
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL AND REGULATION COMMITTEE
9 October 2020

A report by the Executive Director for Economy and Infrastructure
_____________________________________________________________________

PLANNING APPLICATION REFERENCE NO. 1/19/9012

Planning Application Type: Full Planning Permission

Applicant: Cumbria County Council 

Proposal: Creation of Carlisle Southern Link Road (CSLR). 
Comprising of the construction of 8.1km of new two way single carriageway 
road (with 2.2km of climbing lanes) that incorporates 3 new road bridges;   a 
combined cycleway/footway on the northern side of the road with 4x 
shared-use overbridges; 7x new or modified road junctions;  2x overbridges;  
an underpass;  related links and modifications to existing highway, 
cycleway, footpaths and agricultural access tracks;  plus creation of 
drainage infrastructure (including balancing ponds), landscaping and 
lighting; and associated engineering and ancillary operations (including the 
associated demolition of 2 dwelling houses - Station House and Newbiggin 
View).

Location: Corridor of land between Junction 42 of the M6 and the Newby West 
roundabout (junction of the A595 and A689 CNDR) to the south of Brisco, 
Durdar and Cummersdale villages, Carlisle.

Date Valid: 14 October 2019

Reasons for Committee Level Decision: EIA Application made by the Executive Director 
for Economy and Infrastructure with objections 
received from representees.

_____________________________________________________________________

https://planning.cumbria.gov.uk/Planning/Display/1/19/9012


 

REPORT STRUCTURE
Due to the nature of this application as a major development crossing a geographically 
large corridor of land; this report follows a slightly different format and structure from 
previous reports. In this case much of the background detail regarding the application 
proposal, consultee responses and public representations are contained in 
appendices, with the body of the report focussing primarily on the assessment of the 
planning issues raised by the proposed scheme. 

The report comprises the following sections and appendices:-

Section 1 - Recommendation (See also Appendix 6)

Section 2 - Summary Overview of the Proposed Development (See also Appendices 1 & 2)

Section 3 - Site Description and Key Context
Section 4 - Site Planning History
Section 5 - Summary Overview of Consultation Responses (See also Appendix 3)

Section 6 - Summary Overview of Public Representations (See also Appendix 4)

Section 7 - Planning Policy (See also Appendix 5)

Section 8 - Planning Assessment
 Key Planning Issues
- Need and Principle
- Highways Considerations
- Landscape and Visual Impact
- Flood Risk
- Land Use Change – Impact on Agricultural
- Ecological Impacts – Nature Conservation & Biodiversity Enhancement
- Residential Amenity (including Air Quality, Noise and Light Pollution)
- Socio-Economic Impact
 Other Material Planning Considerations 
- Allocated Sites
- Carbon Emissions and Climate Change
- Contaminated Land and Made Ground
- Crime Prevention
- Dark Skies
- Heritage Assets
- Inclusive Access
- Public Health
- Public Rights of Way and National Cycle Network Routes
- Recreational Implications
- St Cuthberts’ Garden Village Fit
- Soils
- Water Environment / Water Quality
- Cumulative and In-combination Effects
- Human Rights
 Other Matters
- Alternatives
- Pre-Application Consultation
- Clarity of Application

Section 9 - Conclusion

Appendix 1 - Key Overview Plans of the Development Proposal and its Context 
Appendix 2 - Detailed Written Description of the Proposed Development
Appendix 3 - Detailed Summary of Consultation Responses
Appendix 4 - Detailed Summary of Public Representations
Appendix 5 - List of Policies Relevant to the Consideration of the Application 
Appendix 6 - Proposed Planning Conditions



 

1.0 RECOMMENDATION

1.1 That having first taken into consideration the environmental information, as 
defined in the Town & Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 2017, submitted in connection with the planning application, that 
Planning Permission be granted subject to the conditions set out in Appendix 6 to 
this report.

2.0 SUMMARY OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSAL

2.1 Planning permission is sought to construct the Carlisle Southern Link Road 
(CSLR) - a proposal for new highway infrastructure on a corridor of land to the 
south of Carlisle between Junction 42 of the M6 Motorway and the Newby West 
roundabout (which is the junction of the A595 Wigton Road and the A689 Carlisle 
Northern Development Route (CNDR)).  The proposed scheme seeks to:

a) support the delivery of St Cuthbert’s Garden Village (SCGV) – a major mixed-
use development proposal which seeks to create up to 10,000 new homes to 
the south of Carlisle;

b) improve access to West Cumbria by providing a modern east-west highway 
link from the M6 south of Carlisle to the A595. The A595 is a key primary 
route whose northern reaches serves the principle/key settlements of  
Cockermouth, Wigton, Whitehaven and Workington and crucial infrastructure 
hubs such as the large multi-functional nuclear site of Sellafield and Port 
Workington. 

c) complete a full and modern ring road around the outskirts of Carlisle (in 
conjunction with the A689 CNDR and the M6) so as to improve road transport 
network resilience in and around Carlisle and to reduce congestion in the city 
centre and on key southern arterial routes into the city such as the A6 
(London Road) and A595 (Wigton Road). 

2.2 The proposed east-west CSLR route runs to the south of Brisco, Durdar and 
Cummersdale villages and includes new bridges over two main railway lines and 
the rivers Caldew and Petteril. It includes new junctions linking existing radial 
routes into Carlisle and the proposed SCGV. A network of footways and 
cycleways and an extensive programme of landscaping and environmental 
mitigation are proposed as part of the development.

2.3 The scheme would comprise the construction of an 8.1km (5 miles) length of new 
road. The road is predominantly designed as a single lane carriageway for each 
direction of traffic; however, it is also proposed to construct 2.2km (1.4 miles) of 
climbing lanes and provide differential acceleration lanes (DALS) to the 
entrances and exits of principal roads at roundabouts. This east-west link road 
route would involve the construction of 3 new road bridges, 4 new roundabouts 
and modification to the existing Newby West Roundabout and M6 Northbound 
slip road exit. It is proposed to provide a combined cycleway/footway on the 
northern side of the link road and to construct 4 shared-use overbridges in 
connection with this. A road bridge over the CSLR is proposed on a modified 
alignment of Durdar Road; and an accommodation overbridge to maintain 
agricultural access and a public right of way is proposed near Peastree. 
Underpasses are proposed to be created below the bridges to the rivers Petteril 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Whitehaven


 

and Caldew. It is also proposed to create related links and modifications to the 
existing highway, cycleways, footpaths and agricultural access tracks. The most 
notable of these is a new road spur into Durdar just south of Carlisle Racecourse. 
A number of cuttings and embankments would be created to accommodate the 
new and modified roads. The scheme would also involve the associated 
formation of new drainage infrastructure (including balancing ponds), creation of 
new landscaping, installation of lighting and miscellaneous associated 
engineering works and ancillary operations (including the diversions of utilities). 
In addition, the proposal includes the demolition of two residential properties 
(including their outbuildings) so as to cost-effectively facilitate the scheme. 

2.4 Plans providing a broad overview of the proposed scheme can be found within 
Appendix 1 of this report.

2.5 A more detailed written description of the constituent elements of the scheme is 
provided within Appendix 2 of this report.

2.6 The submitted application documents, plans and Environmental Statement 
(submitted in line with the requirements of the Town & Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017)) can also be viewed 
online at:  https://planning.cumbria.gov.uk/Planning/Display/1/19/9012 or in 
person at Carlisle Civic Centre, Cumbria House on Botchergate in Carlisle or 
County Hall in Kendal.

N.B. Within this report the proposed development is referred to interchangeably 
as either the “CSLR”, “the scheme” or “the project” 

3.0 SITE DESCRIPTION AND KEY CONTEXT

3.1 The project would take place on land to the south of Carlisle, between Junction 
42 of the M6 Motorway and the A595 (at its junction with the A689). The route of 
the proposed east-west link road is primarily within agricultural land and crosses 
several minor roads, two railway lines (West Coast Mainline and the Cumbria 
Coast Line) and three designated main rivers (the Petteril, the Caldew and Fairy 
Beck). It would also cross some small areas of woodland cutting through a mixed 
coniferous and native broadleaved woodland south of Peter Lane and some 
small areas of broadleaved semi-natural woodland either side of Newbiggin Road 
in close proximity to Junction 42 of the M6. 

3.2 The route corridor of the scheme is characterised by generally flat topography 
with slightly more gently undulating characteristics around the river valleys. In 
broad terms, the topography varies from approximately 45mAOD at the western 
end of the scheme, increasing gradually in elevation to approximately 70mAOD 
west and south of Durdar at the centre of the route, to 55m AOD at its eastern 
end where it meets the M6.  There are low points at the River Caldew (passing 
through the area at 25-30m AOD) and River Petteril (c.40m AOD). The River 
Caldew is designated as part of the River Eden Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC) and River Eden and Tributaries Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). 

3.3 The proposed route would be located to the south of the outlier village 
settlements of Brisco, Cummersdale and Durdar. It would also be to the south of 
the Carlisle City suburb of Morton, and to the south side of Newbiggin Road 
(C1014) to the west of the WCML. The proposed east-west link road would be 
located approximately 800m south of Brisco; approximately 325m south of 
Durdar and approximately 450m south of High Cummersdale (as measured from 

https://planning.cumbria.gov.uk/Planning/Display/1/19/9012
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/sac.asp?EUCode=UK0012643
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/SiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=S2000215&SiteName=eden&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=


 

the approximate southern extents of these villages). As such the proposed route 
would not be in close proximity to any existing built-up settlements but would 
pass closely to a small number of dispersed individual residential dwellings and 
isolated farmsteads. 

3.4 Connectivity east to west between the M6 and A595 to the south of Carlisle is 
currently limited with traffic utilising minor roads through the villages of Durdar 
and Dalston, congested routes through Carlisle City centre, or long diversions via 
Junction 44 to the north of Carlisle and then along the CNDR. The C1014 
(Newbiggin Road) is currently the main route to the south of Carlisle providing 
‘east to west’ connectivity. This road runs from Junction 42 of the M6 in an 
easterly direction to the village of Durdar before heading in a south westerly 
direction to a crossing point of the River Caldew at the southern end of Dalston.

3.5 There are a number of listed buildings/structures in the vicinity of the scheme – 
with one Grade II* Listed Building (Newbiggin Hall) and 21 Grade II Listed 
Buildings/Features (such as mileposts and walls/gates). The southern boundary 
of the Holme Head Conservation Area in Carlisle terminates just north of High 
Cummersdale. The southern boundary of this Conservation Area measures 
approximately 700m from proposed Pond C and 1.25km from the proposed 
Caldew Bridge.  It is noted that Carlisle City Council ran a public consultation 
between Monday 11 November 2019 and Monday 6 January 2020 in respect of 
creating conservation areas for the villages of Brisco and Wreay. A conservation 
area for Brisco was designated on 22 June 2020. It is understood that the 
potential conservation area for Wreay will be subject to further consultation.  

3.6 The majority of the archaeological remains outlined in the Environmental 
Statement (ES) relate to the historic agricultural use of the landscape throughout 
the medieval and post medieval periods, with some evidence of small-scale 
industrial processes.

3.7 Other key features/designations in close proximity to or wholly/partially within the 
site include:

• A variety of habitats, including grasslands, woodland, farmland, scrub, 
water/watercourses and trees;

• A variety of protected species including Badgers, Bats, Breeding & Wintering 
Birds, Great Crested Newts and Otters;

• A variety of other species including notable numbers of deer and a great 
diversity of invertebrates (including a previously unrecorded species);

• Recorded areas of Himalayan Balsam and Japanese Knotweed; and
• High pressure gas mains and high voltage power lines.

4.0 SITE PLANNING HISTORY

4.1 There is no planning history that is considered to be directly relevant to the 
physical footprint of the proposed east-west motor vehicular carriageway itself. 
However, the proposed associated modifications to the existing highway network 
would impact an extant planning permission and an undetermined planning 
application and be in relative proximity to some ongoing major developments. 
These planning applications and permissions are set out below working from 
west to east. 

4.2 A planning application for creation of a vehicular site access to serve an 
allocated housing site to the south-west of Greenways, Garden Village, Newby 



 

West, Wigton Road, Carlisle, CA2 6QU (Ref. 19/0089) was received in a valid 
form by   Carlisle City Council on 1 February 2019 and has not yet been 
determined. It is understood that the Highway Authority have objected to the 
proposed access because of its proximity to the Newby West Roundabout. The 
proposed CSLR scheme is likely to impact the proposed site access on Wigton 
Road and will result in the loss of some of the allocated site to the proposed 
shared-use overbridge embankments. 

4.3 Outline Planning Permission was granted in November 2010 (Ref. 09/0413) for 
the development of up to 825 dwellings and 40,000m2 of employment space on 
land north of Peter Lane. An application for reserved matters associated with the 
first phase of the development was granted in July 2013 (Ref. 12/0692). A 
revised scheme for the first phase (comprising 100no. Residential Units) was 
approved in August 2017 (Ref. 16/1072). The first phase has been implemented 
as the Fairy beck Gardens development. The first phase is accessed off Dalston 
Road approximately 75m south-west of Cummersdale Road. The site masterplan 
includes two additional proposed accesses - one onto Peter Road and one onto 
Wigton Road.

4.4 Planning Permission was granted in October 2016 for the erection of a Standby 
Electricity Generation Plant in a new portal framed building adjacent to the 
western side of the woodland at Peter Lane with access from Peter Lane (Ref. 
16/0794). This permission was not implemented. Consequently a new application 
for this was lodged in April 2020 and planning permission was granted in July 
2020 (Ref. 20/0257). Condition 13 of this permission requires use of the Peter 
Lane access to cease once the alternative access proposed as part of the CSLR 
is brought into use. This permission allows for the operation of the plant for a 25-
year period.

4.5 Planning permission for the erection of a new secondary school complex and 
associated car parking and sports facilities accessed from Scalegate Road on 
the southern edge of Carlisle was granted in November 2018 (Ref. 18/0790). St 
John Henry Newman Catholic School commenced use of the new premises in 
September 2020. This new school site is approximately 2.2km north of the 
proposed Redcat Roundabout. 

5.0 SUMMARY OVERVIEW OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES

5.1 This section is intended to provide a brief overview of consultation responses 
received. A full and detailed written summary of all the consultation responses 
received is provided within Appendix 3 of this report. 

5.2 No objections have been received from any statutory consultees. The key 
statutory stakeholders in respect of development proposals accompanied by an 
Environmental Statement (ES) are the Environment Agency, Natural England 
and Historic England. 

5.3 The Environment Agency (EA) have no objection in principle subject to the 
imposition of conditions. The EA request conditions to secure: i) agreement of a 
final version of the hydraulic model in light of the final detailed design of bridge 
crossings; ii) access to their flow monitoring equipment on the Petteril; iii) 
measures to protect river habitat from artificial lighting; iv) further contaminated 
land investigation, risk assessment (and where appropriate) mitigation and 
remediation schemes; and v) measures to control silt during the construction 
phase. 

https://publicaccess.carlisle.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=_CARLI_DCAPR_74522
https://publicaccess.carlisle.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=_CARLI_DCAPR_50333&activeTab=summary
https://publicaccess.carlisle.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=_CARLI_DCAPR_58556&activeTab=summary
https://publicaccess.carlisle.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=_CARLI_DCAPR_69614
https://publicaccess.carlisle.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=_CARLI_DCAPR_68932&activeTab=summary
https://publicaccess.carlisle.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=_CARLI_DCAPR_68932&activeTab=summary
https://publicaccess.carlisle.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
https://publicaccess.carlisle.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=_CARLI_DCAPR_73629&activeTab=summary


 

5.4 The EA have spent a great deal of time interrogating the planning application 
submission. They have undertaken a number of thorough iterative reviews of the 
hydraulic flood model that underpins the Flood Risk Assessment, seeking a 
number of refinements to this model so as to ensure that there is a sufficient level 
of confidence within the modelling results. They are now satisfied that the 
hydraulic model is sufficiently robust for planning purposes and that it 
demonstrates that the scheme will not exacerbate fluvial flood risk elsewhere 
(and therefore no compensatory fluvial flood storage space will be required to be 
delivered in connection with the CSLR). 

5.5 Natural England (NE) are satisfied with the ES and shadow Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (sHRA) submitted by the applicant and consider that with the 
mitigation measures set out within the application that the proposal would not be 
likely to have an adverse effect of the integrity of the River Eden SAC and SSSI. 
NE’s initial response provided comments in respect of air quality, agricultural land 
and soil, biodiversity net-gain, landscape, the River Caldew, landscaping seed 
mixes proposed, and construction phase mitigations. Where these comments 
requested changes, NE were satisfied with the response subsequently provided 
by the applicant in connection with these.

5.6 Historic England report that they have no objections and are broadly satisfied 
with the heritage assessments undertaken and their conclusions.

5.7 Carlisle City Council Planning Department consider the principle of the 
development to be acceptable and express their support for the application 
proposals. In particular they welcome the provision of a continuous multi-use 
path on the northern side of the road, the proposed sustainable urban drainage 
scheme and the landscaping, lighting and environmental enhancement strategies 
and consider that the scheme would deliver a biodiversity net gain. They 
commented that consideration should be given to offsetting the carbon footprint 
of the scheme. Carlisle City Council’s Environmental Health Department also 
have no objection and consider the ES’ analysis and conclusions in respect of air 
quality, dust, contaminated land and noise to be acceptable.

5.8 Cummersdale Parish Council and Dalston Parish Council expressed support for 
the application and provided no further observations. St Cuthberts Parish Council 
stated that they had no comment.

5.9 Cumbria Highways and Highways England both initially sought a number of 
clarifications in respect of aspects of the Transport Assessment (TA). They were 
satisfied that their queries and concerns were adequately addressed within the 
TA Addendum subsequently submitted by the applicant. Cumbria Highways state 
that the traffic modelling results appear very robust and that they are content that 
the scheme will allow for journey time savings when the entire network is 
considered. Cumbria Highways also set out that they are content with the 
preliminary design contained in the planning application in terms of road safety. 
Cumbria Highways request conditions be imposed to ensure the detailed design 
is informed by a Stage 2 Road Safety Audit and to ensure construction phase 
impacts on the highway are appropriately managed and minimised. Transport for 
the North have also expressed their support for the scheme.

A3.1 Network Rail consider that the application provided appropriate design proposals 
in respect of their assets and adequately addresses the concerns they raised 
during pre-application engagement. The National Air Traffic Service relate that 
they have examined the proposal from a technical safeguarding aspect and that it 



 

does not conflict with their safeguarding criteria. Carlisle Airport were consulted 
but no response was received.

A3.2 Cumbria County Council’s Local Flood Risk Management Team consider the 
sustainable urban drainage system proposed for the new highway infrastructure 
to be acceptable in principle and to be appropriate in terms of water quantity and 
quality. They are satisfied that further detail in respect of the management of 
local flood risk can be secured via planning conditions.

5.10 Various other arms/departments of the County Council also provided responses. 
Of particular note are the responses received from the County Council’s 
Ecological Consultant, Historic Environment Department, and Director of Public 
Health. 

5.11 The County Council’s Ecological Consultant has no objection subject to the 
imposition of conditions to secure a detailed Construction and Environmental 
Management Plan; a finalised package of mitigations for protective species and 
badgers; and a Biodiversity Monitoring Strategy so as to demonstrate the efficacy 
of habitat protection and creation measures. They consider the ecological 
aspects of the ES to be adequate. The Ecological Consultant is also satisfied that 
the shadow Habitats Regulations Assessment is sound and can be adopted. 
Welcomes the improved package of biodiversity enhancements agreed over the 
course of the application and is satisfied that these will help ensure that the 
scheme delivers an overall biodiversity net-gain. 

5.12 The County Council’s Historic Environment Record Officer has no objection 
subject to imposition of a planning condition to secure the archaeological 
mitigation measures proposed by the applicant. 

5.13 The County Council’s Director of Public Health also raises no objection and 
reaches the view that the application demonstrates that the proposal adequately 
minimises negative health impact and maximises wider opportunities for health 
improvement.

5.14 Utility companies responded noting the elements of the scheme that may affect 
their infrastructure, however none sustained any objection to the development. 
United Utilities recommended a number of conditions be imposed in relation to 
water management.

5.15 A number of organisations and other public interest groups were also consulted 
in respect of the planning application. Responses received of particular note from 
such consultees include those from the National Farmers Union (NFU), Cumbria 
Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP), local area Ramblers Groups and the 
Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE – Cumbria Association).

5.16 The NFU raised a number of concerns in respect of the applicant’s engagement 
with landowners, specific elements of the proposal and the level of detail (and in 
some cases the perceived lack thereof) accompanying the planning application. 
The majority of their concerns relate to construction phase impacts and issues 
such as access to severed land, water supplies, drainage provisions and soil 
management. It also maintains concern in respect of some of the proposed 
access tracks (including safety concerns in respect of those proposed to the 
south of the Cummersdale roundabout) and the proposal to mitigate severance 
of badger commuting/foraging routes around peastree by utilising the proposed 
accommodation bridge – perceiving it as encouraging badgers to come into close 



 

contact with cattle and thereby promote the transmission of bovine tuberculosis.

5.17 The Cumbria Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) express their strong support of 
the application and its objectives and emphasise its socio-economic importance 
to the county.

5.18 Two area groups of the Ramblers Association responded to note the short-term 
disruption and harm caused by the scheme but acknowledge that the scheme will 
provide long-term benefits for enjoyment of the countryside through the provision 
of new routes and links to the public right of way network.  

5.19 The CPRE Cumbria Association do not support the CSLR proposal in light of 
their general position that the building of significant new roads is not a 
sustainable strategy. Request that a condition be imposed that highway and 
other external lighting comply with up to date Dark Sky friendly standards and to 
secure a night-time curfew switch-off between the hours of 1am and 6am so as 
avoid further extending the area already compromised by light pollution to the 
south of Carlisle.

5.20 The National Planning Casework Unit and Cumbria Fire & Rescue Service 
responded that they have no comment. 

5.21 Cumbria Constabulary’s Crime Prevention Design Advisor provided commentary 
on a number of aspects of the scheme relevant to achieving a safe and secure 
environment. 

5.22 No response was received from the following organisations which were consulted 
upon the application: Cumbria Wildlife Trust, Eden Rivers Trust, Open Spaces 
Society, RSPB and SUStrans.  

5.23 The application site falls within the County Council electoral divisions of               
i) Wetheral and ii) Dalston & Burgh. The Councillors representing these divisions, 
Mr Nick Marriner and Mr Trevor Allison, have been notified of this planning 
application.  The application site is also within relatively close proximity to the 
County Council electoral divisions of Denton Holme, Harraby South, Morton, 
Upperby and Yewdale. The Councillors representing these divisions have also 
been notified of this planning application. 

6.0 SUMMARY OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC REPRESENTATIONS 

6.1 A total of 48 public representations have been received from 28 
individuals/households. Of these 22 individuals/households object to the planning 
application whilst the remainder provide comments and/or raises concerns.  Of 
the 22 individuals/households objecting, 17 are landowners who are directly 
affected by the scheme. 

