
Carnforth Neighbourhood Development Plan Examination 
 
Examiner’s Clarifying Questions and Information Requests 
 
Lancaster City Council Questions 
 
LCC 1:  
Have the SEA and HRA screening findings been endorsed by all the three statutory 
consultees? 
 
Historic England, Natural England and the Environment Agency have accepted the 
conclusions of the SEA and HRA. 

 
LCC 2:  
Is the CNDP capable of meeting a reasonable share of the District housing requirement? 
 
The Local Plan allocates a site at Lundsfield Quarry, Carnforth (Policy SG11) for 205 
homes. Planning permission has been granted for up to 158 dwellings at Land Between 
Brewers Barn and the A601(M) (Ref: 16/00335/OUT) and for 213 dwellings at Land East of 
Scotland Road (Ref: 18/00356/OUT & 21/00694/REM). This is considered sufficient to 
meet an appropriate amount of the district housing requirement, given the constraints 
around Carnforth. 
 
LCC 3:  
Is the Riverside Place Development on the A6 on the edge of Carnforth what is referred to 
in the documents as the Scotland Road site for 213 dwellings? 
 
Yes. 
 

 
Town Council Questions  
 
CTC1:  
Given that at this juncture there are only 9 years for the plan to run what are CTC’s 
proposals and commitment to an early review of the Neighbourhood Plan? 
 

Having committed people and resources to developing the Carnforth Neighbourhood 
Plan over the last four years, under challenging circumstances, Carnforth Town Council 
has already demonstrated its commitment to seeing the Plan through to being ‘made’ 
and to keep it under regular review.  
 
To this end, a framework for monitoring each of the objectives and aspirations has been 
developed and incorporated into the Carnforth Neighbourhood Plan – See Appendix 3. 
Each objective and aspiration has been shared amongst Carnforth Town Council’s three 
committees and included within their revised Terms of Reference agreed at the Annual 
Meeting of Carnforth Town Council in May 2022.  Each committee has been made 
responsible for reporting on progress and reviewing their designated elements of the 
Carnforth Neighbourhood Plan, at least quarterly, for reporting to full Council.   



Before the local elections in May 2023, Carnforth Town Council has made a 
commitment to developing a rolling three year capital strategy and business plan, that 
will set out (amongst other things) the Council’s ongoing commitment to reviewing the 
Carnforth Neighbourhood Plan.    
 
CTC2: 
Which statement is correct regarding the designation of the neighbourhood area? The 
Foreword to the plan states that application was made to designate on 25th April 2018. The 
plan at paragraph 1.3 states that it was formally designated on that date. 
 

Lancaster City Council formally accepted the Carnforth Neighbourhood Plan Designation 
on 25th April 2018  
 
CTC3: 
In section 5 Town Centre – why is the section entitled Town Centre (which aligns with the 
Local Plan retail hierarchy) and yet the policy CNDP E3 refers to it as a Local Centre? 
 
This is a typographical error.  The Policy title and references in it should read ‘Town 
Centre’ for consistency with the terminology used in the Local Plan. 
 
CTC4: 
Does the Town Council or Steering Group wish to respond to any of the Regulation 16 
Publicity Stage representations, in particular the more substantive points made by United 
Utilities, Lancashire County Council, Environmental Health - Lancaster City Council and Dr 
Caglar Koksal? 
 
The Regulation 16 responses have been read with interest.  The Steering Group is grateful 
to the Examiner for providing the opportunity to respond.  Taking these in turn: 
 
United Utilities 
 
The response from United Utilities is extensive.  Our comments are ordered in line with the 
response and sub-sections identified within this: 
 

• Landscaping and Public Realm Improvements:  The Steering Group welcomes the 
suggestions made though notes that Policy DM34 of the Local Plan (Part 2) 
establishes requirements for applicants to meet in respect of surface water run-off 
and sustainable drainage.  Without wishing to duplicate that policy, the Steering 
Group suggests that note can be added in the supporting text (of the policies 
mentioned in the response) to surface water management opportunities within the 
public realm and cross-referencing Local Plan policies.  This could also cross-
reference the emerging SPD on Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage being 
prepared by Lancaster City Council which includes requirements in respect of the 
design of sustainable drainage. 

