Appendix G of the study confirms that making development viable in
Allerdale and West Cumbria continues to be challenging. Rents and yields which
determine capital values generally are insufficient to provide an adequate development
return.

2.45

The GVA Study advocates a more mixed development approach to delivery of
employment uses. This would include a more mixed employment generation
approach. The NPPF highlights the need for ‘flexibility’ and the ability of local plans to
be able to respond to rapid change when applying the presumption in favour of
sustainable development.

2.46

In relation to the physical extent of the allocation (see plan in Appendix 1), this matter
is addressed in the October 2018 representations (Appendix 2). This sought inclusion
of a larger allocated site with flexibility for other employment generating uses.

2.47

Without these changes to the proposed allocation and amendments to the settlement
boundary for Cockermouth, we consider the Plan to be “unsound”.

2.48

In relation to the provision of land for employment in other sectors in Cockermouth, the
planning history of the subject site demonstrates the acceptability of uses such as
comparison retail in the context of the sequential and impact tests. As set out in the
Committee Report dealing with application 2/2018/0070 (see Appendix 3)

2.49

With respect to the need for further retail development in Cockermouth, TP8 (Retail
Topic Paper – September 2018), highlights the need for further comparison retail
floorspace in Cockermouth of around 1,408 m2.

2.50

This capacity figure is set out in the retail evidence base (EB7 & EB7a) England & Lyle
Study which was based on the assumption that comparison goods market share
retention in Cockermouth would only increase from 28.8% to 30% over the plan period
to 2029.

2.51

This means the allocations are set to meet a requirement that accepts that 70% of
comparison goods spend will be lost from the town of Cockermouth. Such limited
increase in market share retention over the period 2029 for a ‘Key Service Centre’
simply perpetuates an unstainable pattern of development and unsustainable shopping
patterns with residents travelling out of the town to meet their shopping needs.

2.52

Given the allocation of future housing growth to the town and provision being made for
new jobs, we consider the assumption that over the period to 2029 only an additional
1.2% of comparison expenditure in the Cockermouth catchment area should be
retained by shops in the town is a significant underestimate and would not deliver
sustainable patterns of shopping provision.
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2.53

In our view it would be reasonable to assume a higher retention rate of comparison
spend in the town to help deliver more sustainable shopping patterns for the area and
allow for growth to meet future needs partly driven by increasing homes and natural
population growth.

2.54

When dealing with the ‘principles’ for defining settlement limits, we consider it important
to take full account of the development needs of a town, a matter which in our view,
has not been achieved in this case and a key principle which should explicitly underpin
the defining of settlement boundaries.

2.55

In our view and as addressed further in Section 3, we consider the subject site should
be included in the settlement boundary for Cockermouth and that as currently
proposed, the settlement boundary for Cockermouth is not “sound”.
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3.

Question 16
Are the settlement boundaries proposed in the ALPP2 logical in defining the
built limits of the individual settlements and justified in relation to the principles
and criteria set out in the Settlement Boundary Review Topic Paper (Ref SD7)?
Have they been positively prepared and are they consistent with national policy
in enabling delivery of sustainable development and the ALPP1?

3.1

In our view the settlement boundary proposed for the western part of Cockermouth in
the ALPP2 has not been positively prepared and is not consistent with national policy
in enabling delivery of sustainable development or delivery of the ALPP1.

3.2

Having regard to our views expressed in Section 2 in relation to the level of land
allocated in Cockermouth for future employment needs through the Plan period, we
consider that the settlement boundary should have regard to the need to provide more
land for a mix of future employment generating uses.

3.3

The currently proposed settlement boundary in western Cockermouth is drawn to
include the permitted residential development (the Laureates) and the Council’s
proposed employment allocation on Low Road north (Policy SA43).

3.4

The new residential development is completed and provides a strong urban context for
this part of Low Road a short distance from the A66 (T) road and proximate to the
subject site on Low Road north.

3.5

As you leave the A66 roundabout to enter Cockermouth, the Laureates housing
development is clearly visible on the approach road providing an impression of entering
the town. As you approach the entrance to the Laureates there is street lighting on
both sides of the and with pavements on both sides. There is a bus stop near the
entrance to the Laureates. All these factors confirm the start of the urban area.