6.2 Reasons stated for objecting to or raising concern in respect of the planning 
application include:- 

 Opposition to the principle of creating a Southern Link Road and/or Garden 
Village;

 Opposition to the proposed siting and alignment of the route and the amount 
of land-take associated with elements of the proposals (such as the shared-
use path and its overbridges);

 Loss of agricultural land and associated impact of proposals on farm 

https://www.nightblight.cpre.org.uk/maps/


 

operations and viability during construction and following the completion of 
the proposed development;

 Loss of land allocated for residential development and impact of the proposal 
on the ability to safely access that land (and concomitant adverse impact on 
the viability of the allocated land for housing);

 Highway Safety – perception that a number of proposed new highway access 
arrangements are unsafe and that an existing arrangement would be 
rendered unsafe by increases traffic levels;

 Landscape and Visual Impact of the scheme (particularly around 
Cummersdale, Caldew Valley, Durdar and Newbiggin Hall) – including 
erosion of the rural feel and tranquility of the wider Cummersdale area by the 
urbanising effect of the proposal;

 Flood Risk – that the proposed bridge structures over the principle main rivers 
could increase the level of flood risk downstream in Denton Holme (Caldew 
Bridge) or on agricultural land around the bridges.

 Impacts on residential amenity resulting from increases levels of traffic (and 
associated vibration and traffic noise) on existing highways (with Dalston 
Road referenced by one representee and Wreay Road by another), presence 
of embankments and elevated alignments that create potential for 
overlooking;

 Loss of existing open green countryside and wildlife;
 Opposition to proposed badger mitigation proposals (location of proposed 

badger crossing points of the CSLR);
 Light Pollution;
 Noise Pollution – that noise from traffic on the CSLR will have an adverse 

impact upon the local and residential amenity of nearby rights of way, 
properties and agricultural land-uses;

 Hydrological Impact of the proposal including concerns in respect of 
alterations of existing patterns of drainage, potential of deep cuttings to 
impact on private water supplies and adequacy/robustness of proposed 
drainage arrangements;

 Routing of diverted or additional public rights of way with additional concerns 
expressed in respect of their safety (for example perceived conflict with 
agricultural operations);

 That proposed landscaping planting is insufficient and/or will take a long time 
to establish – with a number of representees requesting advance planting or 
that planting be undertaken at the earliest opportunity.

 Potential for contaminated land to be disturbed and contaminants 
mobilised/spread;

 Opposition to proposed stopping-up of Newbiggin Road as it will result in a 
loss of convenient highway access;

 Loss of mature trees in specified locations south of Brisco;
 Fear that parts of the scheme will attract anti-social behaviour/litter;
 Lack of detail in respect of proposed restoration of land associated with 

demolished properties;
 Impact on Wind Turbine output;
 Public transport provision;
 Disruption and emissions (severance of accesses, dust, noise, etc…) 

associated with the construction phase; 
 Lack of detail supplied in respect of construction phase arrangements for 

agricultural accommodation works, biosecurity, drainage, dust management, 
utilities diversion works; management and handling of soils and agricultural 
land restoration;



 

 That a detailed soil condition and land quality baseline record should be 
produced prior to the commencement of development; 

 Concerns as to siting, size, duration and impact of Temporary Construction 
Compounds – with it being noted that the proposed principle compound will 
affect the current site of the Cumberland Agricultural Show.

 That some of the application documentation is misleading as to exactly which 
mitigation measures are being proposed / brought forward in connection with 
the scheme and measures that “could” happen.

 That the submitted Agricultural Impact Assessment is too broad and that it 
does not adequately consider the impact/implications of land lost. 

6.3 A full and detailed written summary of all the public representations received is 
provided within Appendix 4 of this report. 

7.0 PLANNING POLICY

7.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides that 
planning applications must be determined in accordance with the local 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Government 
policy is a material consideration that must be given appropriate weight in the 
decision-making process.

The Local Development Plan 

7.2 The adopted local development plan for this application comprises: 

 Carlisle District Local Plan 2015-2030 (CDLP) - adopted November 2016;
 Dalston Parish Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2030 (DPNP) - adopted April 2018;

N.B. Only a few elements of the proposed scheme fall just within the north-
western edge of the Dalston Neighbourhood Plan area.

7.3 The key policies from the above adopted development plan documents that are 
considered to be relevant to the consideration of this application are listed in 
Appendix 5. Unless otherwise stated, it should be assumed that all the policies 
referenced in this report are those of the CDLP.

7.4 Carlisle City Council (CaCC) are currently in the early stages of preparing a new 
local development plan document for the Carlisle South broad location for major 
housing-led growth that is set out in strategic policy SP3 of the CDLP. The 
emerging plan has been entitled the St Cuthbert’s Local Plan (SCLP). This name 
reflects the branding of the Carlisle South broad location as St Cuthbert’s as part 
of CaCC’s successful bid for the areas’ inclusion within central Government’s 
Garden Towns and Villages Programme (GTVP).  The GTVP provides capital 
and expertise to facilitate and accelerate the creation and delivery of well-
planned new settlements following Garden City principles with the aim of 
fostering sustainable and healthy communities. 

7.5 The SCLP is intended to provide the planning policy framework for the delivery of 
St Cuthbert’s Garden Village (SCGV). To that extent CaCC are seeking to 
enshrine within it a set of strategic objectives underpinned by a suite of planning 
policies that will guide the form and location of development within the garden 
village area. It is proposed that it would include a number of site allocations to 
direct the amount and distribution of housing; provide a range of local and 
strategic employment sites; delineate district centres where retail, leisure, health 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/part/3/crossheading/development-plan
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/contents
https://www.carlisle.gov.uk/Portals/24/Documents/Local_Plan/Carlisle%20District%20Local%20Plan%202015-2030/Carlisle%20District%20Local%20Plan%202015-2030.pdf?timestamp=1554201280128
https://www.carlisle.gov.uk/Portals/24/Documents/Neighbourhood_and_Rural_Planning/Dalston%20Neighbourhood%20Plan/Dalston%20Neighbourhood%20Plan%20-%20Adopted.pdf?timestamp=1554200330316
http://www.stcuthbertsgv.co.uk/LOCAL-PLAN
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/first-ever-garden-villages-named-with-government-support
https://www.tcpa.org.uk/garden-city-principles


 

and other community uses would be focused; and establish key strategic 
movement corridors and public open spaces. The development of the SCLP is 
intended to be underpinned and informed by a Masterplan. The Masterplan is 
being produced in two stages. 

 Stage One of the Masterplan sets out the overarching concept and vision for 
the SCGV, establishing nine guiding principles. The Stage One Masterplan - 
St Cuthberts Garden Village was published in February 2019. The publication 
of this followed a Regulation 18 Consultation held in summer 2018. 

 Stage Two of the Masterplan seeks to provide a more detailed strategic design 
framework - defining the areas for development and green infrastructure and 
establishing criteria for design and sustainable transport modes. Carlisle City 
Council conducted a consultation on the initial Draft Options for the Stage Two 
Masterplan between 2 September 2019 and 14 October 2019. The options put 
forward were conceptualised as Compact, Connected or Edge Communities. 
A consultation on a preferred masterplan option is currently anticipated to take 
place in autumn 2020 with the Stage Two Masterplan then being finalised and 
completed in November.

7.6 A formal Regulation 19 consultation on the Proposed Submission Draft of the 
SCLP is currently provisionally timetabled to be undertaken in Spring 2021. 
CaCC anticipate the submission to, and examination of, the SCLP by the 
Planning Inspectorate to take place in the latter half of 2021 with a view to 
formally adopting the SCLP by summer 2022. As the SCLP is at an early 
formative stage, it can only be attributed very limited weight.

Planning Policy Documents that are Material Considerations 

National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance

7.7 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in a revised form 
in February 2019. The national online Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) suite 
was launched in March 2014 and is continually updated. Both are material 
considerations in the determination of planning applications. The key policies 
(sections and paragraphs) from the NPPF and sections of guidance in the PPG 
considered to be relevant to this application are listed in Appendix 5.

Supplementary Planning Documents

7.8 Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs), are produced by Local Planning 
Authorities to build upon and provide more detailed advice or guidance on 
policies in an adopted local plan. Adopted SPDs that are of relevance to this 
proposal are:

 Trees and Development (as amended Nov 2009)
 Designing Out Crime (as amended Nov 2009)

7.9 It is understood that Carlisle City Council may prepare a number of SPDs to 
cover certain aspects of the St Cuthbert Gardens Village (such as design).

Other Local Documents which are relevant Material Considerations

7.10 The following local documents are considered to be material considerations 
relevant to this proposed development: 

http://www.stcuthbertsgv.co.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Masterplan/Stage%20One%20Masterplan%20-%20St%20Cuthberts%20Garden%20Village.pdf?ver=2019-03-15-143321-977
http://www.stcuthbertsgv.co.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Masterplan/Stage%20One%20Masterplan%20-%20St%20Cuthberts%20Garden%20Village.pdf?ver=2019-03-15-143321-977
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/policy/
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/policy/
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/
https://www.carlisle.gov.uk/Portals/24/Documents/Local_Plan/Supplementary%20Planning%20Documents/Trees%20and%20Development%20SPD.pdf?timestamp=1554200055947
https://www.carlisle.gov.uk/Portals/24/Documents/Local_Plan/Supplementary%20Planning%20Documents/Designing%20Out%20Crime%20SPD.pdf?timestamp=1554200078955


 

 The Landscape Sensitivity Study of Brisco and Durdar (dated October 2018);
 The Landscape and Townscape Appraisal for Carlisle South – St Cuthbert’s 

Garden Village (dated May 2017);
 The Cumbria Landscape Character Guidance and Toolkit published March 

2011;
 Cumbria’s Local Industrial Strategy (LIS) published March 2019

8.0 PLANNING ASSESSMENT

8.1 This is a major road scheme that is envisioned will facilitate economic growth. As 
a major road scheme it will also inevitably generate significant environmental 
impacts. This assessment is structured to first consider the need for the 
proposed new scheme and then the impact of the scheme upon the environment 
and upon those who live, work and take recreation in the vicinity of the route. The 
longer sections of this report include a summary of the planning policy context 
relevant to the key planning issues.

8.2 The nature of this application, and the particular requirements of The Town and 
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (the 
EIA Regulations) and The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 
2017 (the Habitats Regulations), means that it is accompanied by a 
considerable amount of supporting information. There will be frequent cross-
references to the submitted application information in the following assessment, 
but, inevitably, these will represent a summary of the source material. The full 
text of the submission and its associated plans can be viewed at: 
planning.cumbria.gov.uk/Planning/Display/1/19/9012. 

8.3 I am satisfied that the Environmental Statement (ES), as submitted in October 
2019, meets the requirements of Article 18(2) (3) and (4) of the EIA Regulations. 
I am also content that the ES appropriately assesses the likely significant effects 
of the proposed development upon the environment. Full account has been taken 
of all environmental information received in the planning assessment of this 
application. The content, methodology, mitigation proposed and conclusions of 
the submitted ES, and the details of the planning application documents 
describing and showing the proposed scheme, have been carefully scrutinised to 
ensure that the proposal addresses all relevant legislative and policy 
requirements. 

8.4 The key planning issues relevant to the proposed scheme are considered to be:

a) Need: Is there a need for new highway infrastructure to the south of Carlisle? 

b) Highways Consideration: Does the proposed scheme provide for adequate 
levels of highway capacity and highway safety?

c) Landscape and Visual Impact: Would the proposed scheme have an 
unacceptable landscape or visual impact?

d) Flood Risk: Would the proposed development increase flood risk?

e) Land Use Change & Agriculture: Does the proposed scheme route and 
design have an unacceptable impact on agricultural land and enterprises? 

f) Nature Conservation and Biodiversity Enhancement: Would the proposed 
development have an unacceptable impact upon habitats and species?

http://www.stcuthbertsgv.co.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Masterplan/Final%20Landscape%20Sensitivity%20Study%20-%20Durdar%20and%20Brisco.pdf?ver=2019-03-05-150658-003
http://www.stcuthbertsgv.co.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Masterplan/Landscape%20and%20Townscape%20Appraisal%20for%20Carlisle%20South.pdf?ver=2018-01-22-164755-083
http://www.stcuthbertsgv.co.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Masterplan/Landscape%20and%20Townscape%20Appraisal%20for%20Carlisle%20South.pdf?ver=2018-01-22-164755-083
https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/planning-environment/countryside/countryside-landscape/land/landcharacter.asp
https://www.thecumbrialep.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/CLEP-Doc-Stage-4-V12.pdf
https://planning.cumbria.gov.uk/Planning/Display/1/19/9012


 

g) Residential Amenity (Visual Amenity, Traffic Impact with associated 
Noise, Vibration and Air and Light Pollution implications): Would the 
proposed development have an unacceptable impact upon residential 
amenity?

8.5 The key planning issues have been sequenced into a logical order, driven by 
interplay between the following factors:

 their importance to the decision; 

 the level of impact/effect anticipated;

 the amount of objection/concern raised in respect of them; and 

 their temporal or contingency relationships with other topics.

8.6 Other planning issues which are also important material considerations in the 
review and assessment of this planning application are: its impact on allocated 
sites; Carbon Emissions and Climate Change; Contaminated Land; Crime 
Prevention; Dark Sky protection; Cumulative and In combination Effects; 
Heritage Impacts; Inclusive Access; Public Health, Public Rights of Way, 
Recreational Implications; St Cuthbert Garden Village fit, Soils and the wider 
water environment. These other planning issues have largely been ordered 
alphabetically. 

Need: Is there a need for the CSLR and if so is the proposed development 
acceptable in principle (i.e. does it conform with the development plan)?

8.7 The applicant sets out that there are three key factors driving the need for a new 
link road to the south of Carlisle. The principal and most recent driver, and key 
catalyst for the CSLR, is to provide the essential highway infrastructure to unlock 
the delivery of up to 10,000 new homes as part of the St Cuthbert’s Garden 
Village (SCGV) proposal for a major housing led mixed-use development to the 
south of Carlisle. The second, more longstanding and sub-regionally significant 
driver, is to improve strategic east/west movement across the north of the County 
to support socio-economic activity in West Cumbria. The third is to improve the 
resilience and efficiency of the highway network within and around Carlisle - 
providing additional river crossings and reducing congestion on key southern 
arterial routes into the city. I shall address each of these points in turn. 

i.  To enable Housing Delivery and Planned Strategic Growth 
8.8 Strategic Policy SP2 of the Carlisle District Local Plan 2015-2030 (CDLP) seeks 

to ensure that the objectively assessed development needs of the district of 
Carlisle are met in the most sustainable manner. As such it seeks to promote 
strategic growth primarily through the delivery of housing in order to respond to 
local demographic patterns and to support economic growth by helping to sustain 
an economically active workforce. Despite some recent reductions in in-migration 
projections, local housing need is not considered to have changed significantly. 
Consequently, the strategy set out in Policy SP2 is considered to remain relevant 
and sound and is accordingly attached a high degree of weight.

8.9 Policy SP2 seeks to bring forward sufficient land to accommodate 6,260 new 
homes between 2020 and 2030 (establishing a target equating to an annual 
average of 626 new homes). In light of existing constraints and recent spatial 



 

patterns of development in and around Carlisle, the CDLP concluded that future 
growth in a southerly direction to be the most appropriate option for meeting 
longer term development needs within the district in the latter stages of the plan 
period and beyond. To that end Policy SP3 identifies land bordering the southern 
edge of Carlisle as a broad location for major housing-led growth and sets out an 
initial framework to enable a comprehensive and coordinated development 
approach. Of the 6,260 new houses required between 2020 and 2030, the CDLP 
anticipates that 1,450 would be delivered through the strategic Carlisle South 
allocation between 2025 and 2030 (with a projected modal average build-out rate 
of 300 dwellings per year).The potential provision of a southern relief road linking 
Junction 42 of the M6 with the southern end of the A689 (CNDR) is explicitly 
identified by Policy SP3 as being an integral part of the masterplan for the major 
mixed-use Carlisle South development. The case for the need for the CSLR is 
further bolstered by Policy SP5 which expresses support for improvements to the 
transport network in general and also specifically directs that opportunities to 
develop a southern relief road as part of developing the broad location of Carlisle 
south should be taken. As such there is considered to be a clear and strong 
planning policy support for the development of a southern link road within the 
CDLP.

8.10 The outline framework for Carlisle South set out in Policy SP3 is now being 
progressed through the St Cuthbert’s Local Plan (SCLP). Further background 
and detail in respect of the SCLP is set out in paragraphs 7.4 to 7.8 of this report. 
In short, the SCLP seeks to shape the form, and manage the delivery, of a 
cluster of distinct new settlements as part of St Cuthbert’s Garden Village 
(SCGV). The SCGV seeks to facilitate the construction of up to 10,000 new 
homes over a 30-year time horizon (i.e. up to 2055) and to address the 
imbalance of employment land between the north and south of the city.  In the 
context of Carlisle (and indeed most cities or towns) this is a very large 
development - amounting to an approximately 20% increase in the current 
housing stock in Carlisle. Development of the scale proposed at SCGV will 
create notable infrastructure demands. The existing local highway network to the 
south of Carlisle would be unable to sustain this quantum of planned 
development. As such the provision of new modern highway infrastructure with 
greater capacity is an essential pre-requisite for enabling the successful 
realisation of SCGV. Viability assessments undertaken as part of the SCGV 
project demonstrate that it is not economically feasible for developers to provide 
the full range of infrastructure required for SCGV. Whilst some highway 
infrastructure could be delivered through proposed development, it would not be 
enough in itself to address capacity issues and its delivery would inevitably be 
incremental and therefore chronologically and geographically disjointed and 
result in undesirable externalities. As such the proposed road development will 
help enable delivery of a sufficient supply of homes and promote economic 
growth in line with the objectives of the Government’s National Planning Policy 
Framework and Garden Village Programme.

8.11 In light of the above I consider there is a clear and pressing need for a link road 
to the south of Carlisle to meet anticipated housing need and ensure the supply 
of new homes does not constrain economic growth. The CSLR provides a vital 
connection into SCGV and is integral to achieving the strategic 
ambitions/objectives and spatial strategy of the statutory development plan and 
to creating the conditions for future growth beyond 2030. This proposal is thus 
considered to be strongly compliant with the strategic objectives of the local 
development plan. 



 

ii. East-West Connectivity 

8.12 East-West highway connectivity within the north of the County is limited. It is 
strongly reliant on two key routes: - i) the A66 and ii) the A69 / A595 axis.  Both 
of these routes are poor in places, can be congested at peak times/seasons, and 
suffer from a number of pinch-points. The A595 is a key primary route whose 
northern reaches serve the principal/key settlements of Cockermouth, Wigton, 
Whitehaven and Workington. It also provides vital connectivity to more remote 
coastal areas in the north-west of the county (such as Maryport and Silloth). The 
A595 is also an important conduit to a number of West-Cumbrian based 
businesses and crucial infrastructure hubs such as the large multi-functional 
nuclear site of Sellafield and Port Workington, all of which are critical to future 
economic growth in the county. There is significant movement between Carlisle 
and west Cumbria with over 1,700 Carlisle residents working in Allerdale and 
Copeland. Links between Carlisle and west Cumbria are anticipated to grow in 
the future, driven by a range of proposed major developments. The strategic 
importance of the CSLR in these flows is highlighted by its prioritisation within the 
LEP’s Cumbria Infrastructure Plan.

8.13 Between the M6 and A595 there are currently three  broad route options – i) an 
approximately 5mile journey through Carlisle City Centre; ii) a 7 to 12 mile trip via 
the northern bypass of the city (i.e. the A689 CNDR); or iii) a 7.5 to 9mile journey 
from Junction 42 of the M6 via C and B roads via Dalston. For trips to/from the 
M6 to the south-east of Carlisle, none of these journey options are ideal in terms 
of convenience, distance covered, or time taken. 

8.14 The proposed 5 mile long CSLR would vastly improve access to West Cumbria 
by providing a convenient and modern east-west highway link from the M6 south 
of Carlisle to the A595. As such it would greatly enhance sub-regional 
connectivity and thus aligns with ambitions for economic growth and improved 
social mobility. The proposal would provide important strategic connectivity that 
would support the North Cumbria’s growth aspirations and cement Carlisle’s role 
as a strategic transport hub and as such is considered to closely align with Policy 
SP5.

iii. Resilience of the Local Highway Network 

8.15 It is noted that the city currently only has two motor vehicular crossings of the 
River Caldew (at Bridge Street and Nelson Bridge) and that these crossings are 
in relative close proximity to the city centre and only 750m apart. The next 
available crossing of the Caldew is to the southern end of Dalston, approximately 
4.5 miles from the city centre. The applicant reports that any disruption to these 
routes can make movements across the city highly problematic. By creating a 
third highway crossing of the River Caldew (and modern wider crossings of the 
River Petteril and WCML) the CSLR would greatly improve the resilience of the 
highway network and improve journey time reliability. 

8.16 The applicant sets out that their assessment of existing roads and travel patterns 
show that congestion is an existing feature on the southern and western 
approaches to the city and in the city centre itself. The applicant sets out that 
their traffic modelling demonstrates that the CSLR would reduce traffic flow on a 
notable number of radial routes and would help reduce existing city centre 
congestion. A more detailed review of the modelling is provided across 
paragraphs 8.23 to 8.29, but these findings are broadly true. Further to this the 
proposal would generally reduce journey times across the city’s highway 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Whitehaven


 

network. The CSLR would effectively complete a modern orbital road around the 
city. Such an orbital route would better link housing at the southern end of 
Carlisle to employment opportunities in the north of the city (including Carlisle 
Kingmoor Park Enterprise Zone, which is approximately 10km from SCGV).

8.17 As such I am satisfied that the proposal would improve the resilience of the local 
highway network in terms of traffic flow/congestion, responses to road traffic 
accidents and to climate change accentuated flood events. As such I consider 
the proposal to align with policies SP5 and CC3.

8.18 In summary, I believe that the objectives of the scheme have considerable merit.  
Given their conformity with the strategic policies of the local development plan, 
the NPPF and central government’s Garden Village programme, I am satisfied 
there is a strong and well-established need for the CSLR. 

8.19 The report will now proceed to focus on the issues of the location and design of 
this specific proposed scheme raise. 

Highway Considerations:  Efficiency (Capacity) and Safety

8.20 Paragraph 108 of the NPPF requires that, in assessing applications it should be 
ensured that safe and suitable access can be achieved for all users and that any 
significant impacts on the transport network (in terms of capacity and 
congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an 
acceptable degree. Paragraph 109 sets out that development should only be 
prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable 
impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road 
network would be severe. In line with this, Policy IP2 of the CDLP sets out that all 
new development will be assessed against its impact upon the transport network 
and that development that will cause severe issues that cannot be mitigated 
against will be resisted.

8.21 As set out in the need section, the proposal seeks to improve strategic highway 
connectivity in the north of the county, improve the resilience of the local highway 
network and provide essential physical infrastructure critical to the delivery of the 
quantum of development planned for SCGV. In terms of strategic connectivity, 
the scheme aims to provide a faster and more direct and reliable route between 
the southern reaches of the M6 to the A595 so as to divert non-city bound or 
originating traffic away from and round Carlisle’s core urban area and thereby 
reduce traffic congestion in the city centre and on a number of existing key 
arterial roads. In turn, it also seeks to improve the connectivity of the southern 
parts of Carlisle and southern outlier settlements to other parts of the city. In this 
latter respect it seeks to improve road safety on the existing network; with east-
west movements to the south of Carlisle currently utilising the C class Newbiggin 
and Buckabank roads which have a number of junctions characterised by poor 
visibility.

8.22 The applicant sets out that the highway design of the CSLR has been developed 
to accommodate and complement the SCGV, but also notes that both could be 
delivered independently of one another (although the quantum of development 
associated with SCGV would be significantly constrained). As a consequence, if 
SCGV were not to be delivered, there would be no change required to the design 
of the CSLR.



