
 

 

Notes of Joint Informal Meeting on 6 
January 2020 at 7pm in Wreay Village Hall 
 

Present: 

 

Cummersdale Parish Council St Cuthbert Without Parish Council 

  

Cllr K McIntosh (Chairman) Cllr D Pearson (Chairman) 

Cllr T Allison Cllr S Bird 

Cllr B Craig Cllr P Cherry 

Cllr D Harrison Cllr E Wallace 

Cllr D Lowe  

Cllr P Nicholson  

 H Broatch (Clerk) 

 
 
Cllr D Pearson welcomed the attendees from Cummersdale Parish Council and advised that the 
meeting was to informally discuss the City Council’s proposals and process for progressing the 
Garden Village.  He explained that St Cuthbert Without Parish Council has the St Cuthbert Garden 
Village as a Standing Item on their agenda and that (like Cummersdale) that the PC has been given 
representation on the City Council’s MAG meetings.  He had attended the last one; Cllr E Wallace 
would attend one in January; and that Cllr S Reed would attend the next if he was available.  The PC 
had agreed to rotate attendance.  Cllr K McIntosh advised that currently he attended for 
Cummersdale PC. 
 
The discussion then went on to talk about the Carlisle Southern Link Road (CSLR) and concluded that 
the CSLR was predicated on the scale of the Garden Village development.  Cllr T Allison advised that 
the County would have to pick up the cost of the CSLR if the Garden Village development did not go 
ahead. 
 
This led to concerns being expressed on both side about how much influence the Parish Councils 
could have and regret that to-date they had not been engaged in a meaningful way.  The process 
had very much been as consultees once decisions had been reached/options assessed by the two 
leading local authorities (Cumbria County Council and Carlisle City Council). 
 
For example, it was still unclear how the land needed for the Garden Village Development would be 
purchased; who would do the developments eg Homes England; why it was necessary to develop 
with such a significant level of density than normal (do this mean there would be a number of 
apartment type developments);  why was there no allowance for home self-build; etc.  And over and 
above this there were serious concerns about what needs to wrap around a 10,000 housing 
development in terms of health services; schools; infrastructure; jobs; other services etc.   
 
The Parish Councils were also very concerned about on-going costs of green spaces; playgrounds; 
cycleways; and who would be responsible for them.  The challenges of this size of development and 
the infrastructure it required to work effectively (sewage; drainage; energy; water; etc) was 
considered a significant issue. 



 

 

 
The City Council argues that the development would be planning led (through a masterplan within 
the Local Plan) not developer led.  This was to be welcomed but more evidence of how this would be 
done was needed.  Cummersdale felt let down by the fact that they faced a big increase of around 
15% in the number of settlements.  The local community were very unhappy about this proposal as 
it would completely change the nature of the village.  Villagers had set up an active protest/lobbying 
group.   These concerns had been fuelled by the fact that the proposals for Cummersdale had 
changed significantly from what they had been in the beginning.  This was an example of how 
consultants were leading the process rather than the local community.   
 
Cllr D Pearson advised that St Cuthbert Without Parish Council were discussing and designing a 
questionnaire to go to all the households in the Parish to get a sense of how the Parishioners felt 
about the proposals.  The Parish is quite diverse covering Parklands; Speckled Wood; Carleton; 
Brisco; Wreay;  Durdar and rural areas surrounding these villages and suburbs. 
 
By the end of the meeting it was concluded that the meeting felt that it would be best to 
concentrate on two or three key things if a joint approach was to add value.  They felt these could 
be; 

• Agreeing a Charter with the City Council which would bind them into their own objectives 
(the existing Charter between the Parish Councils and the City Council could provide a 
framework alongside the City Council’s own Garden Village literature which included 
objectives etc; 

• Clarifying the proposals on density and their status; then, if necessary, challenging the need 
for such high densities; and if needed being innovated about how they are addressed eg 
more apartments as part of design mix. As part of this addressing implications for land 
capture. 

• Lobbying to give the Parish Council’s more influence in decision-making and not just being 
asked to respond to consultations after all the options have been narrowed down. 
 
 

It was agreed that another joint meeting early in February would be appropriate once both Councils 
had had time to assess the outcomes of the MAG meeting on 17 January 2020 at their respective 
meetings on 30/1/20 and 3/2/20.   It was also agreed that the above would not be raised with City 
Council and others until after next joint meeting. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 