3.6

As you pass the entrance to the Laureates the pavement continues on the northern
side of Low Road into Cockermouth, passing the former Council Depot with access
taken off Low Road.

3.7

The depot site includes a tarmac hardstanding area for parking vehicles just off Low
Road with gated and secure areas west and east of the parking area. West is an area
which includes a caravan which appears occupied and east is an enclosed general
storage/depot area.

3.8

The planning history of the depot site includes the grant of planning permission
(2/2017/0149) for the “Change of use of coal yard for the siting of storage containers
2.59 metres high for public use” at the former coal store yard. There are now storage
containers on the site.

3.9

The settlement boundary for Cockermouth is drawn tightly around the Laureates and
the Council’s proposed employment allocation on land north of Low Road. It excludes
the former Council depot, which is development that is urban in character and not
clearly detached from the existing settlement when regard is had to its location
proximate to the Laureates and other development along Low Road.
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3.10

When taken together with the Laureates housing development and other development
along Low Road (including the Council proposed employment allocation), the area
immediately north of Low Road forms part of the Cockermouth urban area.

3.11

The settlement boundary does not, in our view, take full and proper account of existing
urban development located close to the Laureates housing scheme and the land north
of Low Road. The former provides a strong urban context to this entrance to the town
and with the depot site being used partly for storage containers, the general character
of this part of the town would logically fall within the wider settlement boundary for the
town.

3.12

The planning history of the Council’s proposed employment allocation north of Low
Road demonstrates that land to the west is logically part of the Low Road site.

3.13

The attached Site Location Plan (Ref: 1328-PL-100/Rev A) (Appendix 1) identifies the
wider site area which we consider should be included in the proposed settlement
boundary for Cockermouth.

3.14

It is considered the settlement boundary to the north of Low Road should be amended
to include the western part of the subject site and former Council depot area.

3.15

This proposed amendment to the boundary would accord with the 4 guiding principles
adopted within the Council’s Settlement Boundary Review (SBR) document
(September 2018) as well as help ensure sufficient land is provided to meet future
development needs for Cockermouth as identified in the ALPP1.

3.16

With regard to comments relating to a proposed change to the settlement boundary
and in relation to Principle 1 of the SBR, this states that “Revised boundaries will
continue to be defined around the existing built fabric of the settlement and
where possible will follow defined features such as curtilages, walls, hedgerows
and watercourses”.

3.17

In our view the proposed settlement boundary for Cockermouth does not accord with
Principle 1 as the settlement boundary does not follow the wider site perimeter or the
existing built fabric of development associated with Cockermouth.

3.18

The subject site being promoted by the representor is bound to the east by the rear of
the Lakes Home Centre while the western extent of the site adjoins further
development comprising the former Council Depot site.

3.19

South of that area and Low Road is the Laureates Housing development which
introduces a clear and substantial urban element providing a revised entrance to the
built up area of Cockermouth.

3.20

Principle 3 of the SBR states “Boundaries may include […] Recreational or amenity
open space, which is physically surrounded by the settlement or adjoined on
three sides by the settlement” and “Individual plots or small scale development
sites in areas physically and visually related to the settlement”.

3.21

Both the remainder of the subject site and the adjacent former Council Depot site to
the west are physically and visually well related to the settlement of Cockermouth
which now includes residential development to the south of Low Road (the Laureates).
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3.22

We consider the proposed settlement boundary to the west of Cockermouth appears
illogical when considered against the surrounding landscape, existing development
and the Council’s own settlement boundary methodology.

3.23

In our view the proposed settlement boundary to the west of Cockermouth is
unjustified and does not appear to take full account of the surrounding context or the
Council’s settlement boundary methodology / principles set by the SBR (SD7).

3.24

Furthermore, as raised above, the planning history of the site clearly demonstrates that
land to the west of allocation SA43 is logically part of the Low Road site and in order
for the delivery of this allocation to come forward it is considered the settlement
boundary should be extended to include the remainder of the site in order to ensure
the site allocation can come forward and the plan is effective.

3.25

Based on the above, we consider that the proposed Cockermouth Settlement
boundary is currently unsound.

3.26

Further inconsistencies in defining the settlement boundary to the west of
Cockermouth are present to the south of Low Road, where the proposed settlement
boundary follows the irregular line of permitted residential development for 221
dwellings which was granted at appeal in 2012 (APP/G0908/A/11/2151737) and
provides a strong urban edge to the town.

