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Extraordinary Meeting (Minutes) 
 
Kirkby Stephen Town Council, Local Links, Vicarage 
Lane, Kirkby Stephen, Cumbria, CA17 4QX 
Tel. 017683 74854 | clerk@kirkby-stephen.com | 
Online www.kirkby-stephen.com 

   17 February 2026, Extraordinary Meeting at Local Links at 18.00.  
 

 Attending. Cllrs. P Richardson, A Taylor, J Murray, S Lancaster, D Thornton, G 
Wren, & C Barnes (Clerk).  
 
34 members of the public attended 
 

 

25/214 Apologies & Welcomes 
Cllr Waite (absent because he has been advised that he has a disclosable 
pecuniary interest in the planning application 2025/2357/FPA and should not 
participate in either Kirkby Stephen Town Council or Westmorland and Furness 
Council’s discussion/decisions about it) 
Cllr Birtles (absent by reason of a disclosable pecuniary interest in respect of his 
employment). 
 

 

25/215 Declarations  
None given in the meeting, see apologies above. 
 

 

25/216 Planning 2025/2357/FPA 
Land West of Faraday Road KIRKBY STEPHEN CA17 4QL  
 
The clerk gave a brief presentation on the council’s response to the screening 
application and standing relative to the planning process. Cllrs had viewed the 
application and associated documents online.  
 
1. Westmorland & Furness Council is the planning authority and will determine 

the application  
2. Kirkby Stephen Town Council is a consultee on the application  
3. Members of the public wishing to make comments directly to the planning 

authority should visit www.westmorlandandfurness.gov.uk and search for 
planning  

4. The application could be viewed and comment on the application made. The 
public would be able to opt to track the application online.  

5. The W&F website had useful guidance on how to frame comments and what 
would be considered as a planning matter.  

6. Members of the public may attend meetings of the Westmorland & Furness 
Planning Committee when it is convened  

 
The Town Council had discussed development on this site as follows: 27 
November 2025, Kirkby Stephen Town Council, Planning Committee. 
2025/2181/SCREEN Land West of Faraday Road Kirkby Stephen Screening opinion 
for a residential development. Minded to object / referred to full council 
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16 December 2025, Kirkby Stephen Town Council, Ordinary Meeting. 
2025/2181/SCREEN Land West of Faraday Road Kirkby Stephen Screening opinion 
for a residential development (objection made.)  
The Clerk read out the minute of the Town Council 25/170 objecting to the 
screening application.  
 
1. This site (KS13) was originally earmarked for 60 houses, then more recently 

for 128 in the local plan.  
2. The screening application exceeded that amount and was seeking 149 units 

on a compressed footprint within the site overall.  
3. The present application (2025/2357/FPA) proposes 152 units as follows: 32 

affordable (rented) units, 13 affordable (for purchase) and 107 market 
housing.  

4. The site proposes 304 onsite parking spaces.  
 
Cllrs had considered 10 responses from statutory consultees & 23 ‘neighbour 
responses’ so far logged on the Planning Portal.  
 
The Chairman spoke to say that issues and constraints had been identified in 
relation to; Traffic, Infrastructure (Drainage), Medical Facilities, Schools. He 
invited members of the public to speak.  
 
Representing H&H Auctioneers, Robin Anderson (MD) stated that the auction 
mart was not opposed to the principle of development on this site, provided that 
the development was designed and conditioned in a manner that supports the 
existing and lawful operation of the auction mart. A significant increase in traffic 
flow is anticipated from the development, raising concerns about whether the 
area is suitable for the expected volume of vehicles. Evening sales on Tuesday 
from 4:00 PM to 12:00 PM already bring substantial numbers of lorries, vehicles, 
noise, and odour. Any restrictions placed upon the auction mart could affect its 
viability. The market and the town are mutually dependent. ‘The town needs the 
auction, and the auction needs the town’. Vehicle movement on the site would 
result in considerable light disturbance from vehicle movements across the 
development footprint at night, with 50 to 100 vehicles, including articulated 
lorries, operating throughout the night as part of the auction centre’s activities - 
the development site as proposed would be adversely affected. He was opposed 
to the development as proposed feeling that it could negatively affect trade and 
employment at Kirkby Stephen Auction Mart and the impact on employment and 
business should be considered.  
 
A member of the public expressed concerns about the ‘excessive’ number of 
units and questioned the meaning of affordability, speculating that the developer 
might be seeking a rejection and to have the application determined on appeal. 
They criticised the site's design as ‘second rate’, noting that government focus on 
numbers did not take account of local intelligence/needs, resulting in generic 
‘pattern book’ architecture and insufficient application details. They said that the 
specifications included ‘Leicester Brick and plastic windows. They described the 
proposal for the site as overloaded, with questions raised about planning 
guidelines addressing density and quality. Concerns were also voiced about 
drainage and landscape, specifically the risk of foul and surface water mixing in 
local drains and streets during heavy rainfall. They speculated that the remaining 

 
 
 
App.1. 



(February 17, 2026) Kirkby Stephen Town Council, Ordinary Meeting - Page 87. 

 
…………………………………… 
Chairman’s Initials/Date 

 
1 Note redactions refer to personally identifiable information such as signatures being obscured. The substance 
of the reports are available to view. 

green space was earmarked for development in the future. Additionally, they 
claimed the presence of redacted documents created the impression of 
information being withheld.1 Their call for opposition was applauded in the 
meeting.  
 