 

Highway Efficiency and Capacity

8.23 A Transport Assessment (TA) has been submitted in support of the application. 
The TA explains that the applicant has undertaken a capacity analysis of the 
existing highway network and reports that extensive roadside interview, journey 
times and traffic count information was gathered in 2017 as part of this. They 
continue to explain that this information was utilised to refine and validate the 
strategic traffic model developed for Carlisle using SATURN modelling software 
(“the Carlisle Transport Model”). It is noted that these pieces of work confirmed 
that the two key southern arterial roads of Wigton Road (A595) and London Road 
(A6) currently become congested on the approach to Carlisle city centre at peak 
times, with congestion worsening in the morning and evening peak periods; but 
that all other key junctions and radial routes currently generally operate 
satisfactorily in capacity terms. The Carlisle Transport Model has been used as 
the basis to appraise the impact of the CSLR. The applicant sets out that the 
Carlisle Transport Model, forecasting process and trip generation methodology 
applied to the model to assess the CSLR has been reviewed by Highways 
England and accepted as suitable for the modelling appraisal. Accordingly, I am 
satisfied that the modelling is robust.

8.24 The modelling looks at two key “do something” scenarios with the CSLR in place 
– essentially one without SCGV (referred to as the core scenario) and one with 
SCGV substantially built out. It should be noted that the without SCGV scenario 
includes some committed residential developments that fall in the SCGV area. 
Each of these scenarios are compared to two further “do-minimum” baseline 
scenarios that do not include the CSLR. Each of the four scenarios are reviewed 
at two time points – the anticipated assessment opening year of 2023 and 2038. 
The CSLR with SCGV scenarios assume that by 2023 that circa 10% (1,017) of 
the SCGV dwellings have been built-out; and that by 2038 82% (8,200) dwellings 
have been built out. 

8.25 The applicant sets out that their traffic modelling demonstrates that the CSLR, 
without SCGV having been developed-out, would reduce traffic flow on the 
majority of radial routes, with decreases in the Average Annual Daily Traffic 
(AADT) flow on these routes of up to 2,500 vehicles in the opening year of the 
road (2023). In this scenario the CSLR is anticipated to result in negligible 
increases in AADT on the A69 Rotary Way, A595 (Wigton Road), Blackwell Road 
and the M6 Junction 43 north-bound exit. However, the CSLR would result in 
redistribution of some traffic and substantial increases in AADT flows in this 
scenario on Durdar Road, B5299 (Dalston Road) and the A689 CNDR. The 
modelling suggests that AADT flows would increase on Durdar Road by 45% 
(1,874 vehicles), on Dalston Road by up to 23% (2,228 vehicles) and on the 
current Newby West arm of the CNDR by 21% (2,392 vehicles) as a result of the 
CSLR by 2023. The above figures are as compared to the “do-minimum 
scenario”.  The traffic modelling suggests that 25 years after the road has 
opened (i.e. by 2038) the CSLR, without SCGV, would reduce traffic flow on the 
majority of radial routes – including the A595 (Wigton Road) and A6 (Carleton 
Road) as compared to the “do minimum” baseline scenario for that year (2038). It 
would still result in increases in AADT flows on Durdar and Blackwell Roads, the 
B5299 (Dalston Road) and the A689 CNDR but the increases would be slightly 
lesser than the 2023 scenario.  Across both scenarios it is important to note that 
although there is an increase on the Durdar/Blackwell Road, this increase does 
not occur in the inner more built-up urban section of this road corridor north of 
Upperby. The Transport Assessment (TA) surmises that this shows that traffic 



 

from existing residential areas is reassigning onto the CSLR, avoiding the city 
centre. Across both the 2023 and 2038 no SCGV scenarios the modelling 
indicates that the CSLR would help reduce existing city centre congestion. 

8.26 The traffic modelling also looks at scenarios including the build-out of SCGV. The 
do-minimum baseline scenario in this instance includes 10% of SCGV (assuming 
that this proportion could be constructed without the CSLR). As would be 
expected, the modelling results for this scenario show that traffic increases are 
more pronounced than the related do-minimum scenario and core without SCGV 
scenario as the CSLR with SCGV scenario contains more traffic. In this scenario, 
for both timeframes the CSLR is anticipated to result in small increases in AADT 
on the A69 Rotary Way, A595 Wigton Road, A6 London Road, Blackwell Road 
and the M6 J43 NB exit and substantial increases in on the Durdar and Blackwell 
Roads, B5299 (Dalston Road) and the A689 CNDR as compared to the do-
minimum scenario. It indicates that in 2038 the CSLR and a substantially built-out 
SCGV would result in small traffic volumes increases in the City Centre which are 
all less than 10%.

8.27 The TA explains that detailed junction modelling has been undertaken utilising 
the predicted future forecast traffic flows obtained from the Carlisle Transport 
Model. The modelling includes assessment of the capacity of the proposed 
CSLR roundabouts and the three M6 junctions that serve Carlisle in 2038 for the 
two key “do something” scenarios with the CSLR in place – the core scenario 
without SCGV and the scenario with SCGV. The do minimum does not include 
the CSLR but does include 10% of SCGV that could be constructed before the 
CSLR is required. The junctions are assessed in the TA based upon Ratio of 
Flow to Capacity (RFC) for non-signalised junctions and Degree of Saturation 
(DoS) figures for signalised junctions. The RFC of a highway link or junction is 
one of the principal factors influencing queues and delays. 

8.28 The TA reports that the junction capacity analyses undertaken indicate that none 
of the proposed CSLR roundabout junctions (as designed) nor junction 43 of the 
M6 would have any capacity issues in 2038 AM and PM peaks. Although it is 
noted that one arm of the Durdar Roundabout could be becoming close to the 
point of approaching capacity (i.e. where queues start to form). The inclusion of a 
dedicated left-turn slip on the junction 42 M6 northbound off-slip ensures that a 
high level of capacity is provided on this junction arm. The TA notes that the rise 
in traffic levels caused by SCGV increases the M6 southbound off-slip of 
Junction 42 to its practical capacity. The applicant proposes to provide ducting 
and other engineering works on this roundabout as part of the CSLR works that 
would enable traffic signals to be provided on this approach should they be 
required so as to future-proof the junction and safeguard against inherent 
uncertainties in the traffic forecasts. Subsequent planning applications from 
developers in relation to SCGV would provide further opportunities for 
assessment of this junction. 

8.29 For Junction 44 of the M6 the analysis indicates that during the 2038 peak 
periods without the proposed scheme a number of approaches to the roundabout 
are predicted to operate close to capacity (with degrees of saturation above 90% 
on multiple arms). With the CSLR in place the Junction 44 roundabout is 
predicted to operate at slightly lesser degrees of saturation for the AM peak and 
with similar degrees of saturation for the PM peak to the without scheme 
scenario. All the circulatory approach lane queues are predicted to be contained 
within the length of the existing lanes. The TA sets that their analysis indicates 



 

that the CSLR does not cause a requirement to change the layouts of junctions 
43 and 44 of the M6. Highways England are satisfied with the mitigations 
embedded in the scheme and the conclusions of the TA.

8.30 In light of the above, I am satisfied that the CSLR highway design would largely 
generate positive impacts in transportation capacity terms, ensuring enhanced 
performance in the form of reduced congestion and delays and free flow of traffic 
on the highway network.

Highway Safety

8.31 The applicant explains that the highway geometries of the CSLR have been 
designed based on the standards set out in Highway England’s Design Manual 
for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) and that the proposal has been subject to 
iterative design safety checks throughout its development. Furthermore, they 
highlight that a Phase 1 Highway Safety Audit has been completed by the 
Highway Authority of the submitted planning application scheme and that this did 
not raise any significant road safety concerns in respect of any proposed junction 
arrangements. The applicant sets out that the scheme will be subject to a Phase 
2 Safety Audit when the detailed design phase has been completed and that 
further Phase 3 and 4 Highway Safety Audits will also be carried out. 

8.32 The TA sets out that a Department of Transport (DoT) COBALT computer 
program analysis of accident forecasts suggests the provision of the CSLR (and 
associated modifications to the existing highway network) would result in a 
reduction in accidents primarily through reducing flows on arterial routes and 
providing safer arrangements to existing junction configurations on the highway 
network (such as those on Newbiggin Road).

8.33 It is noted that the provision of a segregated shared-use cycleway and footpath 
and associated overbridges over the busiest roundabout junctions reduces the 
chances of motor vehicles colliding with cyclists and/or pedestrians on this route 
corridor.

8.34 The Highway Authority are satisfied that the scheme provides for an acceptable 
degree of highway safety. In reaching this view, they have applied great scrutiny 
of the proposed junction configurations/locations that have been raised as areas 
of safety concern within the public representations received. I consider that the 
scheme would improve road safety on the whole and am satisfied that the 
junction arrangements proposed have been sited and designed so as to be as 
safe as possible in light of the local contextual constraints – with clear visibility 
splays being provided for and speed limits proposed to be reduced where new 
agricultural access junctions are in relative proximity to the scheme roundabouts. 
It is noted that some highway access proposals are not as convenient as some 
landowners may desire. I am satisfied that the applicant has provided compelling 
reasons why the suggested alternative arrangements proffered (such as direct 
roundabout access to farms) do not provide an adequate factor of safety. 

8.35 As such I am satisfied that the proposed scheme prioritises and provides safe 
and suitable accesses for motor vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians and would 
ultimately have a positive impact in terms of road safety and therefore complies 
with the NPPF and Policy IP2 of the CDLP in this respect.

8.36 Whilst the majority of the CLSR will be constructed “off-line” outside of the 
existing highway network; there will be areas of overlap with existing roads and 



 

the existing highway network will be used by construction traffic. As such there 
will be negative transport and traffic effects during the construction phase 
(including potential cumulative effects with other projects). Within the ES the 
applicant outlines many reasonable steps they would take to minimise these 
impacts. In the event that planning permission is granted, planning conditions 
could secure the agreement and implementation of a construction phasing plan, 
construction traffic management plan, and appropriate arrangements for 
temporary construction compounds prior to the commencement of development 
in order to reduce the impact of the scheme on the condition and convenience of 
the local highway network as far as possible.

8.37 The design and performance of the proposed CSLR has been reviewed against 
all relevant national and adopted local planning policy related to highways 
matters and is deemed to be acceptable and compliant in respect of these.  I am 
also satisfied that all relevant interrelationships between the CSLR and SCGV 
have been considered, to the extent that these are known, and that no significant 
adverse cumulative effects are anticipated in association with these. In particular 
it would seem clear that the new highway infrastructure would provide positive 
operational safety benefits for motor vehicular traffic, cyclists and pedestrians on 
the new road itself and on the existing local highway network within and around 
Carlisle. There were no objections to the transportation and traffic case. Key local 
stakeholders including Cumbria Highways, Highways England, Cumbria Local 
Enterprise Partnership and Transport for the North view the achievement of the 
transport and traffic benefits of the CSLR as being of significant importance to 
addressing current and future road congestion and to improving the resilience of 
the highway network so as to better support socio-economic activity.

Landscape and Visual Impact

8.38 The CSLR will be approximately 12km north of the boundary of the Lake District 
National Park (LDNP); 5.7km south-east of the boundary of the Solway Coast 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and 10km west of the North 
Pennines AONB. In light of these distances and the intervening topography I 
consider that the CSLR scheme would not have any direct impact upon these 
protected landscapes (in terms of views toward or from them, their landscape 
character and in terms of their recreational roles). 

8.39 The applicant has carried out a detailed Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment (LVIA) of the proposed CSLR as part of the ES (see ES Vol.1 
Chapters 9 and 10 and the associated figures and appendices to these chapters 
held in ES Vols 2 and 3). In line with good practise, the applicant agreed the 
scope of the LVIA, including viewpoints to be used in the assessment of visual 
effects, with the County Council’s Development Control Team. I am satisfied that 
the LVIA follows and applies the agreed methodology and best practise - namely 
‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment’, Third Edition 2013 
produced by the Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Management 
and Assessment; DMRB guidance and associated Interim Advice Note 135/10; 
and the 2011 Cumbria Landscape Character Guidance and Toolkit (CLCGT). 

8.40 The LVIA provides a comprehensive description of the baseline conditions. In 
terms of landscape it is noted that the scheme falls within Natural England’s 
National Character Area Profile 6 - Solway Basin; and that it relates to the 
following character types set out in the CLCGT: Urban Area, Urban Fringe (5d); 
Lowland Ridge and Valley (5a) and Low Farmland (5b). The landscape baseline 
draws on these and provides a finer local grain landscape characterisation 



 

strongly indebted to the 2017 Landscape and Townscape Appraisal for SCGV 
and the 2018 SCGV Landscape Sensitivity Study for Durdar and Brisco. The 
LVIA delineates and defines ten landscape character areas (and assesses their 
degree of sensitivity to change) within the sphere of influence of the scheme. 
Working from west to east these are as follows:

Table 8a: Local Character Area Names and Sensitivity Levels
Character Area Description Sensitivity
Sub-Urban Carlisle: 1960s Residential Cul-De Sac Low
Carlisle Urban Fringe: Transport Corridor & Mixed Residential Low
Carlisle Urban Fringe: Lowland Ridge and Valley Transport Corridor Low
Gently Rolling Lowland Ridge, Valley Farmland & Industrial 

Cummersdale
Moderate

Caldew River Valley Green Corridor, Mill & Print Works Moderate
Carlisle Urban Fringe: Busy Linear Settlements, Racecourse & 

Irregular Field Patterns
Moderate

Agricultural Brisco and Historic Parkland Moderate
Elevated Burthwaite and Rolling Farmland Moderate
Petteril River Valley Green Wedge & Transport Corridor Moderate
Elevated Agricultural Carleton, Rolling Farmland & Transport Corridor Low

8.41 The visual baseline consists of written descriptions and photographs of the eight 
key viewpoints identified to provide representative views from affected areas. 
These viewpoints were selected with the assistance of zone of theoretical 
visibility mapping. All viewpoints are classed as being high sensitivity. Working 
from west to east the viewpoints are identified (and numbered) as follows:

 Morton (edge of suburb) [no.7]
 Cummersdale (edge of village) [no.1]
 River Caldew - Cumbria Way / National Cycle Network Route 7 (NCN7) [no.2]
 Durdar North [No.3]
 Durdar South [No.4]
 Carleton [No.6]
 Newbiggin Hall Cottages [No.8]
 River Petteril Public Footpath [No.5]

8.42 Landscape and visual effects during the construction phase include:

 the presence of construction compounds, large plant (including cranes), 
structures, lighting and construction traffic in rural areas (with associated 
loss of tranquillity); 

 broad corridors of earthwork activities (including exposed excavations; the 
creation of temporary soil and material mounds and formation of engineered 
slopes); 

 loss of vegetation including the removal of mature trees and hedgerows.

8.43 The key adverse effects of the completed and operational development on 
landscape character areas is the general increase in intrusion of urban and 
engineered features (bridges, lighting columns, large signage) within the rural, 
mainly agricultural landscapes and change to rectilinear field patterns (including 
loss of historic hedgerows). The key visual effects are the introduction of views of 
bridges and embankments in predominantly flat and open agricultural area (with 
this being most acute in the Caldew due to the size of the bridge and its eastern 

http://www.stcuthbertsgv.co.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Masterplan/Landscape%20and%20Townscape%20Appraisal%20for%20Carlisle%20South.pdf?ver=2018-01-22-164755-083
http://www.stcuthbertsgv.co.uk/GET-INVOLVED/News-and-Updates/ArticleID/29/Landscape-Sensitivity-Study-Brisco-and-Durdar


 

approach embankment/cutting); and additional night-time light (from traffic 
movements and street lighting).  

8.44 The applicant recounts that a series of mitigation workshops were undertaken as 
part of the design process in order to seek to minimise and mitigate the negative 
landscape and visual effects of the scheme. The applicant has produced 
mitigation plans (see ES Vol.2 Figures 17.1-17.3), a Landscape Strategy and 
Landscaping Plans to show and explain the mitigation measures proposed. 
Mitigation proposed includes placing elements of the route in cutting; provision of 
screening bunds; slackening of slopes to a 1:10 gradient; targeted woodland, 
hedgerow, tree and scrubland planting; an artwork strategy; directional lighting 
and sensitive bridge siting and design (including the use of local natural 
materials). The applicant sets out that landscape and visual impact 
considerations played a part in reaching the horizontal alignment of the route 
proposed.

8.45 The landscape and visual impact assessments were carried out for the base year 
(2020), the construction phase, operation Year 1 (2023) and operation year 15 
(2038). Operation year 15 facilitates the matured mitigatory landscape planting to 
be taken into account. The assessment of the residual landscape impact of the 
scheme during construction, in operation year 1 (Winter) and operation year 15 
(Summer) is set out below:

Table 8b: Significance of Effect of Residual Landscape Impacts 
Character Area Description Construction 

Phase
Operation 

Year 1 
(Winter)

Operation 
Year 15 

(Summer)
Sub-Urban Carlisle: 1960s Residential Cul-

De Sac
Neutral Neutral* Neutral*

Carlisle Urban Fringe: Transport Corridor & 
Mixed Residential

Moderate 
Adverse

Slight 
Adverse*

Slight 
Adverse*

Carlisle Urban Fringe: Lowland Ridge and 
Valley Transport Corridor

Moderate 
Adverse

Slight 
Adverse*

Slight 
Adverse*

Gently Rolling Lowland Ridge, Valley 
Farmland & Industrial Cummersdale

Large 
Adverse

Moderate 
Adverse

Slight 
Adverse

Caldew River Valley Green Corridor, Mill & 
Print Works

Very Large 
Adverse

Large 
Adverse

Slight 
Adverse

Carlisle Urban Fringe: Busy Linear 
Settlements, Racecourse & Irregular Field 
Patterns

Very Large 
Adverse

Large 
Adverse

Slight 
Adverse

Agricultural Brisco and historic parkland Large 
Adverse

Moderate 
Adverse

Slight 
Adverse

Elevated Burthwaite and Rolling Farmland Neutral Neutral* Neutral*
Petteril River Valley Green Wedge & 

Transport Corridor
Very Large 
Adverse

Large 
Adverse

Slight 
Adverse

Elevated Agricultural Carleton, Rolling 
Farmland & Transport Corridor

Neutral Neutral* Neutral*

*Character Areas assessed as not experiencing notable significant effects (moderate, large or 
very large) at Year 15 pre-mitigation were not reassessed for residual effects after mitigation. So, 
the effect cited in an italicised text with an asterisk in the above table are the pre-mitigation 
effects. Consequently, where the pre-mitigation effect is slight adverse, then the level of 
significance of residual effect may, or may not, be lesser.

8.46 The landscape impact assessment concludes that in the summer of the fifteenth 
year following the completion/opening of the scheme, the proposed mitigation will 



 

have reduced the significance of the worst landscape effects to ‘slight adverse’. A 
slight adverse landscape effect is ascribed the following typical descriptor:- 

 not quite fitting the character (including quality and value) of the landscape; 
 being at variance with characteristic features and elements; and 
 detracting from sense of place. 

As a point of comparison, the higher levels of significance of adverse landscape 
effects are ascribed as follows:

 conflict or result in considerable or complete variance with character; 
 adverse impact on characteristic features or elements or degrades or 

diminishes characteristic features or elements or results in their loss; 
 diminish, damage or result in the loss of the sense of place. 

8.47 The visual impact assessment concludes that the construction phase will, when 
looking at the scheme as a whole, have the greatest level of visual impact – with 
large adverse visual effects being experienced at the six closer to middle 
distance viewpoints. It acknowledges the loss of much of the existing vegetation 
but considers that the planting of a significant number of trees (with a 
replacement ratio of approximately 5:1 proposed) and new hedgerows will 
reduce the visual impact of the scheme over time as the vegetation establishes 
and matures. Consequently, as can be seen from table 8c, it assesses that the 
significance of effects on all viewpoints range from moderate adverse to large 
adverse in operation year 1; with the significance of effects reducing for all 
viewpoints by year 15 – with six of the viewpoints being slight adverse and the 
two river corridor viewpoints being moderate adverse.

Table 8c: Significance of Adverse Effects of Residual Visual Impacts 
Significant Adverse Residual Effect

Viewpoint Name (and No.) Construction 
Phase

Operation 
Year 1 

(Winter)

Operation 
Year 15 

(Summer)
Morton [no.7] Moderate Moderate Slight
Cummersdale [no.1] Large Moderate Slight
River Caldew - Cumbria Way / NCN7 [no.2] Large Large Moderate
Durdar North [No.3] Large Moderate Slight
Durdar South [No.4] Large Large Slight
Carleton [No.6] Slight Moderate Slight
Newbiggin Hall Cottages [No.8] Large Moderate Slight 
River Petteril Public Footpath [No.5] Large Large Moderate

8.48 To be clear in respect of the implications of the above findings, the below table 
sets out shortened summaries of the typical descriptors of the significance of 
effect categories: 

Table 8d: Summary of Typical Descriptors of Significance of Visual Effects 
Categories
Significance 
Category

Typical Descriptor of Effects

Neutral No perceptible change in view.
Slight Adverse The project would cause limited deterioration to a view.
Moderate Adverse The project would cause perceptible damage to a view.
Large Adverse The project would cause major deterioration to a view and 



 

would constitute a major discordant element in the view.
Very Large Adverse The project would result in the loss of views and would 

constitute a dominant discordant feature in the view.

8.49 It should be noted that in addition to the documents and plans already discussed, 
a number of elevations and section drawings and plans illustrating existing and 
proposed ground levels (including isopachytes) have also been submitted to aid 
with the assessment of the Landscape and Visual effects of the scheme. Having 
reviewed these plans and conducted site visits to the area, I am satisfied that the 
landscape and visual impact assessment provides for fair, transparent and 
reasonable professional judgements.  Having carefully reviewed all elements of 
the LVIA contained across volumes 1-3 of the ES and the above plans/drawings; 
I see no reason to differ from the conclusions of the LVIA. 

8.50 CDLP policy GI1 sets out that “all landscapes are valued for their intrinsic 
character and will be protected from excessive, harmful or inappropriate 
development, particularly those areas less able to accommodate significant 
change”. It continues to set out that proposals for development will be assessed 
against the criteria presented within the CLCGT with regard to a particular 
Landscape Character Area’s key characteristics, local distinctiveness and 
capacity for change; and that the features described within the CLCGT should be 
reflected in the design of proposals. To that effect Policy GI6 seeks proposals to 
provide for the protection and integration of existing trees and hedges where they 
contribute positively to a locality, and/or are of specific natural or historic value. 
Policy SP6 of the CDLP requires proposals to respect local landscape character. 
Policy SP8 seeks proposals to protect and take opportunities to enhance 
relationships between green and blue infrastructure. Policy DNP–E 1 of the 
Dalston Parish Neighbourhood Plan sets out that development proposals in the 
parish should respect its landscape, rural character and green spaces amongst 
other items. It continues that proposals that would detrimentally affect these 
environmental features will not be supported. Paragraph 170 of the NPPF 
requires the planning system to protect and enhance valued landscapes while 
paragraph 127 sets out that planning decisions should ensure developments are 
sympathetic to local character and landscape setting. In essence, as the 
proposal relates to an infrastructure need which cannot be sited with lesser 
impact elsewhere, the proposal would be compliant with policy provided it can be 
demonstrated that it is sited to minimise environmental impacts and meet with 
high standards of design. 