3.27

The Laureates housing development adjoins Fitz Park, which is located directly south
of the subject site. Although surrounded on 3 sides by built development to the east,
south and west, Fitz Park is excluded from within the settlement boundary.

3.28

It is considered that Fitz Park to the east of the proposed Laureates Housing and south
of Low Road should be included within the settlement boundary as shown on the
enclosed plan (Appendix 4). The Park can be identified as protected open space.

3.29

Amending the settlement boundary this way would provide a more logical boundary
reflecting the current development pattern of the town.

3.30

As referenced earlier, Principle 3 of the SBR states that “Boundaries may include
[…] Recreational or amenity open space, which is physically surrounded by the
settlement or adjoined on three sides by the settlement”.

3.31

The proposed settlement boundary surrounding Fitz Park does not reflect the Council’s
principles identified within the SBR (SD7) which are intended to guide the review of
settlement boundaries in Allerdale. Consequently, the settlement boundary to the
south of the subject site is considered to be unjustified as it does not accord with the
Council’s own methodology in defining settlement boundaries in the District.

3.32

The inclusion of Fitz Park within the settlement boundary and allocation as amenity
greenspace would afford the land protection under proposed Policy SA51.

3.33

In addition, the use of the bypass, sewage works and extended allocation of SA43 with
the flood plain beyond would provide a more defensible and permanent boundary
which is likely to result in an effective and justified settlement boundary based upon
the Council’s own methodology.
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3.34

The proposed amendments to the settlement boundary would provide a more robust
and effective permanent boundary in accordance with the ALPP1 and would be
consistent with national policy by incorporating land at Low Road within the
settlement boundary and as part of allocation SA43.

3.35

This would help achieve delivery of sustainable development in line with national
planning policy and the ALPP1.
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APPENDIX 1
Site Location Plan
(1328-PL-100/Rev A)

APPENDIX 2
Representations Letter dated 29th October 2018

Our Ref: JWID1676/L022
29th October 2018

Planning Policy
Allerdale Borough Council
Allerdale House
Workington
Cumbria
CA14 3YJ
By Email Only

Dear Sir/ Madam
ALLERDALE LOCAL PLAN: SITE ALLOCATIONS PRE-SUBMISSION
We act on behalf of Thomas Armstrong (Construction) Limited and have been instructed by
them to make representations to the Allerdale Local Plan: Site Allocations Pre-Submission.
These representations are made in the specific context of the site reference SA43 (the Site)
and land to the west, Low Road, Cockermouth.
Site Description and Policy Context
The site comprises previously developed land situated at the western edge of Cockermouth,
with access taken from Low Road. The site is currently undeveloped land with the eastern part
of the site formally occupied by buildings which have now been cleared. Along the southern
boundary is a raised area of ground with embankment following the line of the former railway
which left Cockermouth along this route. This results in an unattractive vacant brownfield site
on one of the main roads into Cockermouth.
To the east of the site is The Lakes Homecentre with associated car park situated to the east
of the main building. Further east the area is characterised by car showrooms and a foodstore.
Residential areas lie to the south east of the site, while immediately south of the site is an area
of green space (Fitz Park) and woodland with residential development beyond. The Laureates
residential development south of Low Road borders the bypass (A66) and extends the built
development west to the sewage treatment works.
The site itself is broadly rectangular in shape but narrows from east to west as shown on
enclose site plan 1328-PL-100/Rev A. The eastern end and central part of the site is currently
cleared and represents an unattractive derelict and vacant site. The western part of the site
comprises scrub land. The northern and southern boundaries comprise a number of trees

a: Atlas House, 31 King Street, Leeds LS1 2HL t: 0113 243 6116 f: 0113 245 9042
a: 7th Floor, The Balance, Pinfold Street, Sheffield, S1 2GU t: 0114 354 0220
w: www.idplanning.co.uk
Registered in ENGLAND No: 05271142

and are subject to a group Tree Preservation Order (TPO’s) that was first put in place in the
late 1980’s and then more recently a new Order was confirmed in May 2018.
The development plan for the local area is provided by the adopted Allerdale Local Plan (1999)
and First Alteration 2006. A number of the policies have been replaced by the Allerdale Local
Plan (Part 1) adopted in July 2014.
The subject site is partly allocated for employment purposes in the adopted Local Plan, 1999,
site reference EM2. The western part of the subject site is located outside the defined
‘development limit’ for Cockermouth on the Proposals Map of the 1999 Plan.
These representations have been prepared in respect of the Pre-Submission Allerdale Local
Plan (Part 2) Site Allocations Consultation. They address the following matters:
•
•

Employment Allocation SA43; and
Cockermouth Settlement Map.