A ‘Speed Watch’ volunteer raised concerns about Faraday Rd, noting repeated 
refusals for a 20mph limit. Ongoing issues include speeding and delivery vehicles. 
With parking blocking one lane and dropped curbs to facilitate passing, the road 
often functions as a single carriageway and poses an accident risk with vehicles 
driving on the pavement and pedestrians unprotected. A resident of Redmayne 
Road expressed concern about the impact of auction day traffic blending with 
traffic arising from the development and more generally that increased traffic on 
Silver Street Christian Head and Redmayne Road (also effectively a single track 
road with dropped kerb to facilitate passing on the pavement rather than the 
carriageway) should also expect increases arising from journeys to the facilities in 
Hobson’s Lane and the Supermarket establishing an unwanted ‘rat run’. Both 
roads were said to be ‘an accident waiting to happen’.  
 
A member of the public called for bungalows to be incorporated into the design.  
 
A member of the public noted that the development extends beyond the existing 
building line.  
 
The owner of Oscar House on Faraday Road expressed concerns about the 
lighting and noted that the design for the entrance visibility splay off Faraday 
Road encroached over their property boundary and that no rights to develop the 
scheme as designed had been procured from them. It was also observed that 
several other property boundaries were overlooked overbuilt or exceeded in 
Fletcher Hill Park, with specific mention of 2 Fletcher Hill Park.  
 
Several members of the public expressed concerns about drainage. A resident of 
Silver Street, where recent work had been done to enhance the drainage 
system's capacity following flooding of several homes, was unsure whether the 
newly installed drains would be sufficient to handle runoff from the site during 
heavy rainfall events.  
 
Cllr Thornton suggested that any eventual planning meeting looking at this 
application be held in Kirkby Stephen as had been the case for other large 
developments such as Birkbeck Gardens.  
 
A member of the public observed that the health centre in Sedbergh had 
submitted a request for an application of the Community Infrastructure Levy to 
their practice, prompted by this development under the South Lakeland District 
Council's development plan. Although Kirkby Stephen Medical Centre, Shap 
Medical Centre, Penrith, and Appleby are all geographically closer, the former 
Eden District Council had not established any policy regarding the Community 
Infrastructure Levy, and no policy was in place. 
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A member of the public addressed the meeting to restate points previously 
submitted via the planning portal, specifically concerning numerous inaccuracies 
within the application and the presence of two separate plans online.  
 
Cllr Taylor said that these proposals are not compliant with the draft 
Westmorland Furness Design Code. The meeting agreed that any application 
ignoring the draft code should not proceed and noted this application violates all 
its provisions.  
 
Cllr Wren spoke to express her concerns that policy work on planning within 
Westmorland and Furness from the three former districts was taking a long time 
to draw together. This application had been lodged prior to the resolution of 
these longstanding issues and could potentially be determined against low policy 
standards that were not consistent across the Planning Authority that would be 
superseded in the short term.  
 
Cllr Murray expressed concerns that the narrow streets and roadways could be 
obstructed by parked vehicles, posing a significant fire safety risk in the event of 
emergencies.  
 
Cllr Murray proposed that the council RESOLVE to write to the planning authority  
1. OPPOSING the application,  
2. requesting that the committee conduct a site visit when the auction was on,  
3. that it be established by the case officer whether the application meets the 

threshold for determination by the Strategic Planning Committee rather than 
the Local Area Planning Committee with a response to the Town Council,  

4. and that the meeting to determine the application be held in Kirkby Stephen.  
 
All Councillors present supported the resolutions.  
 
The application was opposed on the following grounds  
1. Number of Units density and design quality  
2. Inaccuracies and errors in the application  
3. Sewerage & Flooding  
4. Healthcare  
5. Traffic Impact  
6. Negative impact on employment and trade at the Auction Mart.  
 
The Town Clerk demonstrated how members of the public could access and 
comment on planning applications and displayed W&F guidance on doing so. 
Members of the public were encouraged to make comment to the planning 
authority directly. 
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Appendix 1  
Excerpt from Minutes Ordinary Meeting - 16 December 2025  

 
25/170 

 
Planning 2025/2181/SCREEN 
Cllr Waite left the room for the discussion of this item. 
 
Councillors considered this application as discussed at the planning committee on 
November 27th. This site (KS13) had originally been earmarked for 60 houses, then more 
recently for 128. This application exceeded that amount and was seeking 149 units on a 
compressed footprint within the site overall.  
The use of space on the site was not understood, and it was felt that more green space 
within the footprint of the development would be required.  
 
Councillors viewed the density of the proposal as completely unacceptable and 
supported the previous observations of the planning committee 
 
Further concerns were raised as follows: 
9. Hazardous road access and traffic volumes required analysis and engineering 
10. Drainage - Permeable Parking and suitable soakaways needed to mitigate run off (It’s 

called ‘Tarn Field’). An analysis of the impact on local connected drains would be 
required in respect of run off. Works to alleviate recent flooding in Silver 
Street/Redmayne Road were mentioned 

11. Councillors identified a need for bungalows. 
12. Concern to secure by agreement primary occupancy and control holiday 

accommodation/rentals. 
13. Affordable element needed. 
14. Screening for the Auction House should be considered. 
15. Concern over proximity of development to Oscar House was raised. 
16. The development does not follow the draft W&F Design Code. Proposals should be 

aligned with this developing policy. 
 
All councillors present RESOLVED that they would OPPOSE an application in this form but 
were not opposed to the principle of development on this site. 
 
Cllr Taylor had attended a consultation on W&F’s design code and summarised the 
material provided in a report and circulated with the agenda Cllr Taylor was thanked. 
  