8.51 In terms of CDLP Policy GI1, I am satisfied that the application demonstrates that 
the proposal has adopted an inclusive approach to landscape value and that the 
scheme avoids as far as is practicable areas less able to accommodate 
significant change, with the east-west route being sited on the nearest available 
lower ground or broader more open flatter areas wherever possible (such as 
south of Cummersdale and Durdar). I am satisfied that the proposal has been 
assessed in line with the criteria presented in the CLCGT in terms of establishing 
and assessing impact on key characteristics and local distinctiveness of the 
landscape and capacity for change. Furthermore, I am content that the 
application documents clearly set out how the character of the landscape has 
been taken into account in the development of the design of the proposal and its 
package of landscaping mitigation. I note that the application proposal provides 
for distinctive and legible placemaking around roundabouts and that much of the 
planting proposed reflects existing patterns and species of trees and hedgerows 
found along different areas of the scheme. In this latter respect the proposal 



 

reflects the context of different landscape character areas in line with Policy GI1 
and also meets the requirements of Policy GI6 in respect of landscaping and 
replanting. I also welcome the proposed use of red sandstone to clad the 
substructure of many of the bridges and for feature walls so as to ensure the 
scheme design responds to the local vernacular.

8.52 I consider the River Caldew corridor to be the most sensitive landscape area and 
viewpoint along the route and that the impact of the scheme will be greatest here 
with the introduction of a very large-scale urban road bridge structure through an 
open and relatively tranquil and undeveloped part of the valley. Whilst it is noted 
that the nearby Cumbria Coast railway line and cycling infrastructure do slightly 
lessen the sense of tranquillity, activity associated with them is relatively 
infrequent. As such the LVIA judges the Caldew River Valley to be the most 
tranquil landscape of the study area. The movement, noise and light from traffic 
would result in a substantial loss of tranquillity. The bridge would dominate views 
while the eastern embankment would restrict some of the characteristic 
openness of the valley floor. I agree with the EIA that without mitigation the 
scheme would have a large adverse impact on this area. I note that the bridge 
was increased to a three span structure early within design process (i.e. prior to 
the submission of the planning application) so as to attempt to maintain the 
openness of the area. I also observe that the bridge has been designed to be 
slender in form so as to visually recede into the landscape and that red 
sandstone is proposed to be applied to its piers so as to improve its visual 
appearance with a locally distinctive material. The western edge of the eastern 
embankment is relatively gently tapered (rather than deploying a retaining wall 
and/or severe gradient embankment) and is proposed to be planted with 
broadleaved woodland which would soften this engineered embankment and 
help it to appear better integrated in the landscape once it establishes and 
matures. The scrub planting proposed to the western embankment and planting 
proposed to the embankment edges of balancing ponds C & D would have 
similar effects. These mitigation measures would serve to slightly reduce the 
adverse impact overtime and I agree with the LVIA that the residual effect for 
both landscape and visual considerations in the river corridor would likely be a 
moderate adverse significant impact by 2038. I consider the mitigation proposed 
to be comprehensive and do not believe that there is scope for any further 
mitigation to be provided to the proposed scheme design that could reduce the 
impact further. 

8.53 Policy DNP–E 1 of the Dalston Parish Neighbourhood Plan only applies to the 
parts of the scheme within the Parish. The only physical element of the scheme 
within the parish is a small slither of the Caldew Bridge. I am satisfied that the 
mitigation set out above demonstrates that the proposal seeks to respect the 
landscape and rural character. However, it is considered that the proposal 
inevitably conflicts with the second limb of the policy as it would detrimentally 
affect these environmental features.  

8.54 One representee objected to the landscape and visual impact of the proposed 
Durdar Road Overbridge, while a number of representees raised concerns in 
respect of the landscape and visual impact of the CSLR alignment/height around 
the Newbiggin Hall area. 

8.55 In respect of the proposed Durdar Road overbridge, the applicant sets out that it 
would not be practicable to provide an underpass instead in this location due to 
the combination of existing ground levels, ground conditions, groundwater levels 



 

and the vertical alignment design requirements of the proposed main east-west 
carriageway. The only other alternative to a bridge arrangement is therefore a 
further roundabout arrangement – which would in itself have a visual impact in 
light of its size. Furthermore, in light of the scheme’s commitment to 
cycling/pedestrian access avoiding at grade crossings on the busier arterial 
routes, any such roundabout would still likely be accompanied by an overbridge. 
It is noted that the bridge arrangement confers benefits in terms of traffic flows 
and that the curved alignment leading to it is provided so as to slow traffic and 
also facilitate Durdar Road to be kept open during the construction phase. The 
ES recognises that the bridge and associated embankments will have an 
adverse landscape effect due to the proposed new curved road alignment not 
fitting the typical linear grid pattern of the rural road network and the elevated 
nature of the bridge and engineered embankments in this relatively flat area of 
landscape. It is noted that curves do appear in the alignment of the road network 
on (and around) the nearby Buckabank Road, so this would not be an entirely 
exceptional feature. It is also noted that the placing of the CLSR within slight 
cutting reduces the height of the overbridge slightly and that the bridge has been 
sensitively designed to be slender and utilise sandstone facing to its lower 
elements. Furthermore, the gradients of embankments have been slackened so 
as to reduce the abruptness of their presence in this open and relative flat area. 
This in conjunction with hedgerow planting on the approaches seeks to keep the 
road corridor as a narrow feature. The proposed native shrub planting to the 
embankments would also soften its presence slightly. Despite these mitigation 
measures it is acknowledged that this bridge crossing will have an adverse visual 
and landscape impact. Whilst the siting of the bridge on the existing alignment of 
Durdar Road, as suggested by the representee, would be more in keeping with 
the landscape character, I do not believe that this would serve to reduce the level 
of visual impact upon the landscape of the presence of the over bridge and its 
embankments. 

8.56 In respect of the CSLR alignment north of the Newbiggin Hall hamlet area and 
suggestions that the existing WCML bridge could be used, the applicant sets out 
that the existing bridge over the WCML does not provide sufficient space for 
three traffic lanes and the multi-user path. The existing WCML bridge has a clear 
width of approximately 13.5m. As such it has sufficient space to accommodate 
three lanes of traffic, but not an appropriately separated and sized multi-use path. 
Furthermore, the applicant sets out that the existing bridge is not to the 
appropriate geometric alignment (either vertically or horizontally) for the 
classification of road proposed and would therefore not provide the high-quality 
transport corridor the project is aiming to achieve.  

8.57 Siting the CSLR to the north of Newbiggin Road reduces the landscape and 
visual impact of the CSLR route from the hamlet of Newbiggin and other publicly 
accessible viewpoints by increasing the distance between them. The need to 
cross both the Petteril and WCML at certain clearances combined with highway 
geometry safety requirements and the lower ground levels to the north of 
Newbiggin Road (where land falls to the north-east) has limited the options 
available to the applicant in this area. Consequently, the proposed bridge and 
embankment would be set approximately 2m higher than the existing Newbiggin 
Road. However, it is noted that Newbiggin Road is in slight cutting and is again 
emphasised that the CSLR would also be further away from Newbiggin Hamlet 
than Newbiggin Road, being at least 40m further away from the nearest property.  
It is proposed to plant new hedgerows with trees to the south of Newbiggin Road 
and to the top of the embankment and a small copse of native woodland to the 



 

south-east of the proposed bridge so as to limit the visual impact of the road on 
Newbiggin hamlet where the route runs in closest proximity to the hamlet. It is 
considered that the proposed hedgerow and tree planting south of Newbiggin 
Road, as it is outside of the scheme’s construction footprint could be delivered 
ahead of development commencing so as to realise the visual and landscape 
benefit this would provide at the earliest possible opportunity. A condition is 
proposed requiring this possibility to be examined. It is noted that the new bridge 
over the WCML would be virtually adjacent to the existing bridge and would be 
viewed in this context. In terms of more middle-distance elements of the CSLR 
from Newbiggin Hamlet. I am satisfied that the proposed woodland planting 
around Ponds F & G, embankments and Brisco Road Roundabout would be 
substantial, and that once established it would greatly reduce the landscape and 
visual impact of the scheme in this area.

8.58 It is also noted that Policy GI1 of the CDLP sets out that landscapes valued for 
their intrinsically dark skies, will be protected from the adverse impact of artificial 
light pollution and that paragraph 180 of the NPPF sets out that planning 
decisions should limit the impact of light pollution from artificial light on local 
amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation. The LVIA 
includes consideration of the impact of lighting within the scheme and includes a 
ZTV of lighting at night. It is noted that no lighting is proposed to be installed 
between the proposed Durdar and Cummersdale roundabouts so as to help 
protect the dark sky environment and reduce the visual and landscape impact 
within the most undeveloped areas of the scheme.

8.59 Any southern link road scheme would inevitably have significant adverse visual 
and landscape impacts along much of the route. I consider the proposed route 
has been sensitively aligned with reducing the scheme’s landscape and visual 
impact in mind. I am satisfied that the application maximises opportunities to 
integrate the route into the surrounding landscape and reduce its visual impacts 
through embedded and additional mitigation measures. In light of these 
conclusions, I find the proposal to be compliant with paragraphs 127 and 170 of 
the NPPF and policies SP6, SP8 and GI1 of the CDLP and policy. The conflict 
with policy DNP–E 1 of the Dalston Parish Neighbourhood Plan is duly noted and 
will be addressed in the final planning balance.

8.60 I consider that the landscape and visual impact mitigation measures are essential 
to reducing the level of such impacts to a more acceptable threshold over time. 
Therefore, a condition is proposed to secure their implementation and effective 
realisation. 

Flood Risk: Would the proposed development increase flood risk?

8.61 Parts of the scheme interface with a number of watercourses (and their flood 
plains) and as such has the potential to displace flood waters and increase flood 
levels around crossing points and further downstream. The proposal would affect 
the principle watercourses of the Caldew and Petteril (which are both designated 
as main rivers); a number of their minor tributaries upstream of Carlisle (including 
Cammock Beck and Calflins Beck to the east and Fairy Beck to the west) and 
several field drains/ditches. Of the tributaries affected only Fairy Beck (which 
flows in a north-easterly direction via Newby West and to the south of Morton into 
the Caldew) is classed as a main river by the Environment Agency. Parts of the 
scheme inevitably take place within Fluvial Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3 for these 
main rivers, although the majority of the scheme is outside of these flood risk 
zones. The scheme involves the creation of new impermeably surfaced highway 



 

infrastructure which would increase the rate and (by reducing ground infiltration 
in its footprint) volume of surface water run-off (and could thereby increase flows 
into watercourse). Reprofiling of land and creation of embankments and cuttings 
also poses potential flood risks associated with potential disturbance of perched 
water tables (groundwater) and altered surface water flows. Environment Agency 
modelling suggests some parts of the route corridor may be susceptible to 
surface water flooding based on the current topography. The proposed 
development could increase the risk of fluvial flooding by altering river channel 
capacity or increasing surface water run-off into these watercourses.

8.62 Paragraph 155 of the NPPF seeks to avoid inappropriate development in areas 
at risk of flooding; but continues to set out that “where development is necessary 
in such areas, the development should be made safe for its lifetime without 
increasing flood risk elsewhere”.  Paragraph 159 of the NPPF directs that the 
flood risk vulnerability classification of development set out in the PPG should be 
taken into account. The PPG classes proposals such as the CSLR as “Essential 
Infrastructure”. The PPG sets out that where essential infrastructure has to be 
located in the functional flood plain that the proposal must first pass the 
“Exception Test” and should be designed and constructed to remain operational 
and safe in times of flood; result in no net loss of floodplain storage; and not 
impede water flows or increase flood risk elsewhere. Paragraph 163 of the NPPF 
emphasises that planning decisions should ensure that flood risk is not increased 
elsewhere. It continues that developments should only be allowed in areas of 
flood risk where it can be demonstrated that they meet various criteria, including: 
being made appropriately flood resistant and resilient; incorporating sustainable 
drainage systems (SUDs); and safely managing any residual risk. Paragraph 165 
sets out that major development should employ SUDs; have appropriate 
proposed minimum operational standards; have maintenance arrangements in 
place to ensure an acceptable standard of operation for the lifetime of the 
development; and that they should provide multifunctional benefits.  

8.63 Policy CC4 of the CDLP addresses flood risk and development and seeks “to 
ensure that new development does not result in unacceptable flood risk or 
drainage problems.” It sets out that Flood Risk Assessments (FRAs) should 
establish a number of matters including the level of risk to a development from 
flooding (including taking into account the increased risk associated with climate 
change); whether a proposal will increase flood risk elsewhere or interfere with 
flood flow paths; how access and egress can reasonably be maintained at times 
of flood risk; and that adequate floodplain storage capacity can be provided. 
Policy CC5 seeks proposals to prioritise the use of SUDs and directs that surface 
water should be managed/discharged as far up the drainage hierarchy as site 
specific conditions allow. It requires a drainage strategy to be provided that 
includes hydraulic design details and calculations and details of proposed regime 
for the maintenance and management of SUDs.

8.64 Carlisle is located downstream of the CSLR. The 2011 Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment for Carlisle highlights that the primary source of flood risk in the city 
is fluvial flooding from the Rivers Eden, Petteril and Caldew, both independently 
and, in wider flood events, concurrently. A number of severe fluvial flood events 
have occurred within central Carlisle over the last fifteen years (most notably in 
2005, 2009 and 2015) as a result of intense sustained rainfall across the three 
river catchments. These events have centred upon the River Eden, but flooding 
has also occurred on the lower reaches of the Caldew (around Denton Holme) 
and Petteril – mainly in proximity to their confluences with the River Eden. It is 



 

also noted that there was a notable storm event in June 2012 which occurred 
primarily within the river Caldew catchment but during which the Caldew 
remained within its channel and there was minimal flooding. Reports on recent 
flood events posit that this may have been partly due to the lower levels in the 
River Eden and also due to the flood defence scheme along the Caldew 
(covering Denton Holme, Caldewgate and Willowholme). It is noted that the 
upper stretches of the Eden are the largest watershed and that peak flows on the 
Caldew precede peak flows on the Petteril and Eden. 

8.65 The applicant has submitted a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and Drainage 
Impact Assessment (DIA) in support of their application. The FRA is underpinned 
by geomorphological impact assessments and detailed updated hydraulic flood 
modelling of the two principle main rivers. The DIA proposes a SUDs based 
surface water drainage strategy for the new highway infrastructure that 
comprises of a series of filter drains/swales linked to balancing ponds which 
ultimately discharge to the river network. Modelling has been used to identify the 
existing levels of flood risk without the scheme and anticipated level of flood risk 
with the scheme in place for a range of sized flood events. These events are 
referred to by their annual exceedance probability (AEP). The AEP describes the 
likelihood of a specified flow rate (or volume of water with specified duration) 
being exceeded in a given year. The following table sets out the key AEPs 
modelled (and their annual recurrence interval):

Table 8e: Probabilities of Exceedance – Event Description
AEP (as percent) AEP (as probability) Annual Recurrence interval (ARI)

2% 0.02  1 in 50 year
1% 0.01  1 in 100 year

0.1% 0.001  1 in 1,000 year

8.66 Both the flood modelling and DIA also apply the upper end climate change 
scenario (i.e. +40% peak rainfall intensity for surface water drainage and +60% 
peak river flow) to the 1% AEP scenario. It is also noted that the DIA makes a 
worst-case scenario assumption that the existing land condition is effectively 
30% impermeable. As such a strong degree of resilience is incorporated into the 
proposed system. 

8.67 In terms of the principal rivers, I note that the Environment Agency has 
thoroughly interrogated the fluvial flood modelling work undertaken by the 
applicant’s agent in relation to this proposal throughout its evolution and that they 
are satisfied that the modelling is robust and credible. Similarly, the LLFA are 
content with the drainage strategy and broad level hydraulic design details 
underpinning it. 

Sequential Test 

8.68 The applicant sets out in the FRA that they have applied the sequential test to 
steer the CSLR route to areas with the lowest probability of flooding. They 
highlight that all the options available included similar fluvial flood risk effects as 
they all required main river crossings; but that the alternative “orange” route 
alignment directly crossed areas of known high surface water flood risk to its 
eastern side. Consequently, they set out that the proposed “green” CSLR route 
alignment brought forward was sequentially preferable in flood risk terms. 

Exception Test 



 

8.69 Paragraph 160 of the NPPF establishes that the application of the Exception Test 
should be informed by an FRA and that for it to be passed it should be 
demonstrated that the proposal would provide wider sustainability benefits to the 
community that outweigh the flood risk and be safe for its lifetime taking account 
of the vulnerability of its users, without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and, 
where possible, will reduce flood risk overall. In respect of the first limb of the 
exception test, I am satisfied that the proposal provides for wider social, 
economic and environmental benefits (with the latter being realised through 
mitigation and enhancement measures) that outweigh the flood risk. In terms of 
the first and second part of the second limb of the test, I am satisfied that the 
vertical alignment of the CSLR and the structural design of the river bridges 
(abutments/piers) proposed take into account flood risk (including the 
vulnerability of the routes’ users) to ensure that the proposed development is 
safe for its lifetime. The next part of the second limb requires the proposal to not 
increase flood risk elsewhere. This will be looked at in terms of the Caldew, 
Petteril, Fairy Beck and the scheme’s drainage proposals. 

The River Caldew

8.70 The river Caldew rises from the Skiddaw fells (the highest topography watershed 
region in the River Eden catchment) and drains an approximately 250km2 
catchment which is predominantly agricultural with small areas of woodland and 
pockets of urbanisation.  Between the urban footprints of Dalston and Carlisle the 
Caldew is highly active with ongoing geomorphological processes resulting in 
gross river channel change (with re-meandering, bank erosion, and upstream 
bend migration taking place) and significant, mobile in-channel formations with 
the establishment of mature vegetation communities within floodplain scars left 
by gross channel adjustment. Between the urban footprints of these settlements 
a wide floodplain of 300-400m is present throughout much of the length of the 
river. The floodplain is currently largely used for grazing and winter feed. Storm 
Desmond was the second largest flood flow on the Caldew since records began, 
with the largest and third largest also occurring within the twenty-first century. 
These flood event flows are all understood to have been just below the 1% AEP 
(1in100yr return period). Scheme elements in potential interaction with water 
environment of the Caldew include the Caldew Bridge (and more specifically its 
eastern road embankment approach and its central and eastern piers) as well as 
two balancing ponds (and their outfalls).  

8.71 The applicant sets out that the design of the bridge over the River Caldew has 
been undertaken in conjunction with the refinement of the flood risk modelling. 
Thus, over the course of design development (prior to the submission of this 
application) the proposed bridge was increased from two-spans to a three span 
bridge and its span lengths increased so as to minimise its impact on flood flows. 
Furthermore, its proposed piers were micro-sited to avoid the current main 
channel of the river and have been specified to be of tapered design (so as to 
help minimise displacement potential). 

8.72 For a 2% AEP event the flood model suggests that the scheme would result in an 
increase in flood levels at peak stage (above the without bridge baseline) by 2cm 
100m upstream of Caldew bridge and by 1cm 184m upstream of it. 

8.73 For a 1% AEP event the only difference is that the flood level at the bridge itself 
would increase by 2cm above levels modelled without the bridge present.  

8.74 For a 0.1% AEP event the model indicates that the bridge would result in an 



 

increase in levels of 4-6cm upstream and a decrease in levels downstream by 
1cm.  

8.75 For a 1% AEP (plus 60% climate change allowance) event the model indicates 
that the bridge would result in an 8cm-11cm change in flood levels upstream, a 
6cm change at the bridge, and a decrease in levels downstream by 1-2cm.  

8.76 For all the above events, the bridge would result in no discernible change in flood 
extent from the no-scheme baseline scenario. It is noted that the twenty-first 
century flood events on the Caldew were all just below 1% AEP (1in100yr return 
period), so the scenarios beyond this are beyond current known precedent. 
Accordingly, the applicant considers the impact of the bridge upon flood risk to be 
negligible. The applicant explains that floodplain compensation areas were 
considered but in light of the modelling results and concerns that provision of 
flood compensation at this location on the Caldew may exacerbate flooding in 
Carlisle, as the peak flood waters on the Caldew would be delayed, potentially 
overlapping with peak flows on the Petteril and Eden rivers; this was not 
progressed. In respect of flood compensation storage, the Environment Agency 
(EA) consultation response explains that “providing upstream flood storage on 
the River Caldew as part of the scheme was raised as a concept during the initial 
development of the CSLR scheme but the proposed Caldew bridge location of 
the CSLR was not considered to be a suitable location for this”. The EA are 
satisfied that the hydraulic fluvial flood modelling is robust and that this indicates 
a very minimal impact on flood levels at the Caldew. Furthermore, they note that 
potential flood impacts are mitigated within the design of the bridge crossing 
within the constraints of the sensitivity of the local habitat. In light of this, the EA 
report that they are satisfied that the proposal would not exacerbate flood risk on 
the Caldew.  As such I am satisfied that on the Caldew the proposed scheme 
would result in a negligible increase in flood-risk at and upstream of the structure 
and would not increase flood risk downstream.

The River Petteril

8.77 The Petteril is a lowland river that rises near Penruddock and Greystoke and 
drains a catchment of approximately 160km2. The Petteril sub-watershed 
experiences the lowest rainfall totals of all the sub-watersheds within the River 
Eden catchment. Within the sphere of influence of the scheme the river has a 
relatively narrow floodplain comprised predominantly of improved pasture.

8.78 A slightly higher degree of change in peak flood level height as a result of the 
scheme is predicted on the Petteril by the flood model as compared to those on 
the Caldew.  

8.79 For a 2% AEP event the flood model suggests that the scheme would result in an 
increase in peak flood levels (as compared to the without bridge baseline) by 
4cm 111m upstream of the Petteril bridge and by 1cm 192m upstream of it. At 
the bridge it indicates that flood levels would be reduced by 2cm, while levels 
99m downstream would be reduced by 1cm. 

8.80 For a 1% AEP event levels upstream would once again stand at 4cm above 
baseline at 111m upstream and 1cm above baseline at 192m upstream. At the 
bridge levels are anticipated to be 1cm above the baseline. At the modelled point 
99m downstream of the bridge peak flood levels are anticipated to be 1cm below 
the baseline level. 



 

8.81 For a 0.1% AEP event the model indicates that the Petteril bridge could result in 
a 14cm increase in levels of peak flows circa 111m upstream of the bridge and a 
5cm increase 192m upstream. At the bridge peak levels are modelled to be 8cm 
above baseline levels. A 6cm reduction in peak baseline levels is predicted circa 
99m downstream. 

8.82 For a 1% AEP (plus 60% climate change allowance) event the model indicates 
that the proposed new Petteril bridge could result in a 16cm increase in depth of 
peak flows circa 111m upstream of the bridge and a 5cm increase 192m 
upstream. At the bridge peak levels are modelled to be 7cm above baseline 
levels. An 8cm reduction in peak baseline levels is predicted circa 99m 
downstream. 

8.83 For all the above AEP scenarios no changes in peak stages between the 
baseline and proposed scheme scenario are modelled to occur 199m 
downstream of the proposed new Petteril Bridge. Consequently, I am satisfied 
that the modelling demonstrates that the proposed bridge will have no adverse 
impact on flood risk downstream of the bridge. 

8.84 Across all the above AEP scenarios there is no notable increase in extent of 
flooding around the proposed Petteril Bridge with the scheme in place as 
compared to the baseline no scheme scenarios. The only slight changes occur to 
the upstream side of the proposed new Petteril bridge where the flood envelope 
shifts slightly to reflect the presence of Pond H, with minor shifts occurring to the 
north-east and south-east of said pond. It is noted that the area of land 
immediately around Pond H and to its north and east is proposed to be retained 
for nature conservation. 