  



• Sustainable Drainage – Foul Water and Surface Water:  The Steering Group is 
happy to incorporate the suggested wording in Policy CNDP EC3 as suggested, 
though noting that the Local Plan (Part 2) at policies DM33 – DM35 establish 
requirements for applicants to meet although not specifically requiring production of 
‘a foul and surface water management strategy to protect water resources’.  It is 
though noted that the review of the Local Plan and the associated SPD being 
prepared by Lancaster City Council in respect of Flood Risk and Sustainable 
Drainage does appear to require such strategies and, indeed, goes further than the 
adopted Local Plan policy.  Insofar as duplication with the Local Plan is avoided, 
and these requirements are not considered to be an additional burden on 
applicants, the Steering Group is happy to include this requirement in the Plan – 
potentially by including similar text to that suggested by United Utilities, or by cross 
reference to the emerging SPD.  The Steering Group welcomes your views and any 
suggested modifications. 

 

• Water Efficiency: Policy DM35 of the Local Plan (Part 2) already requires non-
domestic buildings to meet the BREEAM ‘excellent’ rating.  It is not considered 
necessary to duplicate in the Neighbourhood Plan.  In terms of water efficiency 
standards for residential buildings, it is the Steering Groups understanding that the 
requirement for meeting standards that exceed Building Regulations can only be 
established through the Local Plan rather than Neighbourhood Plans.  The Steering 
Group is happy to include wording along the lines of that suggested which 
encourages applicants to meet higher standards but will be guided by your views. 

 

• Climate Change: Comments are noted, though the response does not include any 
recommended policy wording.  The Steering Group considers that national policy 
plus the adopted Local Plan, and review of this, addresses these points. 

 

• Biodiversity: The response suggests that flexibility is applied to the location of any 
biodiversity net gains. This is already provided for in the third paragraph of the 
policy which states that ‘Biodiversity net gain should be delivered onsite wherever 
possible unless undeliverable, in which case proposals for net gain will be sought 
off-site within the Neighbourhood Plan area.’  The response from United Utilities 
suggests that off-site provision should allow for net gains to be provided in locations 
outside of the Neighbourhood Plan area.  However, it is not within the scope of the 
Neighbourhood Plan to establish policies that go beyond the Plan area.  The 
Steering Group considers that words to the effect of ‘ and or in locations that are of 
strategic importance for nature’ could potentially be added to the end of the 
paragraph, though would be concerned as to how this would be managed and 
delivered, and by whom.  The Steering Group is happy to be guided by you in this 
respect. 

 

• Development next to Wastewater Treatment Works and Pumping Stations: The 
comments are noted, including reference to the ‘agent of change’ principle in the 
NPPF.  Given this requirement is set out in national policy, and that the Plan is not 
allocating sites (and thus has not considered this within any site assessments) it is 
not considered necessary to include a specific policy in the Neighbourhood Plan.  
Furthermore, Policy CNDP H1 of the Plan directs proposals for future development 
to the settlement boundary and use of previously developed land and infill gaps in 
the first instance, thus being somewhat removed from the Wastewater Treatment 
Works. 



 
Lancashire County Council 
 
The comments focus around Highways and School Place Planning.  Taking these in turn: 

• Highways and Transport: It appears there is some confusion between what is a 
policy and what is a project – the latter being initiatives the Town Council would like 
to explore further with partners and which are not necessarily ‘land-use and 
development’ related policies.  The projects and suggestions within these have 
been identified through the process of working on the Neighbourhood Plan, but are 
not intended to commit partner organisations to their delivery.  Rather, the Town 
Council would like to explore the feasibility and potential for such schemes.  They 
have been raised as important issues through the work and it is considered 
appropriate to include them in the Plan as an expression of the community’s 
manifesto and ambitions for the area.  Including them in blue shaded boxes is 
intended to help differentiate them from the policies.  However, and as per 
responses to comments made by Dr Caglar Koksal below, the Steering Group 
recognises that more clarity could be provided in the Plan as to the purpose and 
status of the aspirations, either within the introductory section or ‘next steps’ section 
of the Plan.  This could help further explain the difference between policies and 
projects, the relationship with the Community Infrastructure Levy and Section 106 
agreements. 

 

• Schools Provision Planning:  Comments in respect of school place planning are 
noted.  The response notes that the Neighbourhood Plan will have a low impact on 
school places.  Given the processes already in place for liaison with the education 
authority and seeking contributions through the S106 process, it is not considered 
necessary to include further detail in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 
Environmental Health – Lancaster City Council 
 
The Steering Group has reviewed the comments made against the pdf version of the 
Neighbourhood Plan included in the pack of Regulation 16 consultation responses.  We 
respond accordingly: 
 

• Policy CNDP HD3: Similar comments in respect of cycle storage, the design and 
layout of development and integration of walking and cycle routes are made by Dr 
Caglar Koksal, with recommended policy wording also included.  Our comments on 
those are set out further below.  In respect of DfT document LTN 1/20 the Steering 
Group agrees this would be a helpful reference for inclusion, but that this might 
potentially be better included in Policy CNDP AM1 (Active Travel). 