National Planning Policy Framework (2018)
The revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in July 2018.
Paragraph’s 15-37 of the NPPF relate to ‘Plan-Making’. Paragraph 16 advises that Local Plans
must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable
development and therefore they should be consistent with the principles and policies set out
in the Framework, including the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Paragraph
16 further indicates that plans should be aspirational but ‘deliverable’.
As the Pre-Submission draft will subsequently be examined by an independent inspector, the
document will be assessed on the basis of whether the plan has been prepared in accordance
with the duty to cooperate, legal and procedural requirements and whether it is sound.
Paragraph 35 of the NPPF advises: “Local plans and spatial development strategies are examined to assess whether they have
been prepared in accordance with legal and procedural requirements, and whether they are
sound. Plans are ‘sound’ if they are:
a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the
area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other
authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is
practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;
b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives,
and based on proportionate evidence;
c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on
cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as
evidenced by the statement of common ground; and
d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development
in accordance with the policies in this Framework.”

Policy SA43 Land north of Low Road, Cockermouth
The eastern part of the site (excluding the road frontage), to the north of Low Road has been
allocated for employment uses, site reference SA43, where uses B1, B2 and B8 are
supported.
Policy SA1 of the Pre-Submission Plan relates to allocated sites and notes that “Sites
allocated on the Policies Map for development and redevelopment shall be protected
and delivered for their specified use in accordance with site specific policies and other
relevant policies in the Local Plan.”
The allocation of the site for employment uses is long standing, carried forward from the
adopted Local Plan (1999) and even before then from an earlier Local Plan in the early 1990’s.
A recent application on the site for a mixed retail and employment use was supported by
evidence from a marketing exercise carried out to demonstrate compliance with Local Plan
Part 1 Policy DM3. The marketing exercise demonstrated there was no reasonable prospect
of the site coming forward soley for the allocated employment uses (B2/B8) in the adopted
local plan. That evidence was accepted by officers when reporting the application to the
Council’s Development Panel meeting.
The evidence demonstrated the site has not been attractive to the market for employment
uses, due in part to alternative locations close to other employment clusters providing a more
attractive location to businesses but also issues surrounding viability.
The site is brownfield and whilst our client supports the allocation of the site for future
development, it is considered that given the history of the site and to ensure development
comes forward within the plan period on the site, the range of permitted uses should be
extended to include more flexible employment generating uses such as retail, rather than
solely traditional employment uses which may result in the site remaining undeveloped.
The allocation to allow a more flexible approach in terms of employment generating uses on
the site would therefore ensure the plan is effective and positively prepared. In this context
the provision of alternative employment generating uses could help bring forward more
traditional employment uses on the extended allocated site.
The NPPF places significant weight on the need to support economic growth through the
planning system. The retail sector provides an important source of employment for many
people and is often convenient for those that are not able to work regular daytime hours but
need a more flexible approach to their working patterns.
The allocation of the site for a more flexible employment type use would enable development
to come forward on the site which would support job growth in Cockermouth. This would be in
accordance with the objectives of the NPPF which proactively encourages sustainable
economic growth and would ensure the plan is consistent with national policy.
Against this background, it is considered the proposed allocation of the site under Policy SA43
should be amended in relation to the ‘Use’ from “Employment (B1, B2 and B8)” to:
“Employment (B1, B2, B8) and other employment generating uses subject to other policies in
the Plan”
This would allow flexibility in bringing the site forward for a range of employment generating
uses but would also mean that where uses outside B1/B2/B8 would normally be subject to