8.85 The modelling suggests that land that currently floods alongside the Petteril in 
proximity to the proposed scheme may be inundated by fractionally deeper water 
at points upstream of the new bridge during the peak of events with an AEP of 
10% (1 in 10year) or lesser probability/frequency. For a 1% AEP (1 in 100 year) 
event such levels would be no greater than 5cm higher than without the 
development.  

8.86 It is noted that the agricultural underpass access beneath the proposed Petteril 
Bridge is proposed to have a low-level concrete wall plinth set which would be 
set at 39.77m AOD beneath the bridge. The applicant specifies that the 
underpass was initially designed to provide a minimum of 20% AEP (1 in 5 year) 
level of protection, however the latest iteration of the hydraulic modelling 
suggests that the design would protect against notably higher magnitude of storm 
event such as a 2% AEP (1 in 50 year) event.

8.87 In light of the above paragraphs, the flood risk impact on agricultural land in 
proximity to the proposed Petteril bridge is considered to be de minimis. 

Fairy Beck

8.88 Fairy Beck is a small tributary to the Caldew that flows in a north-easterly 
direction. It is currently extensively modified and culverted in a number of places 
– including underneath the current Newby West roundabout where it has long 
straight culverted sections and two 90-degree bends. Fairy Beck is proposed to 
be re-diverted from its current straight diagonal course underneath the Newby 
West Roundabout so that it instead runs under the A595 south of the Newby 
West Roundabout, then runs 200m to the east (incorporating a meander) prior to 



 

running under the CSLR, briefly emerging into daylight again before heading 
underneath Peter Lane. The daylighting, naturalising and slight lengthening of 
the course Fairy Beck would improve natural geomorphological processes. The 
proposed alignment and arrangement would provide a less constrained route 
with no sharp bends and shorter culverted sections and reduce potential for 
blockages or siltation due to shorter, larger and straight culverts. It would also 
increase the water storage capacity in the open channel areas. As such I 
consider that the proposed works would serve to help reduce flood risk on this 
designated main river.

8.89 It is also noted that it is proposed to divert an unnamed tributary to Fairy Beck 
and that it is proposed that the diverted/regraded sections of open channel would 
be much deeper and wider in order to incorporate the outfall pipe from Pond B 
and provide additional storage capacity within the channel and reduce flood risk 
on this tributary.

8.90 The Environment Agency report that they are satisfied that the applicant has 
adequately demonstrated that the Fairy Beck catchment and tributary of the 
Caldew would not pick-up additional drainage from outside its natural catchment 
area. It is considered that it is not proportionate for this scheme to address the 
wider concerns that the Environment Agency raise in respect of wider 
development pressure on the Fairy Beck catchment.  

Surface Water Drainage
8.91 The surface water drainage strategy contained within the Drainage Impact 

Assessment (DIA) applies the drainage discharge hierarchy. It sets out that site 
observations during ground investigation works suggest that the ground is 
generally impermeable but that there is evidence of increased permeability 
adjacent to the rivers. Based on this the DIA assumes that discharge to ground 
will not be viable but sets out that this will be revisited at the detailed design 
stage when detailed Ground Investigation results will be available. Consequently, 
the scheme proposes to discharge to watercourses (i.e. the next level down in 
the hierarchy from discharge to ground). The DIA calculates that approximately 
60% of the route area currently drains, directly or indirectly, to the River Caldew 
while the rest drains to the Petteril. The DIA sets out that as a result of the 
proposed drainage scheme that 68% of the route will drain to the Caldew and 
32% to the Petteril. This equates to 660m (8%) of the overall length switching 
from the River Petteril to the River Caldew. The DIA explains that to compensate 
for the additional area discharging to the River Caldew the drainage scheme has 
been designed to restrict the proposed drainage to the Caldew to the greenfield 
runoff rate for the existing catchment area extent (i.e. a more conservative run-off 
rate has been utilised).  Therefore, whilst the overall area draining to the Caldew 
will increase the discharge rate will remain unchanged. The DIA sets out that the 
proposed drainage has been designed to attenuate/restrict discharges to the 1 
year greenfield runoff rates for the 1 year storm event and Qbar (peak rate of 
flow from a catchment for the mean annual flood - a return period of 
approximately 1:2.3 years) for the 1 in 30 and 1 in 100 year storm events (the 
latter incorporating a 40% climate change multiplier) in order to address flow rate 
and discharge volume requirements.

8.92 In line with policy CC5 and paragraph 165 of the NPPF a sustainable urban 
drainage system (SUDS) is proposed to manage rainfall. The SUDS proposed 
comprises swales and balancing ponds designed in accordance with the latest 
best practise guidance. The DIA sets out that pond locations were largely 



 

determined by a combination of the following factors: 

a) existing and proposed topography – particularly ground level relative to road 
alignment and watercourse; 

b) Road alignment (location of low points constrains location of pipework to 
ponds) and Bridge extents (where applicable); 

c) Highway drainage invert levels (constrains pond inlet level – i.e. pipe from 
road to pond); 

d) Watercourse location and level (constrains pond outlet level (i.e. pipe from 
pond to watercourse) and 

e) Environment Agency flood zone boundaries. 

8.93 A landowner objects to the siting of Pond B. The applicant sets out that they have 
investigated alternative locations to site this but that the alternatives are not 
technically feasible as gravity outfalls from alternative pond sitings to the existing 
watercourse levels cannot be achieved. The applicant also considers that the 
proposed siting and design of Pond B has greater recreational and amenity 
benefit being sheltered by bunds from the new road and with convenient access 
from properties (existing and proposed) north of Peter Lane. In light of the 
technical constraints and recreational benefits proposed the siting of the pond is 
accepted and supported.

8.94 Subject to the above catchment specific issues the DIA explains that each pond 
has been designed to receive flows from the highway drainage, provide sufficient 
temporary and permanent water volumes and have an outfall pipe which 
discharges to the receiving watercourse.  Where existing land drainage is 
intercepted the drainage strategy sets out that the preferred solution will be to 
reconnect it to its existing outfall. Where this cannot be readily achieved the 
secondary preferred option would be to divert it to a nearby ditch or watercourse.  
The DIA explains that it is not intended that any private land drainage would be 
connected to the proposed highway drainage system however this may be 
necessary in some localised areas (subject to highway authority approval).  

8.95 The SUDs have been designed to accommodate a 1in100year +40% climate 
change multiplier storm event. In accordance with the SuDS manual, a freeboard 
depth of at least 30cm has also been provided above the 1in100year plus climate 
change level at all ponds. All ponds are also designed to incorporate two 
overflows to manage exceedance and/or blockage:- one within the flow control 
chamber discharging to the downstream pipework and the other at the rim of the 
pond discharging overland to the nearest watercourse as existing topography 
allows. 

8.96 The Environment Agency note that the outline drainage design has been 
developed in line with industry standards and up-to-date guidance. Despite this 
they flag that they have residual strategic concerns with the future urbanisation of 
these catchments and the proposed switch in catchment of 660m (8%) of the 
overall length of the proposed route from the Petteril to the Caldew. However, in 
this latter aspect they acknowledge that the additional area discharging to the 
River Caldew would be constrained to the greenfield runoff rate calculated for the 
existing smaller catchment limit.

8.97 The County Council’s Local Flood Risk Management Team are satisfied that the 
proposed drainage scheme is hydraulically achievable and that it has been 
designed to adequately take into account climate change. As such I consider that 



 

the SUDs proposed would not increase flood risk on surrounding land. 
Conditions are proposed to require submission and agreement of the detailed 
drainage design and proposed maintenance and management regime prior to the 
commencement of development to ensure that is the case. It is also recognised 
that a clear drainage strategy and implementation plan will be required for the 
construction phase. A pre-commencement condition is proposed to secure this 
so as to ensure flood risks are managed during the construction phase.

8.98 In light of the above analysis, I am satisfied that the proposed development as a 
whole is unlikely to increase flood risk elsewhere and that the proposed highway 
drainage design’s use of swales with filter drains and balancing ponds provides 
more space to accommodate water and as such is likely to contribute to reducing 
flood risk overall. As such I consider that the proposed development passes the 
Exception Test set out Paragraph 160 of the NPPF. 

Land-Use Change - Impact on Agriculture: Does the proposed scheme 
route and design have an unacceptable impact on agricultural land and 
enterprises? 

8.99 The majority of the proposed scheme crosses agricultural land. Most of this is 
primarily managed as grass for livestock grazing, although there are some areas 
which are used for cereal and fodder maize/beat production. The submitted ES 
(see Vol.1 Chapter 11 and the associated figures and appendices associated 
with this chapter held in Vols. 2 and 3) provides an assessment of the effects of 
the scheme on agricultural land and businesses by looking at Agricultural Land 
Classification (ALC) grade, the extent of land take and the likely effects of 
severance on individual farm businesses (of a qualifying size threshold) and their 
future economic viability. Before reviewing the aforementioned aspects, it is 
considered prudent to foreground the inescapability of impacts and to briefly 
summarise/review the local and national planning policy context of relevant to 
these aspects.

8.100 Any scheme for a link road south of the existing Carlisle urban area footprint 
would inevitably result in the unavoidable loss and severance of agricultural land 
and disruption to farming enterprises. It should also be noted that for new road 
schemes the land take is greatest during the construction phase. Indeed, the 
large red line planning application area for this proposal is driven by the space 
requirements of the construction phase and the location of utility infrastructures 
that necessitate diversion.

8.101 The foreword to the CDLP recognises that the district has an abundance of 
lowland farmland supporting agricultural and other rural businesses. The CDLP 
continues to recognise that the area has an important agricultural economy and 
its vision seeks to achieve a situation whereby continued innovation and 
development within agriculture has acted to ensure farming remains 
economically vibrant in 2030. The CDLP sets out that productive landscapes fall 
under then definition of Green Infrastructure employed in Policy SP8 and that 
these landscapes, which help drive the rural economy through forestry, 
agriculture and tourism, will be protected from inappropriate development 
through this policy. Given the CSLR scheme’s close alignment to strategic 
planning policy, established in the first section of this assessment, the proposal is 
not considered to represent inappropriate development.

8.102 Paragraph 170 of the NPPF requires planning decisions to contribute to and 
enhance the natural local environment by recognising, amongst other things, the 



 

wider benefits from natural capital – including the economic and other benefits of 
the ‘Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural land. The NPPF glossary defines 
BMV agricultural land as “land in Grades 1, 2 and 3a of the Agricultural Land 
Classification”. 

8.103 The submitted ES sets out that within the scheme study area of 440.09ha; 
66.19ha (15.04%) of land was identified as being BMV agricultural land. This 
comprises of 19.83ha of Grade 2 land (4.51%) and 46.36ha of Grade 3a land 
(10.53%). 

8.104 The proposed scheme will result in a total permanent residual landtake of 
64.06ha of which 16.57ha of BMV land would be lost (3.87ha of Grade 2 and 
12.7ha of Grade 3a). The applicant sets out that they have attempted to avoid 
the loss of BMV land wherever possible through the scheme alignment and 
design. In view of the distribution and extent of BMV land to the south of Carlisle; 
and recognised technical constraints relating to safe highway design and 
drainage; it is my view that it would not have been reasonably possible to avoid 
this BMV land to secure the necessary improvements to the highway network 
required to meet strategic planning policy objectives. The ES concludes that the 
loss of BMV land/soils is not significant on a national scale but would be 
significant within the context of Cumbria. The applicant sets out that to try and 
reduce the amount of land lost by the scheme (and to minimise its landscape and 
visual impact) the majority of embankments/cuttings have been slackened to a 
shallower 1:10 gradient rather than a conventional 1:3 or 1:2.5 gradient slopes so 
that a greater amount of land can be returned to agricultural land-use. I am 
satisfied that the applicant has adequately taken into account the economic and 
other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. 

8.105 The applicant sets out that the scheme was designed to try and avoid the 
severance of existing agricultural units and fields, but that the most suitable 
bridge crossing points, technical highway geometry safety standards and need to 
provide suitable buffers from sensitive residential receptors meant that it was not 
possible to avoid severance from occurring on many parts of the route. Some 
landowners object to the agricultural access track arrangements proposed to 
address issues of severance. Whilst some of the proposed agricultural access 
track arrangements may not be ideal for all parties, I consider them to be 
reasonable given the design and geographic constraints of the scheme and 
current spatial distribution of landownership. 

8.106 The applicant has assessed the impacts of the scheme on the viability of farm 
businesses in light of the landtake and severance occurring during the 
construction phase and as a result of the completed highway development. The 
assessment provides a comprehensive identification of potentially significant 
impacts and conveys the assessor’s strong understanding of the contextual 
impact of the proposal upon farm units of differing husbandry and size. The 
assessment concludes that one existing farming enterprise would become 
unviable as a direct result of the scheme. It considers that four further farms 
would experience adverse residual effects of moderate significance - that is to 
say these farms will suffer a small reduction in net income and may require some 
modest business re-structuring as a result of the proposal but that the impacts 
would not be to the degree that the farm is rendered unviable by the CSLR. Two 
of these farms and another farm are forecast to become unviable in the 
foreseeable future due to the cumulative impact of the CSLR and currently 
known permitted developments (primarily residential) in the local area. The ES 



 

concludes that overall there is anticipated to be no significant impact on 
agriculture at a national or regional level, but that locally there would be a 
moderate impact.

8.107 The concerns raised by affected farmers (and the NFU on their behalf) are 
recognised. It is considered that the vast majority of their concerns related to the 
construction phase can be addressed (and impacts of this phase minimised) by 
planning conditions securing the prior submission and agreement with the local 
planning authority appropriately detailed schemes prior to the commencement of 
development. Such conditions are proposed to be utilised to secure: Detailed 
Construction Compound Plans, Construction Phasing Plans; a Construction 
Phase Agricultural Land Management Plan (including provisions for securing a 
record of pre-development land/soil condition, appointment of an Agricultural 
Liaison Officer; arrangements for securing continuity of water supply; land access 
arrangements to severed land outside of the construction footprint; biosecurity 
protocols, and field drainage); Detailed baseline soil survey; a Soil Strategy 
(including detailed soil handling methodologies and aftercare provisions for land 
to be returned to agricultural use); Construction Phase Drainage Strategy; a 
detailed Construction Environmental Management Plan; and a Construction 
Traffic Management Plan.

8.108 The strong objection of the NFU and a number of agricultural landowners to the 
provision of a shared-use path along the scheme due to the additional loss of 
agricultural land this would entail is duly noted. Section 9 of the NPPF seeks to 
promote sustainable transport and within this paragraph 102 directs development 
proposals to identify and pursue opportunities to promote walking and cycling.  
Paragraph 104 then directs that planning policies should provide for high quality 
walking and cycling networks. Paragraph 84 of the NPPF echoes paragraph 102, 
setting out that planning decisions should exploit any opportunities to make a 
location more sustainable by improving the scope for access on foot or by 
cycling. Paragraph 91 of the NPPF directs planning decisions to enable and 
support healthy lifestyles (especially where this would address local health and 
well-being needs) by provision of scheme layouts that encourage walking and 
cycling. As such it is considered that the NPPF provides a strong impetus for 
road schemes providing walking and cycling infrastructure. 

8.109 In terms of the CDLP, Policy SP5 sets out that opportunities will be taken to 
increase the provision for walking and cycling. The supporting text to this policy 
expands that the CDLP seeks to promote more sustainable transport choices 
and improve accessibility to jobs, leisure and community facilities by public 
transport, walking and cycling. This position is reinforced further by Policy SP9 
which sets out that all development should contribute to enhancing health and 
wellbeing outcomes through measures such as “creating high-quality and 
inclusive environments that support people in making healthy choices, and that 
make these choices easier by encouraging development proposals to maximise 
the opportunity for walking and cycling”. Policy IP2 requires new development to 
prioritise safe and convenient access for cyclists and pedestrians and to 
contribute to the creation and enhancement of an integrated and continuous 
sustainable transport network. 

8.110 The overarching vision of the Stage 1 Masterplan for SCGV included that it “will 
be well connected to Carlisle and the wider countryside… [and] actively promote 
healthy lifestyles”. One of the core guiding principle established for the SCGV 
Masterplan is to realise “integrated sustainable transport” by providing “excellent 



 

sustainable connections and environments that make walking, cycling and public 
transport the most attractive method of getting from A to B, making the most of 
the opportunities presented by the Carlisle Southern Link Road”. In addition to 
their 9 guiding principles for SCGV, Carlisle City Council has identified 5 key 
drivers underpinning their proposal for SCGV, which include

 the creation of a healthy environment – encouraging and facilitating healthy 
living elements such as movement via walking and cycling;

  creating a place that is well-connected within itself and with Carlisle and out to 
the surrounding country – with a focus on walkable neighbourhoods, 
sustainable transport and active travel modes;

 A place that is future proofed.

8.111 In light of the above national and local planning policy and the SCGV vision, 
principles and drivers I am satisfied that there is a clear and strong impetus for 
the shared-use paths proposed and that this would outweigh the harm 
associated with the loss of additional agricultural land in the planning balance. 

8.112 The concerns and objections raised in respect of the safety of highway access 
points to agricultural businesses and land and aspects of the drainage design are 
addressed in later sections of the report which specifically examine highway and 
drainage considerations.

8.113 I consider that the ES comprehensively identifies the main significant 
environmental effects of the proposed CSLR scheme on agricultural land-use 
and reaches reasonable conclusions. The proposal would unavoidably result in 
the loss of agricultural land and have a disruptive impact on local farming 
businesses. Any loss of potentially productive land is a matter of concern, 
however only a minority of this would be BMV land. Any new southern link road, 
no matter where located, would involve land take of similar magnitude.  
Nevertheless, the take-up of agricultural land and concomitant adverse socio-
economic impact on a number of farming enterprises on must be an issue that 
weighs against the proposed scheme.

Nature Conservation and Biodiversity Enhancement: Would the proposed 
development have an unacceptable impact upon habitats and species?

8.114 The Scheme area has a rich diversity of habitats. This includes two statutorily 
protected sites of very high ecological value: The River Eden Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC) and the River Eden & Tributaries Site of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI). It also contains six ‘Habitats of Principal Importance’ [HPI] (as 
defined by the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006), 
namely: Standing Water/Ponds, Rivers and Streams, Hedgerows, Lowland Mixed 
Deciduous Woodland, Lowland Meadows and Wet Woodland. It should be noted 
that the latter two HPI are only present on the Caldew floodplain. The scheme 
also crosses the Cummersdale Shingle Banks Site of Invertebrate Significance 
(SiS) on the Caldew which is a local non-statutory designated site. The proposal 
also affects a number of protected species. A long-established belt of trees on a 
clough/gully adjacent to a stream which runs from Peastree to the Caldew 
possesses ancient woodland characteristics in terms of its ground flora and 
would be affected by an area of deep cutting. The route avoids habitats recorded 
on the Ancient Woodland Inventory and as County Wildlife Sites that are situated 
to the south of Carlisle (such as Thurnam, Brownelson, Todhills, Low Hurst and 
Newbiggin Woods). 



 

8.115 The following assessment of ecological considerations first provides an overview 
of the planning policy framework governing these matters before considering this 
in relation to the designated sites (in order of their importance) and other habitats 
and species.

Policy Overview

8.116 Paragraph 170 of the NPPF requires decisions to contribute to and enhance the 
natural environment and protect sites of biodiversity value. Accordingly, it directs 
that proposals should minimise impacts on, and provide for net gains for, 
biodiversity (including establishing coherent ecological networks resilient to 
current and future pressures). Paragraph 175 sets out that Local Planning 
Authorities should apply the following four principles: 

a) If significant harm to biodiversity cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated or 
compensated for then permission should be refused;

b) That development on land within (or adjacent to) a SSSI that is likely to 
have an adverse effect on it (either individually or in combination with other 
developments), should not normally be permitted. The only exception is 
where the benefits of the development in the location proposed clearly 
outweigh both its likely impact on the features of the site that make it of 
special scientific interest, and any broader impacts on the national network 
of SSSIs;

c) development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats 
(such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be 
refused, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable 
compensation strategy exists;

d) opportunities to incorporate biodiversity improvements in and around 
developments should be encouraged, especially where this can secure 
measurable net gains for biodiversity.

8.117 Paragraph 177 establishes that the NPPF’s presumption in favour of sustainable 
development does not apply where a proposal is likely to have a significant effect 
on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), 
unless an appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not 
adversely affect the integrity of designated habitats site.  

8.118 Policy GI 3 of the CDLP seeks to protect and, where possible, enhance 
biodiversity assets. It repeats the NPPF Paragraph 175 principles set out above 
and emphasises that European Natura 2000 sites such as SACs will be afforded 
the highest levels of protection. Contrary to paragraph 177 of the NPPF, Policy 
GI 3 sets out that where a Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA), identifies the 
need to progress to the Appropriate Assessment stage, then the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development will not apply. As the NPPF is the more up-to-
date of these documents it is considered to supersede and outweigh Policy GI3 
in respect of the approach to be applied to applications accompanied by a HRA. 
That is to say if the HRA concludes that the project will not adversely affect the 
integrity of the River Eden SAC, the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development can be applied in the planning balance (subject to the application 
not conflicting with any other NPPF policies that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance). 

8.119 Policy GI 3 also sets out that designations such as County Wildlife Sites and 
Ancient Woodlands alongside other locally important and irreplaceable habitats 
will be protected from development which would result in the loss or deterioration 



 

of the site, unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in that location 
clearly outweigh the loss. It continues to flag the need for habitat and species 
surveys carried out at an appropriate time of year by a qualified ecologist to be 
provided in support of applications and sets out that where mitigation or 
compensatory measures are identified as necessary then this will be secured, 
through appropriate habitat creation, restoration or enhancement on site or 
elsewhere, via planning conditions or obligations.

8.120 Policy GI 6 requires development proposals to provide for the survey of existing 
hedges and the protection and integration of hedges that are of natural value. It 
seeks to avoid the unacceptable or unjustified loss of existing hedges and sets 
out that the extent of replanting required will be representative of the length of 
hedgerows originally lost.

European Protected Site: River Eden Special Area of Conservation (SAC)

8.121 The route proposal involves the construction of bridges across the river Caldew 
which is designated as part of the River Eden Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC) and the river Petteril. The Petteril is also a tributary to the River Eden but 
is not part of the SAC designation. The proposed Petteril Bridge is approximately 
5km upstream of the river Eden. Despite this works on / around the Petteril do 
have the theoretical potential to effect designated SAC features. 

8.122 The River Eden SAC is designated primarily for its waterbody and alluvial forest 
habitat. The river system boasts diverse ecological conditions with more 
recorded plant species than any other river in the UK. Stands of wet alder and 
willow woodland in flood plain alongside the river and its seasonably flooded 
channels are other key habitat features covered by its designation. Species that 
are a primary reason for its’ selection as a SAC include white clawed crayfish, 
three species of lamprey, atlantic salmon, bullhead and otter. The River Eden 
SAC covers an area of some 2,430ha of which approximately 93.4% is 
waterbodies (including Ullswater and Haweswater) while 2.6% (i.e. 63.2ha) is 
broad leaved deciduous woodland. The supplementary advice on the 
conservation objectives for the SAC set out that there “should be no measurable 
reduction (excluding any trivial loss) in the extent and area” of its protected 
habitat features. It also notes that “along the River Eden, wet woodland occurs as 
part of a dynamic and mobile habitat in association with gravel deposition and 
channel migration, and their precise locations will change over time”. 