 

• Policy CNDP E3: The wording in the policy is considered commensurate with the 
Plan.  However, further recommendations have been suggested by Dr Caglar 
Koksal (see below) which the Steering Group is happy to incorporate in the Plan. 

  



• Policy CNDP AM1: The policy does not say that developments that do not provide 
new walking and cycling routes will not be supported as it is recognised that not all 
development will be able to or need to, e.g.: a small infill development directly 
accessed via existing highways.  In terms of the second sentence, the Steering 
Group suggest this could be rephrased as ‘New and existing streets, spaces and 
routes shall be safe and attractive for all to use.  Development layouts shall be 
created with active frontages which allow for the natural surveillance of routes 
through overlooking.’ 

 

• Project / Aspiration CNDP AM(a): The Steering Group would be very happy to see 
the suggested list of new and improved routes become an expectation, but 
recognises that not all are directly related to land use or development proposals and 
may be delivered outside of that.  As with other responses, the Steering Group 
would be happy to prepare additional text for inclusion in the Plan that further 
clarifies the role and status of the project / aspiration boxes. 

 

• Policy CNDP AM2: The changes to the Building Regulations are noted, though it is 
still appropriate to include a policy in the Plan.  The Steering Group suggests this is 
redrafted to read: 

 
‘Where electric vehicle (EV) charging is proposed, such infrastructure should be 
located sensitively to ensure that there are no harmful impacts upon pedestrian 
circulation or the immediate appearance of the street scene and wider townscape.  
Infrastructure should be designed to minimise visual clutter, hindrance and hazard 
to pedestrians and other street users. 
 
Insofar as planning permission is required, proposals for the retrofitting of existing 
on and off street parking to include EV charging points is welcome. 
 
Wherever possible, public EV charging infrastructure, such as cabling, should be 
provided in such a way that it can be expanded in the future to provide additional 
charging points and be upgraded to incorporate faster charging technology.’ 

 

• Project / Aspiration CNDP AM(b): As with earlier comments, this project is not 
specifically linked to a development project and is thus included in the Plan as an 
aspiration rather than a policy.  Comments listed in respect of signalling and modal 
shift etc are aspects of any intervention that the Town Council would like to 
investigate further with partners. 

 

• Project / Aspiration CNDP AM(c): As above, these are aspirations to be explored 
further.  However, concerns about delivery and the highways authority are noted.  
The text could be rephrased to be less scheme specific (though this would run 
counter to other comments made), with the last sentence and set of bullet points 
being rephrased as ‘These are subject to discussion with the relevant authorities 
and feasibility testing, and might include new link roads to and from the A6.’ 

 

• Policy CNDP H1: In terms of ‘good connections’, it is suggested that a cross 
reference back to Policy AM1 and DfT guidance LTN 1/20 might be made here. 

 
 
 



Dr Caglar Koksal 
 

• Recommendation, Policy CNDP HD3: To some extent the suggested policy wording 
recommended is already included within the Neighbourhood Plan, in a combination 
of policies CNDP HD3 (Design), AM1 (Active Travel), HD1 (Conserving the Historic 
Environment), and HN2 (Locally Designated Heritage Assets).  However, it is 
recognised that the suggested wording would help clarify and strengthen Policy 
CNDP H3, particularly the first two sentences regarding ‘outward-looking’ and well-
integrated development.  The Steering Group is not averse to the proposed text 
being included in the Plan and welcomes your views and any suggested 
modifications.  The references to the setting of heritage assets in the last sentence 
is already set out in Policy DM30 of the Local Plan (Part 2).  It is not considered 
necessary to repeat in the Neighbourhood Plan.   

 

• Recommendation, Policy CNDP E1: The Steering Group is comfortable with the 
suggested text being added to the Plan, although, and if we are reading the 
recommendation correctly, it would need to be clear that any alternative would not 
be for provision of a different facility or use, but rather an existing facility or use that 
might be adapted, as appropriate, to accommodate the relocation of any building or 
facility that is subject to proposals that would see that use being lost. 