other policies addressing the principle of that use in this location, those matters would also
have to be addressed.
In addition to amending Policy SA43 in the context of the range of potential employment
generating uses that should be accommodated in this location, it is also considered the extent
of the proposed allocation should be increased. The area shown previously allocated under
Policy EM2 of the 1999 adopted Local Plan measured around 1.30 hectares.
The area shown on Plan 1328-PL100-Rev A, which it is proposed should form the Low Road
mixed employment allocation, measures 1.39 hectares.
The site area proposed to be allocated in the PreSubmission Plan has been reduced to 0.63
hectares. We address why we consider the frontage tree planting to Low Road can be
removed and replaced by appropriate mitigation below and consequently the allocated site
should include this frontage land. The area in question is a raised embankment and formed
the line of the former railway. By excluding it from the allocated land it substantially reduces
the extent available for development and therefore even further reduces prospects of it being
brought forward for development.
Policy S3 of the Allerdale Local Plan Part 1 (adopted Core Strategy) sets out the ‘Spatial
Strategy and Growth’ for Allerdale. It states that provision will be made for at least 54 hectares
of employment land over the plan period 2011-2029.
Policy S3 includes a broad split of how land will be allocated between respective tiers in the
settlement hierarchy with around 10% of future needs to be provided for in Cockermouth. The
supporting text (paragraph 75) indicates that in the context of employment land, the level of
growth will be allocated across each tier of the settlement based on the size and role of the
settlement.
Paragraph 76 of the Core Strategy highlights that in order to meet both strategic and local
needs, employment land will be distributed across the Plan Area broadly following the pattern
outlined in Policy S3 i.e. around 10% of future needs directed to Cockermouth.
Based on the level of employment land to be provided in the plan period (54 hectares), this
would suggest the allocation of around 5.4 hectares of land in Cockermouth.
The PreSubmission Plan allocates two sites in Cockermouth for employment. Land at Low
Road (0.63 hectares) and land south of Low Road (0.29 hectares), a total of 0.92 hectares.
This is substantially below the level broadly anticipated by Policy S3 of the Core Strategy.
As can be seen from the above, the proposed allocation of land in the PreSubmission Plan
has reduced the potential allocation of land north of Low Road from 1.30 hectares in the 1999
adopted Local Plan down to a level of 0.63 hectares. This has been done against the
background of evidence provided by the Capita Report which demonstrates how the site can
be developed with appropriate mitigation planting.
The proposed area to be allocated for mixed employment generating uses (see Plan 1328PL100-Rev A) measures 1.39 hectares and in our view is the minimum area that should be
allocated.
The PreSubmission Plan has reduced the area of land to be allocated whilst the Spatial
Strategy (Policy S3 of adopted Core Strategy) suggests much more land should be identified
in Cockermouth for employment uses.

In light of the above it is considered the proposed area to be allocated for employment
generating development on Low Road should be extended to at least 1.39 hectares as shown
on Plan 1328-PL100-Rev A, along with the range of employment generating uses being
expanded as detailed above.
It is considered this approach, along with other amendments set out below, would provide an
allocation on a wider site that would be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent
with national policy thus providing an allocation that is “sound”.
Policy SA43 further notes that development considerations for land north of Low Road include:
“The mature trees upon the former railway line adjacent to Low Road which contribute
to the locally distinctive character of the area should be retained, screening the
development and protecting the setting of the listed Fitz, in addition to providing a
valuable biodiversity corridor”.
Trees on site, which are subject to a Tree Preservation Order, were considered in a Capita
report in which it was evident that redevelopment of the site and loss of TPO’d trees was
considered acceptable provided an appropriate replacement planting scheme could be
brought forward.
The Capita report was commissioned by the representor at the request of the Council as part
of pre-application discussions in relation to an earlier application on the subject site
(2/2016/0186). At that time Capita was generally used by the Council on consultations that
involved the loss of protected trees.
A copy of the Capita Report is enclosed and concluded the protected trees have no
outstanding features, individually or collectively with their benefit being principally as a
background element within the landscape. Capita found that although redevelopment of the
site would see a change in character and appearance of the land, carefully designed and
implemented, this could blend into the surrounding landscaping and maintain visual continuity
alongside Low Road.
The Capita Report found that justification for the TPO was sound and would prevent any preemptive work that may be carried out but the presence of the TPO should not prevent
appropriate development.
Against this context, this part of Policy SA43 is considered to be too restrictive given the above
evidence and consequently we consider the inclusion of this requirement within Policy SA43
is unjustified and unsound. Including such a limitation would restrict the developable area
even further and limits prospects of the smaller area coming forward for more traditional
employment uses even more than the previously allocated area in the 1999 Plan.
In our view the conclusion reached by the Council’s consultee (Capita) provides an appropriate
way forward and would allow redevelopment provided a suitable mitigation scheme is brought
forward. With expansion of the site, as advocated above, it would enhance prospects of
development coming forward on the site.
Proposals to restrict the frontage land on Low Road forming part of the proposed allocated
site will simply further constrain the site for development. In our view the proposed exclusion
of the frontage area should be amended and that area included in the overall development
site as advocated earlier.