8.123 The development of the Caldew bridge would result in loss of an area of 
approximately 0.12ha of semi-mature (circa 40 years old) poor to moderate alder 
woodland habitat dominated by Himalayan Balsam in the location of the eastern 
pier. Both bridges also have the potential to lead to disruption to the structure 
and function of qualifying criteria and supporting habitats, particularly during the 
construction phase. Indeed, the construction and presence of the bridges have 
the potential to result in geomorphological changes and alterations to the 
sediment regime of the river as a result of flow being constrained at crossing 
points – with consequent potential to adversely affect habitats and qualifying 
species – for example through the loss of gravel bars. A pollution event or 
sedimentation on either principle watercourse could also result in adverse 
changes to the water quality affecting species within the watercourse and 
surrounding habitats.

8.124 A shadow HRA examining the potential effects of the CSLR proposal upon the 
River Eden SAC features has been submitted by the applicant. In doing so it 

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/sac.asp?EUCode=UK0012643


 

looks at the potential impacts of the scheme on both the Caldew and the Petteril. 
The shadow HRA is underpinned by a large amount of ecological survey work 
contained within Chapter 8 of the ES (and its appendices), Geomorphological 
Surveys of the Caldew and Petteril, the applicant’s flood modelling work and an 
Outline Construction and Environmental Management Plan (OCEMP). The 
shadow HRA undertakes an Appropriate Assessment (AA) as not all potential 
risks of likely significant effects could be ruled out during the screening stage (in 
which mitigation cannot be taken into account). The AA seeks to ascertain if, 
having taken into account the avoidance and mitigation measures incorporated 
into the scheme design, the proposal would result in any adverse significant 
effect(s) upon the integrity of the River Eden SAC. A number of revisions of the 
shadow HRA have been undertaken by the applicant’s agent to address 
comments made by the County Council Development Control Team’s Ecological 
Consultant, Natural England and the Environment Agency. The County Council 
Development Control Team’s Ecological Consultant was satisfied that the revised 
shadow HRA is suitably comprehensive and that with the mitigation measures 
proposed the shadow HRA’s conclusion that the proposal would not adversely 
effect the integrity of the River Eden SAC is sound. In reaching this conclusion it 
is noted that the alder woodland lost would represent less than 0.2% of this 
habitat within the SAC and would therefore be trivial in the context of the integrity 
of the wider SAC and the coverage of this habitat in the vicinity of the scheme. 
Natural England are also satisfied with the approach and conclusions of the 
shadow HRA considering that the package of mitigation measures proposed 
would mitigate the risks the scheme poses to the River Eden SAC. The shadow 
HRA was adopted on 30 September 2020 – thus fulfilling the Council’s 
obligations as a Competent Authority under the Conservation of Habitats and 
Species Regulations 2017. 

8.125 It is noted that the avoidance measures embedded into the scheme and 
additional mitigation steps identified in the HRA are key to reaching the 
conclusion of no likely significant effect on the integrity of the site. Consequently, 
a condition is proposed requiring a detailed Construction and Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) to be produced that is in accordance with the HRA 
and ES mitigations.  

8.126 In light of the HRA conclusion of no likely significant adverse effect and the 
mitigation measures proposed and secured through planning conditions it is 
considered that the proposal complies with the relevant elements of the Policy 
GI3 and the NPPF concerning European protected sites. 

Nationally Protected Site: River Eden and Tributaries SSSI

8.127 The river Caldew is also designated as part of the River Eden and Tributaries 
Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). It is designated as a SSSI for the 
features which are also designated as SAC. In addition to these it highlights its 
floristic richness and diversity of aquatic plants and notes that it’s river shingles 
and sandbanks supports a diverse assemblage of invertebrates and breeding 
and wintering birds – including waders and wildfowl. The proposal will result in 
the loss of some special interest features such as alder woodland and 
invertebrate habitat (although these lost features would be outside of the 
designated extent of the SSSI). Given the applicant’s effort to minimise the 
amount of such habitat lost (through avoidance and mitigation) and the amount of 
such habitat available on the Caldew it is considered that the wider socio-
economic benefits of the scheme clearly outweigh the limited impacts that the 

the%2520Conservation%2520of%2520Habitats%2520and%2520Species%2520Regulations%25202010
the%2520Conservation%2520of%2520Habitats%2520and%2520Species%2520Regulations%25202010
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/SiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=S2000215&SiteName=eden&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/SiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=S2000215&SiteName=eden&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=


 

development is likely to have upon the SSSI. It is therefore considered the 
proposal passes the tests set out in CDLP policy GI3 and paragraph 175 of the 
NPPF. 

Non-Statutory Designated Sites

8.128 The Cummersdale Shingle Banks Site of Invertebrate Significance (SIS) covers 
an area of approximately 6ha on a meander within the River Caldew. This SIS is 
locally designated for its invertebrate abundance as well as the presence of 
scarce and rare species.  Two suites of surveys of the shingle banks (i.e. 
exposed riverine sediments) on the Caldew within proximity to the proposed 
bridge crossing have been undertaken by the applicant. The first survey found a 
previously undiscovered species of cranefly. The second identified a total of 226 
terrestrial invertebrate taxa including three UK Species of Principal Importance, 
one Nationally Vulnerable species, one Potentially Nationally Vulnerable species 
and several Nationally scarce species. Based on these results the ES considers 
this SIS to be of medium ecological value. Terrestrial habitat will be lost from the 
SIS to facilitate the construction of foundations for two bridge piers with the 
northernmost pier located within the SIS, while the southernmost pier 
approximately 10m outside the SIS boundary. Consequently, there is a risk of 
physical damage or fatality to nationally scarce species which inhabit the site. 
There is also likely to be a small reduction in habitat available to support these 
species in the short to medium term (in light of the active nature of sedimentary 
processes and shingle bank formation on the river it is likely that further banks 
would continue to form in the longterm). The ES sets out that before vegetation is 
removed from the pier foundations that they will be searched for invertebrates 
and these will be removed to a location elsewhere in the SIS. It adds that 
measures to systematically “trap out” the invertebrates from the area to be lost 
will be also considered. The applicant sets out that the extent of the SIS affected 
by the scheme has been minimised as much as possible, with the construction 
compounds being located outside of this designated area. They continue that an 
Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW) would be employed to actively monitor the 
SIS and ensure the site is not affected by construction activities. The ES 
considers that these avoidance and mitigation measures would significantly 
reduce the residual impact of the scheme on the SIS and therefore concludes 
that the proposal would have negligible impact upon the SIS.  In light of the 
above and the conditions proposed to secure the demarcation of the SIS in the 
vicinity of the scheme, employment of an ECoW and detailed CEMP; the residual 
level of loss and deterioration of the SIS is considered to be outweighed by the 
need for and benefits the CSLR would provide. It is therefore considered the 
proposal passes the tests set out in CDLP policy GI3 and paragraph 175 of the 
NPPF. 

Habitats of Principal Importance

8.129 The ES assesses the six Habitats of Principal Importance (HPI) affected by the 
scheme (Standing Water/Ponds, Rivers and Streams, Hedgerows, Lowland 
Mixed Deciduous Woodland, Lowland Meadows and Wet Woodland) to be of 
high ecological value. The below paragraphs briefly address each in turn:

8.130 Standing Water / Ponds: Three existing ponds will be either lost and/or altered 
by the scheme. A pond close to the proposed western pier of the River Caldew 
will be lost during construction and its neighbouring downstream pond may suffer 
from changes to hydrology due to the loss of this upstream pond. The CNDR 
balancing pond situated to the north-east of the existing A595 Newby West 



 

roundabout would also be lost to the scheme. A number of ditches would also be 
lost and altered. However, the scheme intends to create 8 new ecologically 
enhanced balancing ponds, with four of these in the broad vicinity of those to be 
lost and a new network of swale drainage ditches. 

8.131 Rivers and Streams: Six watercourses would be either directly or indirectly 
effected by the scheme: River Caldew, River Petteril, Fairy Beck, Calflins Beck, 
Peastree Stream and Woodside Beck. The construction and operational phases 
present risk of pollution from construction plant/activity (e.g. silt release) and/or 
inadequate containment of fugitive liquids from motor vehicles such as oils and 
PCBs (Polychlorinated biphenyls). The ES (paragraphs 8.8.2 – 8.8.8.) and the 
outline CEMP set out a comprehensive suite of measures to avoid pollution to 
rivers and streams while the SUDs system provides two levels of pre-treatment 
to operational highway runoff. 

8.132 The catchment of the peastree stream may be partially reduced by the nearby 
deep highway cutting and embankment proposed to the south of this (and 
associated drainage infrastructure). The ES identifies that the potential change to 
volumes discharged has the potential to have a moderate adverse effect. The 
submitted Drainage Impact Assessment and proposed Drainage Plans indicate 
that cut-off and earthworks drainage are proposed to be utilised to maintain flows 
in peastree stream, with the cut-off drain extending to the Durdar Road 
overbridge. The cut-off drains would extend the catchment of this clough stream 
so is likely to provide some offset to the loss of existing catchment, reconnecting 
the majority of existing drainage pathways so that the majority of the flow of 
water into the existing stream are maintained. In light of this mitigation the ES 
considers that the scheme would have an effect of negligible magnitude and 
significance. To ensure this is the case a pre-commencement condition is 
proposed to secure the submission of more detailed information in respect of 
these proposals so as to ensure the scheme does not result in an unacceptable 
level of derogation to this stream. 

8.133 Hedgerow: The applicant sets out that all hedgerows within 100m of the route 
were surveyed and assessed using criteria detailed by the Hedgerow 
Regulations 1997. They report that a total of 172 hedges of over 20m length 
were surveyed. The scheme would affect up to 114 of these hedgerows, which 
will either be directly lost, or lie adjacent to the scheme and potentially could be 
damaged during construction of the scheme. Of these 55 are classed as 
ecologically important by the Hedgerow Regulations. Under the separate 
Hedgerow Evaluation and Grading System (HEGS) 15 affected hedges have 
been assessed as having a high to very high ecological value. These 15 
hedgerows are proposed to be translocated – being sited in proximity to their 
original locations so as to ensure similar soil conditions to promote their healthy 
re-establishment and attempt to maintain connectivity to adjacent hedgerows and 
other habitats. To provide added confidence in respect of hedgerow translocation 
the applicant has provided details of the hedgerow translocation methodology 
and monitoring provisions. 

8.134 Notwithstanding translocation a total of up to 12.6km of native species rich 
hedgerow (of which 0.97km contains trees) could be lost to the development. 
However, the landscaping scheme proposes to plant 17.3km of new hedgerow 
(of which 14.3km would incorporate trees). I am satisfied that the hedgerow 
mixes proposed (as revised in light of Natural England’s comments) reflect the 
differing native species compositions found in hedgerows along the route and 



 

that the quantum of replacement hedgerow is more than representative of the 
hedgerows lost. The ES sets out that in order to avoid damage to hedgerows 
proposed to be retained, they will be identified on the ground and buffer zones as 
wide as the hedgerow’s height be fenced off to ensure the majority of roots 
remain unaffected by construction activity. A condition is proposed to require the 
submission and agreement of detailed hedgerow protection plans in light of the 
detailed scheme design prior to the commencement of development and secure 
their subsequent implementation. The ES flags that the impacts of hedgerow 
fragmentation cannot be fully mitigated and that it concludes that this will have a 
minor adverse effect in the short-term. The County Council’s Ecological 
Consultant considers this residual effect to be of adverse significance at the local 
level. However, on the whole, in light of the mitigations proposed, I consider the 
applications’ approach to hedgerow habitat to be in accordance with policies GI 3 
and GI 6. 

8.135 Lowland Mixed Deciduous Woodland: It is noted that the scheme has been 
routed to avoid impacting on a number of undesignated woodlands such as the 
Tarn Plantation and Cat Wood along Newbiggin Road and Peastree Wood and 
Blackhall Wood on the eastern flank of the Caldew valley. However, creation of 
the route would involve the clearance of parts of four areas of mixed deciduous 
woodland totalling 4.63ha.

8.136 Of these a particularly notable piece of woodland loss would be the southern 
edge of the mature wooded clough along peastree stream. The ground flora of 
this clough woodland is diverse, containing eighteen species which are 
considered to be indicators of ancient woodland. Despite this diverse ground 
flora, historic mapping indicates that the woodland does not pre-date 1600 and 
therefore does not constitute Ancient Woodland. Nonetheless, this mature 
woodland of mixed conifers and broadleaves (containing alder, ash, oak, 
sycamore, hazel, elder, elm, pine, larch and beech) is of high quality and is of 
important arboricultural, landscape and biodiversity value. The applicant sets out 
that they were constrained by the Caldew crossing point but have made 
adjustments to the position and gradient of the cutting to reduce the impact of the 
scheme on the amount of woodland affected. Despite this an area of 867m² 
(0.08ha) would be lost to the scheme here. The applicant proposes to translocate 
the ground flora to the south-western edge of this woodland and plant a 7,011m² 
area of less dense “High Forest” woodland (so as to provide a semi-open 
understorey) comprising predominantly oaks, beech and birch with wild cherry, 
rowan and crab apples. The applicant proposes that translocation and 
establishment would be monitored by an ECoW with National Vegetation 
Classification Surveys (NVC) of the translocated/planted area and the older 
unaffected area being undertaken to ascertain similarity or difference between 
the clough woodland and the additional planted woodland. A pre-commencement 
condition is proposed to secure this mitigation. 

8.137 One of the largest areas of woodland affected by the scheme is the semi-natural 
Wood south of Peter Lane with 1.43ha of this 7ha wood proposed to be felled to 
facilitate the route. This wood was a former ash tip which was restored to 
coniferous woodland but has been since allowed to develop naturally – 
resultantly its main canopy is dominated by Scots pine, but it has a self-seeded 
understorey predominantly comprising birch holly, oak and rowan. The other 
areas to be lost are fringe elements of two groups of early mature broadleaved 
woodland either side of Newbiggin Road near to junction 42 of the M6. 



 

8.138 The applicant proposes to plant a variety of broadleaved woodland to 
compensate for this loss of HPI, with the intention that it is managed to regain a 
semi-natural character in the long-term. The amount of woodland proposed to be 
planted covers an area of approximately 17.3ha; thus providing a significant 
increase in this habitat type in the long term. A condition is proposed requiring 
the submission of tree and woodland protection plans to ensure that areas of 
woodland proposed to be retained are not inadvertently damaged or harms. 

8.139 Lowland Meadows: An area of species rich lowland meadow is present within 
the floodplain of the River Caldew, specifically on the right-hand bank, where 
there is significantly less management and public access. Just under 1ha of this 
is proposed to be cleared to facilitate the construction of the Caldew Bridge, with 
site compounds being sited outside of this habitat. The ES considers this to have 
a moderate adverse effect. Landscape proposals for the scheme include planting 
of species-rich native grassland meadow mix over 10.33ha. This represents a 
significant increase in quantity and quality of this habitat.

8.140 Wet Woodland: Some stands of alder are present within the floodplain on both 
banks of the River Caldew. As discussed in reference to the SAC, the relatively 
poor condition and amount (0.12ha) of this habitat lost, whilst regrettable, is 
unavoidable and negligible in relation to the amount of this habitat on the Caldew 
and the wider River Eden system. It is proposed to leave the small number of 
areas within the flood plain disturbed by construction activity grubbed-up so as to 
allow an opportunity for wet woodland to naturally establish here. The removal of 
invasive species in these areas prior to construction commencing would aid 
natural regeneration to wet woodland. Natural England concur that this is a 
preferable approach to formal replanting that would allow opportunity for 
sustained natural regeneration processes to shape the landcover mix in this 
dynamic habitat corridor. It is also noted that areas of the scheme on the edge of 
the floodplain are proposed to be planted with native scrub and scattered alder 
and willow trees to further facilitate this.

Other Habitats

8.141 Grassland habitat would be most greatly affected by the CSLR. The construction 
phase would result in the loss of approximately 97.26ha of this (comprising 
0.92ha of semi improved grassland, 66.05ha of arable farmland, and 30.29 ha of 
improved grassland). The completed scheme would result in the permanent loss 
of 60.46ha of arable fields and improved grassland and an increase in the 
amount of semi-improved grassland, from 13.53ha to 37.46ha, although around 
8.7ha of semi-improved grassland will initially be lost.  These habitats represent 
some ecological value for invertebrates and birds (both ground nesting and 
wintering) and the loss of this habitat would represent a moderate adverse 
impact. Given the prevalence of grassland habitats to the south of Carlisle and 
the scheme’s delivery of more biodiverse habitats at its expense, I do not 
consider this loss to be unacceptable from an ecological perspective.

Species

8.142 A comprehensive suite of species surveys has been carried out and submitted in 
support of the application. The County Council’s Ecological consultant is satisfied 
with the range of species surveyed for and the timing and methodologies of the 
survey work undertaken and their conclusions. The surveys revealed that the 
scheme area hosts nine protected taxa – i.e.  European Protected Species, as 
well as those protected under various UK legislation. These are: bats, otters, fish 



 

(including bullhead and Atlantic salmon), badgers, breeding birds (including red 
and amber list species), barn owl, amphibians, invertebrates, and brown hare. 
Each of these species will be addressed in turn:

8.143 Bats: Bats are a European Protected Species. The scheme would affect 
connectivity of a number of existing bat commuting and foraging routes in the 
area with the loss of existing hedgerow networks and areas of woodland, 
alterations to the existing river corridors, and introduction of lighting. Surveys 
found high levels of bat activity (and greater species diversity – with brown long 
eared bats present) on the rivers Petteril and Caldew, with levels of activity and 
diversity steadily decreasing away from these. The pockets of woodland around 
Peastree showing the next highest levels of activity outside the river corridors. 
The scheme would result in the loss of up to five trees that host bat roosts. Light 
spill and increased noise could also adversely affect existing roosts – with one 
roost south of the proposed Durdar Roundabout considered likely to be rendered 
unusable for bats due to increased levels of disturbance. The absence of fixed 
lighting in the Caldew valley corridor would reduce the impact of the scheme in 
this area upon bats. The lighting strategy submitted in support of this application 
specifies that lighting would be directed downward and that the preferred 
luminaire proposed has a ‘warm’ white colour temperature of 3000˚Kelvin with a 
low blue light content as research has shown that light sources with a high 
ultraviolet content, particularly at the blue end of the spectrum can be detrimental 
to ecology and have a negative impact on bats and invertebrates. A condition is 
proposed that could secure a detailed lighting scheme to limit the impacts of light 
spill on the River Petteril, other watercourses, woodland and existing roost areas. 
Roosts proposed to be removed will require an Environmental Protected Species 
(EPS) License from Natural England and the EPS will necessitate provision of 
suitable alternative roosting facilities in proximity to each instance of loss. The 
submitted ES identifies possible suitable locations for these alternative roosts. 
This provides sufficient confidence that adequate compensation for roost loss 
can be provided for. A condition is proposed requiring full details of bat 
protection, mitigation and enhancement measures (such a creation of further 
roosting habitat/features in areas of new planting and bridges) to be submitted 
and agreed prior to the commencement of development to ensure the Council’s 
duty to have regard to protected species is met. It is also noted that the vertical 
alignment of the route and proposed landscaping seeks to lift flight paths of key 
existing bat commuting transects up and over the road so as to reduce potential 
for increases in bat mortality resulting from traffic collision. Despite the 
mitigations proposed, the ES assesses that the scheme as whole would have a 
residual effect of moderate adverse significance on Bats due to its fragmentation 
of their commuting and foraging corridors. The County Council’s ecological 
consultant considers that the mitigation proposed will be sufficient to keep 
impacts upon bats to a minimum and will ensure persistence of the low status 
roosts found for small numbers of common and widespread bats; however they 
also acknowledge that long-term there may be habitat severance which cannot 
be completely mitigated or compensated. Consequently, they consider the 
residual effect to be of adverse significance at the local level.

8.144 Otters: Otters are also a European Protected Species.  The otter population in 
the scheme area is widespread and active, but only one (non-natal) otter holt 
was found in the vicinity of the scheme (on the right-hand bank of the river 
Petteril in proximity to the proposed bridge). The County Council’s ecological 
consultant notes that low numbers of animals are associated with the habitats 
affected by the scheme. The construction phase (and its associated enabling site 



 

clearance) would lead to the loss of this otter holt; the loss, temporary 
fragmentation and disturbance of otter foraging habitats; and potential for direct 
and indirect harm to be caused to otters. Once complete the road would present 
increased collision risk. The outline CEMP sets out appropriate precautionary 
measures to avoid pollution to watercourses, and disturbance or physical harm to 
otters during the construction phase. It is noted that temporary mammal fencing 
is proposed around the areas of Fairy Beck and on the eastern banks of the 
River Caldew to Peastree Farm to temporarily exclude otters from areas of 
construction work. An EPS license from Natural England would be required for 
the removal of the otter holt. The applicant expects that the license will require 
artificial otter holts to be created as compensation and has identified three 
locations within 150m of the existing holt that would prove appropriate for such. 
This provides sufficient confidence that adequate compensation for the holt loss 
can be provided for. A condition is proposed requiring full details of otter 
protection, mitigation and enhancement measures to be submitted and agreed 
prior to the commencement of development to ensure the Council’s duty to have 
regard to protected species is met. It is proposed that the bridge at the River 
Petteril will include an otter ledge on the right-hand bank pier to maintain otter 
passage on the bankside at this location. It is proposed that the culvert at Calflins 
Beck will contain an otter pass so that otter passage within the watercourse is 
maintained. Otter movement would therefore not be obstructed by the scheme. 
The proposal thus retains otter habitats in the water body and bank and ensures 
no net loss of resting sites. Furthermore, it provides for enhanced riverbank 
habitat along the Petteril and Fairy Beck. The ES concludes that scheme lighting 
could result in a minor adverse residual effect on otters. A condition is proposed 
to require sensitive design of the lighting to minimise its effect on Otters so as to 
further reduce this effect. The County Council’s ecological consultant considers 
that the scheme would have a negligible residual effect on otters that is not 
significant.

8.145 Fish & Crustaceans: Beyond the SAC protected fish (i.e. atlantic salmon, 
lamprey species, bullhead); eel, trout, bullhead, stone loach, minnow and three-
spined sticklebacks are also present within the River Caldew and/or the River 
Petteril. The Environment Agency have advised that white-clawed crayfish are 
not present in either river. Pollution and silt run-off have the potential to harm 
fish, while lighting on watercourses can significantly affect the migratory 
behaviour of fish. Alterations to existing flow regimes can also cause changes to 
in-river habitat which can reduce available spawning habitat. The drainage 
strategy and outline CEMP set out appropriate avoidance measures to protect 
fish. It is currently proposed that no in-channel works will be undertaken in the 
construction of the bridges over the Petteril and Caldew so as to avoid the loss of 
important habitats for fish, such as spawning grounds or nursery areas. Should 
this change on the Caldew, then the detailed CEMP could secure appropriate 
mitigation. The bridges would shade small areas of the principle main rivers north 
of their structure, this is considered unlikely to have any meaningful effect on 
aquatic flora and would result in a minor beneficial effect to fish by providing an 
area of slightly cooler water to rest in. Light spill beyond the road decks is 
considered unlikely due to the distance of the decks from the watercourse (7m 
above the Petteril and 13m above the Caldew), and the deck and lighting designs 
proposed. Despite this the ES considers that light spill could result in a minor 
adverse residual effect upon fish (deterring upstream migration during the 
spawning period). A condition is proposed to require the detailed lighting design 
include mitigation to further minimise this impact. The County Council’s 
ecological consultant considers that the scheme would have a negligible residual 



 

effect on fish that is not significant. In light of the above proposed mitigations and 
conditions I am satisfied that the scheme is unlikely to adversely effect fish or 
crustaceans. 