 

• Recommendation, Policy CNDP E2:  The Steering Group is comfortable with the 
suggestion to change the last line of the Policy to read ‘via active travel and other 
sustainable transport modes’.  The Steering Group is equally happy with the 
additional two paragraphs recommended for inclusion and which respond to the 
changing working patterns experienced as a result of the Covid pandemic.  Some 
changes to enable home working are already allowed under the permitted 
development route, though it is noted that the recommendation includes the 
wording ‘where permission is required’ to overcome this issue. 

 

• Recommendation, Policy CNDP E3: The Steering Group considers that the 
recommended text would help strengthen the policy and help facilitate wider 
improvements to the town centre and quality of the public realm.  The 
recommended text appears broadly consistent with that in other neighbourhood 
plans.  The Steering Group is happy to include this text in the Plan and welcomes 
your views and any suggested modifications. 

 

• Recommendation, Policy CNDP AM1: There are three parts to this 
recommendation.  In turn: 

 
o Para 1: The Steering Group welcomes the suggested text.  However, the draft 

Plan does not establish any mobility targets and, as such, is unclear how these 
should be set, what would be asked of applicants and how this would be 
assessed in an application.  It is considered more appropriate to defer this to the 
review of the Local Plan and production of any Transport Assessments (or 
similar) required through that (or in response to existing development 
management policies) 

 
o Para 2: The Steering Group welcomes the additional text and is happy to include 

this within the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 



o Para 3: The Plan includes a series of blue shaded boxes which establish 
projects and aspirations that the Town Council would like to see investigated 
and delivered.  These are not necessarily land-use projects but are schemes to 
which the neighbourhood portion of the Community Infrastructure Levy might be 
directed.  Equally, they are included as projects to test and explore with wider 
partners, and towards which funding might be made available in the future.  It is 
not considered necessary to include the recommended text in the policy (though 
the Steering Group would be happy to if you think it would help add clarity).  
However, the Steering Group does note that further explanation of the blue 
project boxes would help add clarity to the Plan.  This could either be 
incorporated in the introduction to the Plan (where the purpose of the blue boxes 
is set out), or as part of the ‘Next Steps’ in Section 9. 

 

• Recommendation, new Air Quality policy:  The Steering Group welcomes 
recommendations in respect of Air Quality.  It is though noted that Policy EN9 and 
DM31 of the Local Plan Part 1 and Part 2 respectively establish the approach that 
applicants are expected to follow.  Subject to your views, and whether inclusion of 
such a policy would trigger additional consultation and assessment, the Steering 
Group feels that the Local Plan covers this area. 

 

• Recommendation, Policy CNDP H1:  There are six parts to this recommendation.  
In turn: 

 
o Para 1: This text is partly covered by the last bullet point in the policy, by policies 

CNDP HD3 (Design) and AM1 (Active Travel).  The Steering Group is though 
comfortable with the text and is happy to include in the Plan, and welcomes your 
views and any suggested modifications. 

 
o Para 2: The Steering Group welcomes the suggested text, though the words 

‘where appropriate’ or ‘where practicable’ may be added to the end of the 
sentence, recognising that not all development opportunities may be able to 
extend an existing network of spaces. 

 
o Para 3: Recommendations have been provided in respect of home working in 

Policy CNDP E2 and which this appears to be a duplication of. 
 

o Paras 4-6: These cover parking and access arrangements.  Standards of 
provision are set out in the Local Plan (Part 2), to which the Neighbourhood Plan 
defers.  However, in terms of the design of provision and its impacts on the 
quality of the environment, the Steering Group welcomes the recommendations 
made which build upon the parking typologies set out in the Carnforth Design 
Code (Section 5.1.8).  The Steering Group would be happy to include the 
recommended text, with a cross-reference to the Design Code also provided. 

 
Other responses 
 
It is noted that responses to the consultation process were also received from Sport 
England, Natural England and Historic England.  The responses from Sport England and 
Historic England do not specifically comment on the Neighbourhood Plan.  The Steering 
Group takes this as support for the Plan.  The response from Natural England notes that 



they are pleased that previous comments made have been incorporated into the Plan.  
Again, this is taken as support for the Plan. 
 
Questions to Both Councils 
 
CTC/LCC1: 
In Paragraph 4.8 has LCC been involved in agreeing the basis for the identification of 
locally-designated heritage assets and does LCC agree with those assets ‘listed’ in the 
policy CNDP HD2? 
 
The basis for identification is consistent with the LCCs methodology and the assets ‘listed’ 
are agreed with. 
 