Cockermouth Settlement Map
Settlement Boundary
The Cockermouth Settlement Map identifies the proposed settlement boundary for
Cockermouth, which along the western edge of the settlement is notably unchanged from that
proposed during the Preferred Options consultation in March 2017. However, the Proposals
Map now identifies the frontage of allocation SA43 as being Green Infrastructure.
An extract of the proposed settlement boundary to the west of Cockermouth is included below.

The subject site is partly identified as an employment allocation SA43 (yellow). The proposed
settlement boundary extends along the northern edge of this allocation, before crossing north
to south through the centre of the subject site. The site frontage comprises proposed Green
Infrastructure.
The planning history of the site clearly demonstrates the land to the west is logically part of
the Low Road site. The attached Site Location Plan (Ref: 1328-PL-100/Rev A) also identifies
the wider site area which includes ‘white’ land on the Cockermouth Settlement Map located
between the proposed settlement boundary edge and further development to the west of the
site.
It is therefore considered the settlement boundary to the north of Low Road should be
amended to include the western part of the subject site, partly identified as employment
allocation SA43 i.e. all the land included within the red line of the attached Site Location Plan.

This proposed amendment to the boundary would accord with the 4 guiding principles adopted
within the Council’s Settlement Boundary Review (SBR) document (September 2018).
Notably, Principle 1 of the SBR document states that “Revised boundaries will continue to
be defined around the existing built fabric of the settlement and where possible will
follow defined features such as curtilages, walls, hedgerows and watercourses”.
It is considered the boundary proposed by the Council does not accord with Principle 1 as the
settlement boundary does not follow the wider site perimeter or the existing built fabric of
development associated with Cockermouth.
As indicated earlier, the site bounds the Lakes Home Centre to the east while the western
extent of the site adjoins further development comprising the former Council Depot site which
was recently granted permission (2/2017/0149) for “Change of use of coal yard for the siting
of storage containers 2.59 metres high for public use”. South of that area and Low Road is
the Laureates Housing development which is well advanced and introduces a clear and
substantial urban element providing a revised entrance to the built up area of Cockermouth.
Principle 3 of the SBR further states “Boundaries may include […] Recreational or amenity
open space, which is physically surrounded by the settlement or adjoined on three
sides by the settlement” and “Individual plots or small scale development sites in areas
physically and visually related to the settlement”.
Both the remainder of the subject site and the adjacent former Council Depot site to the west
are physically and visually well related to the settlement of Cockermouth which now includes
residential development to the south of Low Road (the Laureates).
It is therefore considered the proposed settlement boundary to the west of Cockermouth
appears illogical when considered against the surrounding landscape, existing development
and the Council’s own settlement boundary methodology.
We therefore consider the proposed settlement boundary to the west of Cockermouth to be
unjustified as it does not appear be based upon the surrounding context or on the Council’s
own settlement boundary methodology or principles set by the SBR.
Furthermore, as raised above, the planning history of the site clearly demonstrates that land
to the west of allocation SA43 is logically part of the Low Road site and in order for the delivery
of this allocation to come forward it is considered the settlement boundary should be extended
to include the remainder of the site in order to ensure the site allocation can come forward and
the plan is effective.
Based on the above, we consider that the proposed Cockermouth Settlement Map is currently
unsound.
Further inconsistencies in defining the settlement boundary to the west of Cockermouth are
present to the south of Low Road, where the proposed settlement boundary follows the
irregular line of permitted residential development for 221 dwellings which was granted at
appeal in 2012 (APP/G0908/A/11/2151737) and which is now well advanced.
The new residential development provides a strong urban context for this part of Low Road
proximate to the application site. The Laureates housing development adjoins Fitz Park, which
is located directly south of the subject site.