8.146 Badgers: Badgers and their setts are protected under the Protection of Badgers 
Act 1992. Survey work recorded six main setts and thirteen annex, outlier and 
subsidiary setts. Over a third of these were discerned to be active setts (with the 
remainder either being recorded as either inactive or disused). Badger activity 
(footprints, hairs, latrine and foraging signs such as snuffle holes) were recorded 
across the scheme area to the east of the Caldew and to the western most extent 
of the scheme. In both areas activity was found to the north and south of the 
proposed route. The road alignment will lead to severance and loss of habitat for 
badger while construction activity and use of the road present increased risk of 
collision/mortality and disturbance of foraging habitat. The applicant explains that 
one active subsidiary sett is likely to be lost during site clearance work. The 
applicant will need to obtain a sett exclusion and destruction license from Natural 
England. The applicant recognises the need for pathways for Badger Clans to be 
maintained during the construction and following completion of the development. 
For the construction phase the applicant proposes appropriate measures to 
protect badgers and maintain their movement (using a mixture of exclusion 
fences, baiting and badger gate breaks in construction zone fencing). Permanent 
badger fencing is proposed to exclude Badgers from pathways that would cross 
roundabouts and to direct them towards points where safe access across the 
scheme can be achieved – this includes a badger tunnel under the Durdar Road 
embankment and use of a culvert in proximity to the proposed Redcat 
roundabout. It is also proposed to bait the north-south bridges (peastree 
accommodation bridge and the multi-use bridge at Brisco Roundabout) to 
encourage badger movement over these. Whilst the concerns of the dairy farm 
are understood in respect of the use of the peastree accommodation bridge, 
badger are already present on both sides of the route here and no baiting would 
take place in proximity to any agricultural buildings, with bait trails from the bridge 
directed westward towards the Caldew valley. The segregation of the agricultural 
track over the bridge from the footpath (which would be utilised for Badgers) 
provides additional mitigation seeking to minimise potential for contact between 
cattle and badgers. The County Council’s Ecological Consultant notes that the 
peastree area is a key foraging/commuting location for existing badger clans and 
observes that the prevalence of cuttings in this area of the scheme constrains 
available badger crossing points. Whilst they are of the view that utilisation of a 
bridge by badgers is less guaranteed than a culvert, they consider a crossing 
point in this area necessary to prevent severe disruption to badger clans which 
otherwise would be subject to local extinction through loss of foraging habitat.  
Proposed hedgerow and tree planting would provide further foraging habitat for 
local badger clans. A condition is proposed to ensure a detailed scheme to 
protect badger and mitigate potential impacts is submitted and approved prior to 
the commencement of development and then implemented in full. 

8.147 Despite the mitigations proposed the ES concludes that the scheme would have 
a minor adverse residual effect on Badgers in terms of severance of territory and 
foraging habitat and loss of a subsidiary sett. It also considers that scheme 
lighting may discourage badgers from using known commuting and foraging 
corridors and therefore the scheme may have a moderate adverse residual effect 
in this regard. The County Council’s ecological consultant is of the view that the 
mitigation and compensatory habitat creation proposed will be sufficient to keep 
impacts upon badgers to a minimum and ensure persistence and access to 



 

habitat for the local clans. Consequently, they conclude the scheme would have 
a negligible residual effect that is not significant upon badgers.

8.148 Birds: Birds are afforded various levels of protection and levels of conservation 
status on a species by species basis.  The most significant general legislation for 
British birds lies within the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (WCA) which 
makes it an offence to kill, injure or take any wild bird, take, damage or destroy 
the nest of any wild bird while that nest is in use or being built. 

8.149 Both breeding bird and wintering bird surveys were undertaken by the applicant. 
The breeding bird surveys recorded a diverse assemblage of birds within the 
scheme area with a total of 66 species recorded (of which 47 were confirmed or 
probable breeders). Of these 31 ‘notable’ species’ were recorded -including 14 
‘Species of Principal Importance’ (as defined by the 2006 Natural Environment 
and Rural Communities Act); 15 Red List and 15 Amber List Birds of 
Conservation Concern (BoCC). The ES sets out that the most ornithologically 
important habitats in the scheme area are the river systems of the Caldew and 
Petteril and areas of arable farmland with hedgerows. Both aforementioned rivers 
support a variety of nesting water birds. Sand martin colonies are also present 
along these riverbanks, but the applicant’s ecologist considers that the active 
colonies found are sufficiently distant from the proposed bridges to be unaffected 
by the scheme. The wintering bird survey recorded several water bird species on 
the principal main rivers but found all assemblages of each individual species to 
be low. It found a higher diversity and abundance of bird species using arable 
land with 28 being regarded as notable species – including red listed 
yellowhammer, linnet, tree sparrow, redwing, fieldfare, starling and skylark.   

8.150 Construction of the development will result in disturbance to birds and the loss of 
habitat supporting breeding, nesting and foraging. Noise and light from operation 
of the road could disturb birds and/or deter them from use of suitable habitats 
due to increases vulnerability to predation. An increase in the number and speed 
of cars also presents an increased risk of direct mortality of breeding birds 
through collisions with road traffic. 

8.151 The County Council’s Ecological Consultant considers the overall assemblage of 
wintering birds encountered and their numbers to be unremarkable in their 
geographical setting due to the nature of the habitats through which the CSLR 
passes. They judge the proposed mitigation would offset all but minor effects 
arising from increased collision mortality and displacement effects. The ES 
concludes that the scheme would result in minor adverse significant effects on 
wintering birds in terms of habitat loss and noise disturbance and a moderate 
adverse significant effect due to lighting displacing use of areas due to increased 
risk of predation. The County Council’s Ecological Consultant concludes that the 
scheme would have a residual effect of adverse significance at the local level.

8.152 The County Council’s Ecological Consultant also finds the overall assemblage of 
breeding birds to be unremarkable and considers that the scheme would have a 
residual effect of adverse significance at the local level on breeding birds. The 
ES concludes a minor adverse effect due to potential for increase in road 
collisions and a moderate adverse effect due to lighting displacing habitat use 
and altering breeding behaviour. A condition is proposed to ensure avoidance 
measures to prevent harm to breeding birds by site clearance are implemented. 
A condition is also proposed to secure the erection of bird nest boxes for 
farmland bird species to partially mitigate for the short to medium term loss of 



 

hedgerow habitat. The landscape planting proposals would ultimately provide an 
increased amount of hedgerow, woodland and meadow habitat for breeding 
birds.

8.153 Barn Owl: Barn Owls are protected under the WCA. Survey work recorded a 
small number of nesting sites (active and potential) in the area of the scheme. 
None would be directly lost to the proposal; however, the route alignment is in 
close proximity to three sites and foraging routes so could create greater risk of 
Barn Owls being hit by vehicles (as the road would be closer to known areas of 
presence). The applicant explains that trees, shrubs and hedge planting has 
been sited so as deflect barn owls over the carriageway in order to reduce traffic 
related mortality near their nest sites.  Site clearance works would also result in 
the reduction of the amount of available barn owl foraging habitat in the short to 
medium term. Habitats of particular high value for foraging affected by the 
scheme include the floodplains of the Rivers Petteril and Caldew and Calflins 
beck, hedgerows, rail and roadside embankments. The proposed landscaping 
scheme would also increase the amount of lowland river valley meadows, 
hedgerows and scrub embankments for foraging in the medium to long term. In 
light of the mitigation proposed no adverse residual effects are predicted by the 
ES on Barn Owls.

8.154 Amphibians: Extensive field, pond and DNA surveys for Great Crested Newts 
(GCN), which are a European Protected Species, were undertaken by the 
applicant. The results of these prompted them to conclude that no GCN 
population was present within the vicinity of the scheme. The two small ponds in 
the Caldew that would be directly affected by the scheme contain breeding 
populations of several amphibian species including common frog, common toad, 
smooth newt and palmate newt. The scheme would thus result in the loss of 
breeding and foraging habitats and potential for pollution/siltation harming 
amphibians or smothering their eggs/larvae.  However, the scheme would create 
a large number of new and varied pond habitat with a range of depths as part of 
its drainage system, with two situated in the Caldew Valley. As such it would 
result in an increase in pond and foraging habitat. The applicant proposes to 
produce a Reasonable Avoidance Method Statement (RAMS) in relation to 
amphibians during the construction period as part of the final detailed CEMP. A 
condition is proposed to secure the submission and agreement of a detailed 
CEMP. In light of the mitigation proposed no adverse residual effects are 
predicted by the ES on Amphibians.

8.155 Invertebrates: None of the three European Protected Invertebrate species were 
found in the scheme area. Over 400 invertebrate species are protected by the 
WCA. Invertebrates existing in all habitats and are thus present across the 
scheme, although the greatest assemblage (in number and diversity) of 
invertebrates are present within the Caldew river corridor. Avoidance and 
mitigation measures relating to invertebrates have already been discussed in 
connection with the SIS and Caldew and are considered sound. Further to this it 
is noted that scrub and gorse are important for invertebrates as an early 
flowering species, and that the landscaping proposals would ultimately increase 
the amount of this habitat in the Caldew river corridor by 48%. It is also noted 
that disturbed land also provides a valuable habitat for invertebrates as does 
decaying trees which are proposed to be retained in some areas of woodland 
and pond sites. As such I am satisfied that the proposal maintains sufficient 
suitable habitat to support the species in the local area.



 

8.156 Brown Hare: Brown hare are protected under the WCA. Surveys recorded low 
populations east of the Caldew in the Peastree area and south of Newbiggin 
Road around Tarn Plantation. Both areas in which hares were recorded are large 
non-fragmented areas, in which a mosaic of habitats which hares may use are 
present – i.e. open grassland, agricultural land (including semi-improved 
grasslands), pasture, arable fields and broadleaved woodland. The scheme 
would fragment available habitat to hares, result in a loss of habitats supporting 
foraging, breeding and resting and increase collision risk. Mitigations proposed to 
maintain badger movements and protect them from exposure to the road during 
the construction and operational phase of the scheme would also be of benefit to 
Brown Hare as would the proposed expanse of broadleaved woodland. The ES 
concludes that severance of access to foraging habitat south of Newbiggin Road 
would have a minor adverse effect on Brown Hare. The County Council’s 
Ecological Consultant concludes the scheme would have a residual effect of 
Minor Adverse Significance at the Local Level.

8.157 The ES considers that “the only significant adverse residual effects on 
biodiversity from the Scheme once all mitigation, compensation and 
enhancement are considered is operational effects from lighting on bats, 
badgers, otters and birds. However, these impacts should be reduced at final 
design stage with minor changes to the lighting design proposals in the key areas 
that are causing the impact”.  Conditions are proposed to seek further detailed 
lighting mitigation to reduce the impact of artificial lighting on these species.

Biodiversity Net-Gain

8.158 Sections 7.5.7 – 7.5.12 of the Planning Supporting Statement detail a summary 
of habitat losses and gains. It sets out that the scheme would result in a total 
habitat loss equating to 89.24ha, of which 60.46ha is arable fields and improved 
grassland, which are of relatively low ecological value to many taxa. It states that 
only approximately 21.48ha of habitat will be lost to impermeable surfaces. The 
Landscaping Plans propose to create approximately 91.16ha of new habitat – 
increasing the amount of high value meadow, hedgerow, scrub and woodland 
habitats. 

8.159 The applicant utilises the Warwickshire Biodiversity Impact Assessment 
Calculator (WBIAC), to quantify the impact of the scheme upon biodiversity. As 
the original 2012 DEFRA Biodiversity Metric is limited and the DEFRA 
Biodiversity Metric 2.0 has still not been finalised (with it still being held as a Beta 
Test Version), the use of WBIAC, which is widely recognised as an effective best 
practise tool for quantifying biodiversity impact, is accepted and understood. 
Using the WBIAC the applicant’s ecological consultant calculates that the 
scheme would have a habitat area biodiversity score of +8.90 and a linear 
biodiversity impact score is +51.40; thus demonstrating a net gain in biodiversity. 
Natural England and the County Council’s Ecological Consultant have reviewed 
the calculations and are satisfied with the underlying assessments and 
calculations. The proposals for the CSLR are therefore considered to comply with 
the NPPF’s direction for new development to secure measurable net gains for 
biodiversity.  To ensure the qualitative net-gains projected are delivered a 
program of monitoring and management of the condition of the habitats created 
will be required. A condition is proposed to secure this.

8.160 In summary, in relation to species and habitats the County Council’s Ecological 
Consultant and myself consider the scheme design demonstrates a sound 



 

application of the principles of avoidance, mitigation and compensation.  We are 
also satisfied that, subject to the conditions proposed, that the level of ecological 
impact would be minimised as far as possible and that the landscaping proposals 
would ultimately deliver a biodiversity net-gain. 

Residential Amenity and Living Conditions (including Traffic Impact with 
associated Noise, Vibration and Air Pollution implications and also Light 
Pollution)

8.161 Paragraph 127 of the NPPF sets out that planning decisions should ensure that 
developments create places with a high standard of amenity for existing and 
future users. Similarly, policy CM 5 of the CDLP, states ‘the Council will only 
support development which would not lead to an adverse impact on the 
environment or health or amenity of future or existing occupiers’. It continues to 
set out that development will not be permitted where it would generate or result in 
exposure to, either during construction or on completion, unacceptable levels of 
pollution (such as noise, dust, vibration and light) which cannot be satisfactorily 
mitigated within the development proposal or by means of compliance with 
planning conditions. 

8.162 The proposed new link road infrastructure has the potential to have direct and 
indirect adverse effects on the residential amenity of a number of existing 
dwellings. Direct effects are associated with the proximity of the new 
infrastructure resulting in increased noise, vibration and air pollution levels and/or 
disturbance (primarily from traffic); adverse visual impact or effect on the 
character of the area/neighbourhood; light pollution; overlooking, loss of privacy, 
or overshadowing. A small number of representees have stated their belief that 
the proposal would lead a loss of their residential amenity. In most cases this 
generally relates to perceived increased traffic noise levels and the change in 
outlook resulting from the creation of the new road infrastructure. Overlooking / 
loss of privacy are also raised in some specific instances. In all cases these 
concerns are primarily related to the east-west route and overbridges. 

8.163 Indirect effects are primarily related to the scheme resulting in increased traffic 
levels on certain existing radial roads to which existing properties bound, with 
some representees raising concerns about increases levels of noise, vibration, 
disturbance and safety risk resulting from this – with Dalston Road and Wreay 
Roads being specifically cited. Another commonly cited indirect effect is a 
perceived fear of alterations to existing routes attracting misuse and anti-social 
activity and behaviour – with a number of such concerns being raised in relation 
to Newbiggin Road. 

8.164 The following paragraphs will consider the following core thematic components 
that contribute to amenity: noise and vibration; air quality (including dust); visual 
amenity, overlooking/loss of privacy and light pollution. In each case it will focus 
on the operational impacts before briefly turning to measures to minimise the 
effect of impacts on residential amenity during the construction phase. 

Noise and Vibration

8.165 Road traffic gives rise to noise and airborne vibration as a result of friction 
between tyres and road-surfaces, aerodynamics, internal combustion 
engine/transmissions and braking elements. The CSLR would attract higher 
volumes of traffic than that currently found on the local highway network to the 
south of Carlisle. It would also result in some increase in traffic levels on some 



 

existing arterial southern arterial routes into the city (and slight reductions on 
others).

8.166 In respect of noise, paragraph 180 of the NPPF sets out that planning decisions 
should mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential adverse impacts resulting 
from noise from new development – and avoid noise giving rise to significant 
adverse impacts on health and quality of life. The PPG expands that decision 
making needs to take account of the acoustic environment and in doing so 
consider whether or not a significant adverse effect or adverse effect is likely to 
occur and whether or not a good standard of amenity can be achieved. It 
continues that this should include identification of whether the overall effect of the 
noise exposure would be, above or below the significant observed adverse effect 
level (SOAEL) and/or the lowest observed adverse effect level (LOAEL) for the 
given situation. The LOAEL is the level of noise exposure above which adverse 
effects on health and quality of life can be detected (as defined in the Noise 
Policy Statement for England). The SOAEL is the level above which significant 
adverse effects on health and quality of life occur. 

8.167 A comprehensive noise and vibration assessment in line with recognised 
guidance has been undertaken by the applicant and forms part of the ES (being 
presented in Volume 1 Chapter 12). This includes consideration of daytime and 
night time noise levels. This assesses the existing (baseline) noise environment 
of the proposed development corridor and discerns three distinct areas in terms 
of acoustic character:-

 Western - Characterised by road traffic noise from the A595 (Wigton Road), 
B5299 (Dalston Road) and Peter Lane.

 Central (Caldew Valley) - Predominantly rural, with faintly audible road traffic 
noise. Infrequent trains on the Cumbria Coastline railway have a 
narrow noise footprint.

 Eastern - Acoustic environment is predominantly affected by the M6 
Motorway, Newbiggin Road and Durdar Road which maintain 
constant traffic flows throughout the day.

8.168 The scheme incorporates a number of earth bunds and embankments along 
parts of the route to act as noise barriers, and also increases the depth of cutting 
near peastree so as to reduce the noise impact of the proposal on nearby 
residential receptors. As such it complies with the NPPF’s direction that 
proposals should seek to minimise potential impacts resulting from noise. It is 
noted that the noise assessment does not assume that any planting will provide a 
further reduction in noise levels. 

8.169 The noise model residual impact assessment indicates that the introduction of 
the scheme would result in negligible change to the acoustic environment in the 
western area; with the majority of properties north of Peter Lane (i.e. excluding 
those directly bounding the B5299) experiencing decreased noise levels as a 
result of the alignment of the road routing traffic further away from Peter Lane 
and the provision of bund along the northern side of the route.  As would be 
expected the proposal would result in an increase in noise levels within open 
areas within the Caldew Valley with the noise model indicating increases being 
audible as far as the southern swathe of High Cummersdale. Despite the 
predicted increase in noise to the southern swathe of High Cummersdale, the 
level of noise is predicted to be well below the Lowest observed adverse effect 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/noise--2#significant-observed-adverse-effect-level
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level (LOAEL).  For the eastern area, the scheme would increase noise levels to 
the south of Newbiggin Road where residential dwellings are fewer in number 
and more dispersed (than along Newbiggin Road itself). Since the proposed road 
is further from the majority of settlements and dwelling houses than the existing 
road network, for the many existing properties sited alongside Newbiggin Road 
and in Durdar the scheme would result in a significant decrease in noise levels 
(by -3dB to -10+dB) once the new road is open as the bulk of traffic would 
reassign to the new route. 

8.170 Excluding the two properties to be demolished, the elevations of approximately 
12 residential dwelling houses would range from 90m to 150m in distance from 
the motor vehicular carriageway of the east-west road. No facades of any 
retained dwelling houses would be closer than 90m to the new east-west 
carriageway. Eleven of these twelve nearest properties are situated within the 
eastern acoustic baseline area. Nine of these are located in the vicinity of the 
junction of Brisco Road and Newbiggin Road, with five of these properties having 
curtilages directly bounding Newbiggin Road. The noise modelling indicates that 
all of these five Newbiggin Road bounding properties and a further two in this 
area would experience decreases in noise levels at the façades of their 
properties. Meanwhile the property closest to Brisco Roundabout (The Keep) and 
Langdale would experience a minor increase in noise levels (i.e. ranging 
between +4dB to +5dB) resulting in a minor adverse effect. The other two 
properties located in the eastern acoustic area (Oak Dene and Beech House) 
have curtilages adjacent to Buckabank Road and would be in close proximity to 
the proposed Durdar Roundabout. Beech House benefits from an area of deep 
cutting and bunding associated with a shared-use bridge and is modelled to 
experience a negligible decrease (-1.0dB to -2.9dB) in noise levels. Oak Dene is 
the property most affected by noise and the only property modelled to experience 
a noise level increase in excess of 10dB (with +11dB predicted after mitigation at 
its north facade). This stems from its proximity (circa 100m) to the proposed 
Durdar Road Roundabout and its east-west arms. So, whilst this roundabout and 
its approaches are in slight cutting and a noise bund is proposed between the 
roundabout and the property, this bund only provides a 0.7dB reduction. The 
applicant’s consultant environmental noise specialist considers that this would 
result in road traffic noise becoming intrusive and therefore having a major 
adverse effect on the amenity of this dwelling, but considers that it would not go 
so far as to exceed the SOAEL at day or night and thus would not become 
disruptive and result in unacceptable living conditions or statutory nuisance. The 
final property located within 150m of the proposed motor vehicular carriageway is 
51 Peter Lane which is situated in the western acoustic baseline area. The rear 
façade of this property measures approximately 140m from the carriageway. A 
2m high earth bund is proposed along the northern side of the CSLR reduce the 
level of noise to properties along Peter Lane (reducing levels by around 1dB). 
Consequently, a negligible decrease in noise levels (i.e. ranging between -1dB to 
-2.9dB) is predicted here. 

8.171 On the fringes of the central acoustic baseline area four individual properties are 
present that stand to be adversely affected. East of the Caldew, Park Fauld and 
Peastree Farms are modelled to experience an increase in noise levels ranging 
from +4dB to +9dB after mitigation (with cutting depth having been increased by 
1m to achieve a reduction of around 1dB). Whilst acknowledging a slight adverse 
effect, the applicants’ consultant environmental noise specialist considers that 
road traffic noise would still not be intrusive at the farmhouses. West of the 
Caldew, 42 and 43 Dalston Road (which are accessed off Grace Lane) an 



 

increase in noise levels ranging from +4dB to +7dB after mitigation (with bunds 
provided along the northern side of the CSLR) is predicted. The applicants’ 
consultant environmental noise specialist considers there would be a noticeable 
change in acoustic character at these properties and that noise may become 
intrusive. 

8.172 The ES assesses that no groups of dwellings nor any individual dwellings would 
experience noise levels above the SOAEL as a result of the development. 
Moreover, the ES calculates that the number of dwellings currently at or above 
the SOAEL would reduce (from 87 to 78) as a result of the scheme. It discerns 
that the number of dwellings at or above the LOAEL remains similar (rising by 
one from 289 to 290). The applicant calculates only one property (West House) 
which is adjacent to the CNDR and approximately 155m from the Newby West 
Roundabout qualifies for insulation under the Noise Insulation Regulations. 

8.173 The ES observes that, overall, during the daytime, the proposal would have slight 
to large adverse noise effects at some receptors, but it would also have some 
slight to large beneficial effects at receptors. The ES assesses that the significant 
beneficial effects are larger and experienced at a greater number of dwellings 
than the significant adverse effects. The properties with moderate, or large, 
beneficial effects outnumber those with moderate, or large, adverse effects, 
though the number of properties with slight adverse effects is slightly greater than 
those with slight beneficial effects, especially if the cumulative effects of the 
Garden Village are considered. In other words: the scheme largely results in 
reduced noise levels for areas currently subject to present and disruptive traffic 
noise and increases noise levels for areas currently subject to no to negligible 
(not intrusive) transport noise. 