Although surrounded on 3 sides by built development to the east, south and west, Fitz Park is
excluded from within the settlement boundary. It is considered that Fitz Park to the east of the
proposed Laureates Housing and south of Low Road should be included within the settlement
boundary as shown on the enclosed plan. The Park can be identified as protected open
space.
Amending the settlement boundary this way would provide a more logical boundary reflecting
the current development pattern of the town.
As referenced earlier, Principle 3 of the SBR states that “Boundaries may include […]
Recreational or amenity open space, which is physically surrounded by the settlement
or adjoined on three sides by the settlement”.
The proposed settlement boundary surrounding Fitz Park does not reflect the Council’s
principles identified within the SBR which are intended to guide the review of settlement
boundaries in Allerdale. Consequently, the settlement boundary to the south of the subject
site is also considered to be unjustified as it does not accord with the Council’s own
methodology in defining settlement boundaries in the District.
Furthermore, as noted above the current settlement boundary follows an irregular pattern and
we therefore consider the settlement boundary is not effective.
The inclusion of Fitz Park within the settlement boundary and allocation as amenity
greenspace would afford the land protection under proposed policy SA51. In addition, the use
of the bypass, sewage works and extended allocation of SA43 with the flood plain beyond
would provide a more defensible and permanent boundary which is likely to result in an
effective and justified settlement boundary based upon the Council’s own methodology.
The proposed amendments to the settlement boundary would provide a more robust and
effective permanent boundary in accordance with the Local Plan Part 1 and would be
consistent with national policy by incorporating land at Low Road within the settlement
boundary and as part of allocation SA43.
Summary
Whilst we are supportive of the principle of allocating land on Low Road for ‘development’, we
consider employment allocation SA43 should firstly be extended in physical area to include
land to the west as well as incorporate all frontage land to Low Road, and second, the range
of uses extended to allow for other employment generating uses, such as retail development,
but subject to other policies of the Plan.
This would improve prospects of the site making a positive contribution to employment
generation in Cockermouth and would ensure an effective and positively prepared plan
which would boost economic growth and be consistent with national policy.
Alternative employment generating uses could help cross fund elements of work necessary to
deliver some more traditional employment uses (B1/B2/B8). The history of the site shows there
has been no material interest in the site for more traditional employment uses since the 1990’s.
In addition, site considerations which form part of Policy SA43 and which create a requirement
for mature trees fronting the site to be retained should be removed as this is considered to be
too restrictive and unjustified. In reaching this conclusion we have had regard to the findings
of the Capita report, which confirmed that redevelopment of the site at Low Road and loss of

TPO’d trees was acceptable provided that appropriate replacement planting could be
provided.

The Cockermouth Settlement Map is further considered to be unsound as the proposed
settlement boundary does not appear to have been reviewed in accordance with the Council’s
own Settlement Boundary Review methodology or principles while it also restricts the delivery
of employment allocation SA43 in excluding part of the site from within the settlement
boundary.
On this basis we consider the Cockermouth Settlement Map and settlement boundary is
unjustified, is not effective and is not consistent with national policy and therefore not
“sound”.
It is considered the following changes should be made to the Local Plan Part 2 document;
•

Site allocation SA43 is extended west to provide a larger site that is able to
accommodate modern development requirements. This should include all land up to
the former coal depot to the west (see Plan PL-100-Rev A).

•

Site allocation SA43 amended to allow for a wider range of employment generating
uses including retail subject to other policies in the Plan.

•

Reference to the retention of mature trees on site allocation SA43 to be removed in
order to allow development of the site to come forward and in accordance with the
findings of the Capita report which confirms that tree removal would be acceptable
subject to an appropriate replacement planting scheme.

•

The Settlement boundary should be amended to as shown on the attached plan to
provide a more robust and permanent settlement boundary. This would provide a more
logical boundary to the settlement

•

The amended settlement boundary would include Fitz Park within the settlement
boundary but subject to designation as Amenity Greenspace.

We trust the above and enclosed is sufficient to support the amendments proposed,
specifically to the site north of Low Road, ref SA43.
Yours sincerely
Jeremy Williams
Jeremy Williams BA (Hons) MA MRTPI
Director
Enc
1.
2.
3.

Site Location Plan
Proposed Amended Cockermouth Settlement Boundary Plan
Capita Tree Report

APPENDIX 3
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