8.174 Traffic induced vibration is a low frequency disturbance which can be transmitted 
through the air or ground. Ground-borne traffic vibration can, in extreme cases,  
effect buildings; while airborne traffic vibration can cause disturbance to 
occupiers of properties. With respect to a representation, the scheme is not 
anticipated to result in a significant increase in traffic levels on Wreay Road, 
consequently it is considered that levels of ground-borne vibration from traffic on 
Wreay Road would be similar to existing levels and the proposal would not result 
in an increase in likelihood of damage to any residential boundary walls. Given 
the distance of the nearest properties from the new road, ground-borne traffic 
vibration is not considered likely to result in any adverse effects.  The DMRB 
requires an ES to include an assessment of the numbers of people bothered by 
vibration. It should be appreciated that the vibration assessment is for 
comparison only and, as such, is not indicative of an individual’s responses. Also, 
only properties within approximately 40m of carriageways of all modelled roads 
are included in the vibration assessment. With the proposed scheme 79 
dwellings are predicted to have a potential increase in airborne vibration 
nuisance, with the majority experiencing a +0.5% to +10% increase and three 
properties expected to experience a +10% to +20% increase. 25 properties are 
modelled as experiencing no discernible change while 57 dwellings are predicted 
to experience a decrease in airborne vibration nuisance with 28 of these 
experiencing a reduction of 10% or greater. 

8.175 I am satisfied that the routing, vertical alignment and design of the form of the 
highway corridor has paid careful attention to reducing the impact of roadborne 
noise and vibration on residential properties and that no properties would 
experience noise levels above the SOAEL. In light of this I consider the noise 



 

and vibration impacts to be compliant with the NPPF. However, the proposal 
would result in increased noise levels at a small number of properties that are 
likely to adversely affect their existing level of residential amenity – therefore the 
proposal is not fully compliant with policy CM 5. Though noise from the proposal 
may decrease the existing level of amenity of a small number of properties I do 
not believe it would do so to a degree that would create unacceptable living 
conditions. 

8.176 In terms of the construction phase, the main construction works are typically at 
least 100m away from properties. The ES assesses that construction phase 
noise will have moderate adverse effects on three properties (Oak Dene, Beech 
House and the Keep) and slight adverse effects at three others (West House, 
Thirlstane and Peastree Farm). The most prevalent noise impact is likely to be 
caused by HGV construction traffic activity on the existing highway network, with 
the greatest level of activity anticipated to occur on Newbiggin Road. The Outline 
CEMP sets out a number of working practices to reduce the level of noise 
disturbance. It also carries through the ES’ recommendation that earth bunds in 
front of Oak Dene and the Keep should be built at the earliest opportunity in 
order to mitigate noise from construction. To ensure that construction phase 
noise and vibration impacts on residential amenity are minimised as far as is 
practicable, conditions are proposed requiring agreement of a detailed CEMP 
and Construction Traffic Management Plan and to limit the duration of working 
hours for the majority of construction operations (excluding those required to be 
undertaken near railway lines under night time possessions). In light of the 
mitigation proposed and secured via the proposed planning conditions it is 
considered that the construction phase noise and vibration impacts of the 
scheme will be mitigated to an acceptable level.

8.177 In summary, I am satisfied that the impacts of the CSLR, both during construction 
and operation, can be adequately controlled through mitigation measures to 
ensure the proposed development does not have an unacceptable significant 
adverse noise or vibration impact in relation to residential amenity.

Air Quality (including dust emissions)

8.178 Paragraph 170 of the NPPF directs that planning decisions should prevent new 
and existing development from contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk 
from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of air pollution. It 
continues that proposals should, wherever possible, help to improve local 
environmental conditions such as air quality. Paragraph 181 expands decisions 
should sustain and contribute towards compliance with relevant limit values or 
national objectives for pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air Quality 
Management Areas (AQMA) and Clean Air Zones. Policy CM 5 of the CDLP 
stipulates that development will not be permitted where it would impact on human 
health or result in exposure to, either during construction or on completion, 
unacceptable levels of pollution (including dust) which cannot be satisfactorily 
mitigated within the development proposal or by means of compliance with 
planning conditions. There are currently four AQMAs remaining in Carlisle. The 
nearest AQMAs to the scheme are those at Currock Street and on Dalston Road 
which measure over 2.5km from it. The remaining two AQMAs – Bridge Street 
and the A7, are, respectively, 3km and 4km from the scheme.

8.179 Emissions from motor-vehicular traffic with combustion engines using the road 
(and vehicles/plant involved in its construction) have potential to adversely affect 
local air quality in the vicinity of the proposed new highway infrastructure. The 



 

reassignment of some traffic from parts of the existing highway network to the 
new modern route would in turn resulting in decreases in traffic emissions on 
some existing highways (particular arterial routes and through the city centre) 

8.180 An air quality assessment (AQA) has been undertaken by the applicant and 
forms part of the ES (being presented in Volume 1 Chapter 5). Key indicators of 
air quality assessed include likely concentrations of air pollutants Nitrogen 
Dioxide (NO2) and inhalable atmospheric particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). 
The assessment uses the traffic model data and ADMS-Roads emissions module 
to forecast the concentrations of these air pollutants as a result of the scheme at 
72 residential properties near identified affected roads during the operational 
phase. In both the 2023 and 2038 (with SCGV) scenarios the assessment 
indicates that the scheme will at worst have a negligible impact on annual mean 
NO2, PM10, and PM2.5 concentrations at the residential receptor locations 
assessed. Levels of particulate matter are modelled to be the same as the future 
baseline or slightly less. There is a little more variance in terms of NO2 with 
changes ranging from +2ug/m3 to -5.9ug/m3 (micrograms per cubic metre in air) 
in the 2038 scenario; but with a mean and median average of +0.1ug/m3 and a 
modal average of -0.1ug/m3. In all cases the predicted levels of air pollutants 
would be below the National Air Quality Objective (NAQO) thresholds, and thus 
sustain compliance with NAQO in line with the NPPF. The ES concludes that the 
new highway infrastructure would not result in any significant impacts upon air 
quality.  In light of this, I am satisfied that the operational development would not 
result in in exposure to unacceptable levels of pollution, nor adversely impact 
upon human health or residential amenity and therefore comply with the NPPF 
and policy CM 5.

8.181 During the construction phase adverse air quality impacts could arise from the 
emission of dust during activities such as demolition, earthworks, building and 
vehicle movement track-out.  A construction dust assessment was undertaken by 
the applicant as part of the AQA. This assesses these activities as having a low 
risk to human health and a medium risk of dust soiling where they are in 
proximity to residential receptors. Table B10 within Appendix 6.2 of the ES and 
the outline CEMP detail appropriate measures to mitigate these risks (such as 
pro-active site management and monitoring measures; careful planning out of 
earthworks and temporary storage areas, use of dust suppression equipment, 
etc…). Properties in proximity to the existing highway and haul routes are also at 
risk of experiencing poorer air quality, particularly during the peak of construction 
works when circa 50 outward HGV movements per day are anticipated. It is 
considered the air quality management measures could be better tailored to this 
specific development and that this can be secured through a condition requiring 
the submission and agreement of a detailed CEMP (including a Dust 
Management Plan), Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) and details 
of temporary soil stockpile locations. On the basis of the appropriate deployment 
of the mitigation measures posited, I consider that the construction phase is likely 
to have negligible impact on air quality at residential dwellings and that an 
acceptable level of amenity can be maintained. 

Visual Amenity / Deprivation of Outlook
 
8.182 Elements of the scheme would be visible from some vantage points from some 

nearby properties, but this would be largely confined to screening mounds, 
embankments and cuttings for the majority of properties. The visual impact of 
these elements of the scheme would reduce over time as the proposed 



 

landscape planting establishes and matures. Some residents at the cluster of 
properties at Newbiggin Hall and a resident of a property south of Peter Lane 
(accessed off Lingy Close Road) expresses concerns in respect of the impact of 
the scheme on their visual amenity. The route would be distant from these 
properties (at least 190m and 400m respectively) and in both cases hedgerows 
with trees are proposed to be planted to the southern side of the highway. In the 
case of the latter (i.e. Lingey Close Road), the retained elements of Peter Lane 
Wood provides screening directly to the north, while to the northwest the length 
of road between this and the Dalston Road roundabout would be in cutting 
(ranging from -2.4m below the existing ground level to -0.4m at the roundabout). 
In the case of the Newbiggin Hall dwelling cluster further treed hedgerow planting 
is also proposed to be provided to the south of Newbiggin road. The applicant’s 
Planning Supporting Statement assesses that the scheme would only have minor 
to moderate adverse effects on the residential visual amenity nearby properties. I 
concur with this judgement and am satisfied that the scheme has been 
sympathetically designed (in terms of layout, physical form and soft landscaping) 
to reduce the level of visual impact and would not result in an unacceptable level 
of residential amenity or unacceptable living conditions. No elements of the 
proposal would be sufficiently close to any property so as to deprive them of 
outlook. 

8.183 The outlook from some residential properties will be changed. These impacts 
have been considered in detail, but none lead officers to conclude that residential 
amenity will be harmed to the extent that it would detrimentally impact living 
conditions.

Overlooking/loss of privacy

8.184 Three representations raise concerns in respect of the scheme resulting in 
overlooking of dwellings. One representation relates to land allocated for 
residential development at Wigton Road and one relates to an existing dwelling 
called Langdale. In both of these cases the concern relates to potential for 
overlooking from shared-use path overbridges and/or their approach ramps. The 
other representation relates to overlooking from the link road to the cluster of 
properties at Newbiggin Hall. 

8.185 There are no residential dwellings currently on the allocated land. On the 
proposed western approach embankment which adjoins and overlaps this 
allocated site the landscaping scheme proposes to provide groups of standard 
trees on the embankment and a hedgerow with trees at its toe. A treed hedgerow 
is proposed to the western side of Wigton Road and the northern side of the 
eastern embankment is proposed to be planted with native mixed woodland. 
Whilst there is an undetermined outline application for the access to this land, 
matters of layout have not yet been applied for. It is considered that the CSLR 
scheme landscaping design would reduce potential for overlooking onto this land 
to a reasonable degree and can be taken into account in the housing layout and 
design so as to address any residual concerns of overlooking. With reference to 
Langdale, it is noted that this property benefits from mature woodland screen-
planting (circa 15m high) to its eastern side; and that a dense line of early mature 
trees (circa 8m high) follows the south-running field boundary to its east. Whilst 
some of this line would be lost to the scheme, an approximately 70m length 
would be retained. The 4m high noise bund proposed to the north side of the 
CSLR would prevent intervisibility between the property and the lower element of 
the western approach ramp. Furthermore, it is proposed to plant the 



 

embankments with broadleaved woodland. In light of existing and proposed 
planting and landform, the bridge and ramp siting and design and the 110m 
distance of the nearest possible sight-line from the approach ramp to the 
property, I consider that the proposal would not result in any detrimental 
overlooking that would result in a loss of privacy to Langdale. Similarly, the new 
road would be over 200m from the Newbiggin Hall cluster of dwellings, and whilst 
it would be higher than the existing Newbiggin Road it would also be further away 
than the existing road and a treed hedgerow would be provided adjacent to the 
southern side of the road. Given the distance between the properties and the 
landscaping, the position of the multi-use path on the north side of the road and 
the landscaping proposed I do not believe the proposal would result in 
overlooking of these properties. I have also closely examined the proposals for 
potential overlooking at other properties in proximity to the scheme and have not 
found any cases where this may occur to an unacceptable degree that would 
result in a loss of privacy. 

8.186 During the construction phase temporary fencing can be deployed at sensitive 
vantage points to reduce potential for overlooking / loss of privacy. This can be 
secured via condition as part of the detailed CEMP. 

Light Pollution 

8.187 There are three main types of light pollution: sky glow, glare and light trespass. 
Intrusive light can adversely impact residential amenity. Paragraph 180 of the 
NPPF requires planning decisions to limit the impact of light pollution from 
artificial light on local amenity. Policy CM 5 sets out that development will not be 
permitted where it would generate or result in unacceptable levels of light 
pollution. 

8.188 A lighting strategy has been submitted in support of this application. It is noted 
that as part of this all fixed highway lighting is proposed to be downward 
focussed directional LED lighting. The lighting strategy and its outline lighting 
specification is welcomed, and it is considered that the application strikes a 
reasonable balance between the height and number of lighting columns. Given 
the preceding and the fact that no properties would be less than 90m from the 
east-west route carriageway edge (and intervening existing and proposed 
topography and landcover). I consider that residential properties would be 
unlikely to be significantly adversely affected by intrusive artificial light. To ensure 
this is the case, I am minded that a condition should be imposed to secure the 
submission and approval of detailed lighting plans. This would ensure that 
lighting is appropriately micro-sited and directed and that baffles and rear shields 
are installed as necessary on certain units in proximity to the River Petteril and 
those within relative proximity to dwelling houses. It is also proposed that details 
of construction lighting (and the measures utilised to reduce its impact) can be 
secured via condition as part of the detailed CEMP. 

8.189 Taking into account the above factors (i.e. noise, vibration, visual amenity, 
overlooking, lighting, etc.) in isolation and in-combination, it is acknowledged that 
the residential amenity of a small number of properties would be adversely 
affected by the proposal. The degree of effect would be limited by the proposed 
scheme design, landscaping and conditions proposed. As such I do not believe 
that residential amenity would be adversely affected to an unacceptable degree 
or that the proposal would result in unacceptable living conditions at any dwelling 
houses.



 

Social and Economic Effects

8.190 The NPPF highlights the economic objective that underpins sustainable 
development and seeks the planning system to help build a strong, responsive 
and competitive economy by ensuring that the right land is available in the right 
places at the right time to support growth, innovation and improved productivity. It 
also emphasises the social objective of supporting strong, vibrant and healthy 
communities. Paragraph 38 directs Local Planning Authorities to work proactively 
with applicants to ‘secure developments that will improve the economic, social 
and environmental conditions of the area’. Paragraph 80 of the NPPF states that 
significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth and 
productivity. Policy SP 3 of the CDLP sets out Carlisle south as an appropriate 
area for growth. Policy SP5 sets out that interventions to facilitate growth as 
identified in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) will be prioritised. The CSLR is 
identified in the IDP as a potential strategic improvement. The applicant and the 
Cumbria LEP consider that the proposed new highway infrastructure would 
enhance Carlisle’s role as a sub-regional centre by promoting economic growth 
in the city and would help to address the imbalance of employment land between 
the north and south of the City. They also consider that it would drive forward 
economic growth and productivity within the west of the county by improving 
connectivity and resilience of highway infrastructure. 

8.191 It would seem clear that the development would assist the realisation of multiple 
socio-economic benefits, such as improved journey times, creation of 
construction related jobs (albeit temporary) and improving access to employment 
opportunities. Furthermore, the proposed development would provide significant 
public benefits, including the potential to improve the local economy and unlock 
new residential and employment land.  As such the proposal benefits from 
specific policy support in terms of its role in fostering accessibility and economic 
growth.

OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Allocated Sites

8.192 Parts of two sites allocated for development within the CDLP would be directly 
affected by the proposed CSLR scheme. The allocated sites in question are 
located either side of Wigton Road (A595) just to the north of the Newby West 
Roundabout. To the north-western side of Wigton Road approximately 6.2ha are 
allocated for residential development (in an allocation identified as U6). To the 
south-eastern side of Wigton Road approximately 7.7ha are allocated for 
employment development. The proposed multi-use path bridge over Wigton 
Road (and its supporting embankments) would encroach upon these allocated 
sites. It would result in the direct loss of approximately 0.5ha (8%) of the 
residential allocation U6 and approximately 0.2ha (3%) of the employment 
allocation. With reference to residential allocation U6, appendix 1 of the CDLP 
notes that “this site is in two ownerships… [and that] it will be necessary to 
develop the site as a whole for optimum design and layout and from an 
infrastructure planning perspective”. It also records that the site should ensure 
good non-motorised links to the surrounding area as well as improvements to the 
existing to accommodate the potential increase in use.

8.193 A landowner objects to the CSLR application as they believe it would make the 
residential allocation undeliverable. The representee has provided no 
calculations or evidence to verify that this would be the case. The representee 



 

also comments that the embankment and bridge would create overlooking to 
potential future residential development. It is noted that the landscaping scheme 
includes tree and hedgerow planting on the embankment and that this would 
minimise opportunities for this and as such I am satisfied that the proposal would 
not unduly impinge a suitable level of residential amenity being achieved on this 
land once developed. The same representee also objects that the proposal 
would affect their undetermined planning application (Ref. 19/0089) for creation 
of vehicular site access to serve the U6 allocated housing site on a southern 
parcel of land that forms part of the allocation. It is understood that the Highway 
Authority have objected to the proposed access. It is also noted that a third party 
has commissioned transport planning specialists to review the proposed 
residential highway access to U6 and make a representation to CaCC. The 
transport planning specialist’s public representation sets out that they consider 
the issue of the proposed access’ proximity to the Newby West roundabout 
cannot be overcome in designing an access onto Wigton Road at this location. 
They consider that an appropriate site access including a ghost island right turn 
facility can be achieved at the northern end of the site allocation. 

8.194 I do not consider it unreasonable for the applicant to partly intrude on these sites. 
I acknowledge that the CSLR will have some impact on these allocated sites but I 
do not believe that the CSLR application would compromise the ability of either 
site allocation to be delivered. Furthermore I note that the application proposals 
would improve connectivity to these sites and would provide accessible open 
recreational space for them at the nearby proposed SUDs ponds off Peter Lane. 

Carbon Emissions & Climate Change

Carbon Dioxide Emissions

8.195 Carbon Dioxide (CO2) emissions and climate change are undoubtedly material 
considerations in the assessment of any planning application for a new road 
scheme. 

8.196 The main Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) are Water vapour (H2O), Carbon Dioxide 
(CO2), Methane (CH4), Nitrous Oxide (N2O), Ozone (O3), and Fluorinated gases. 
CO2 is estimated to account for approximately 76% of global manmade GHG 
emissions. The European Commission calculate that CO2 is responsible for 64% 
of man-made global warming (other GHGs are emitted in smaller quantities but 
can trap heat more effectively) and note that CO2 concentration in the 
atmosphere is currently 40% higher than it was when industrialisation began.  

- UK CO2 Reduction Targets

8.197 The Climate Change Act (2008) sets out provisions for legally binding carbon 
budgets for the UK with the aim of reducing UK CO2 emissions. The headline 
target of this Act was amended in June 2019 to reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions by a least 100% (compared to 1990 baseline levels) by 2050. The 
sixth carbon budget will reflect this updated target. The previous target was a 
reduction of at least 80% by 2050. 

8.198 Carbon budgets are set by Parliament based on the advice of the 
independent Committee on Climate Change (CoCC). Each budget covers a five-
year period and sets out a total amount of greenhouse gas emissions from all 
sources (excluding international aviation and shipping), which should not be 
exceeded, in order to meet the UK’s emission reduction commitments. The 

https://publicaccess.carlisle.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/change/causes_en
https://www.theccc.org.uk/


 

section of the Gov.uk website in respect of Carbon budgets states that “Where 
emissions rise in one sector, the UK will have to achieve corresponding falls in 
another”. So far, five carbon budgets have been set in law, covering the period 
from 2008 to 2032. The current and future two established carbon budgets are 
as follows: 

 2018-2022 (3rd budgetary period): 2,544 MtCO2e

 2023-2027 (4th budgetary period): 1,950 MtCO2e 

 2028-2032 (5th budgetary period): 1,725 MtCO2e 

8.199 The fifth carbon budget is equivalent to a 57% reduction in annual UK emissions 
over this period on average, relative to 1990. CoCC has reported that the first 
and second carbon budgets were met and the UK is on track to meet the third, 
but that it is not on track to meet the fourth or fifth budgets. The Committee will 
be advising on the sixth budget (2033–37) in December 2020. 

- Contextual Data: Current Levels of CO2 Emissions

8.200 The Office for National Statistics (ONS) calculates that net 2018 UK CO2 
emissions totalled 365.7 million tonnes. Provisional figures for 2019 stand at 
351.5 million tonnes of CO2 equivalent emitted (MtCO2e). In 2018 an estimated 
28-33% of territorial UK CO2 emissions originated from the transport sector (123 
MtCO2e). The provisional figure for 2019 is that 119.6 MtCO2e were emitted by 
the transport sector and that this constituted 34% of all CO2 emitted that year. 
The large majority of emissions from transport in the UK are from road transport. 
The ONS report accompanying 2019’s provisional figures set out that “primarily 
as a result of a continual growth in vehicle kilometres travelled on roads, 
transport carbon dioxide grew to a peak in 2007, 8.5 per cent higher than in 
1990. Since then emissions from this sector have fallen back to around 1990 
levels, driven mainly by improvements in new car fuel efficiency, as well lower 
traffic growth than in previous years as a result of a dip following the 2008/2009 
recession”.

8.201 The Carbon Baseline for Cumbria (February 2020) calculates that in 2017 the 
county has a production-based net emissions footprint of 3.2 MtCO2e. Of this 
900,000 tonnes CO2e is estimated to be attributed to transport, with 
approximately 600,000 tonnes of this being generated on A roads.  This report 
also looks at the county’s carbon footprint in 2018 from a consumption-based 
perspective. Within this, when examined by activity, “emissions attributable to 
driving, that is direct and supply chain emissions from vehicle fuel combustion 
and emissions from vehicle manufacture and maintenance, represent 32% [3.68 
MtCO2e] of the total footprint of residents and visitors combined [11.5 MtCO2e]. 
Two thirds of this [2.53 MtCO2e] is attributable to fuel consumption, accounting for 
22% of the total footprint”.

- Planning Policy Context in respect of Carbon Emissions 

8.202 Paragraph 8 of the NPPF sets out that the planning system should contribute to 
using natural resources prudently, minimising pollution, and mitigating and 
adapting to climate change, including transitioning to a low carbon economy. The 
CDLP echoes this objective. The supporting text to Policy SP9 draws a linkage 
between public health and significantly reducing carbon emissions and cites tree 
planting as an example of developments reducing the impact of climate change 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/carbon-budgets
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/863325/2018-final-emissions-statistics-summary.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/863325/2018-final-emissions-statistics-summary.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/875485/2019_UK_greenhouse_gas_emissions_provisional_figures_statistical_release.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/875485/2019_UK_greenhouse_gas_emissions_provisional_figures_statistical_release.pdf


 

by absorbing carbon dioxide and sequestrating carbon (whilst also providing 
natural shading for urban cooling and increased oxygen production). 

8.203 It is noted that the Department for Transports’ (DfT) December 2014 National 
Networks National Policy Statement (NNNPS); which sets out the need for 
development of road projects on the strategic highway network and the policies 
against which National Significant Infrastructure Projects are assessed; provides 
pertinent contextual consideration of carbon emissions and road projects. 
Paragraphs 3.7 and 3.8 of the NNNPS sets out that the development of ultra-low 
emission vehicles (ULEVs), including pure electric vehicles, is anticipated to 
reach mass market volumes in the coming decade and that the effect of this 
technological shift is projected to result in significant projected reductions in 
carbon emissions. It is also noted that the Governments’ current Road to Zero 
Strategy (RtZS) (published in 2018) commits the UK to ending the sale of new 
conventional petrol and diesel cars and vans by 2040. The launch event for the 
2020 United Nations Climate Change Conference (also known as COP26) held 
in January 2020 saw the government announce plans to bring forward the ban on 
the sale of new petrol, diesel or hybrid cars in the UK from 2040 to 2035 at the 
latest. The RtZS expects the transition to 100% zero emission vehicles to be 
consumer and industry led. The position taken in NNNPS is thus, in essence, 
that in a context in which traffic-related emissions are expected to continue to fall 
over the coming decades, there are only very limited circumstances in which a 
highway proposal will lead to material adverse change in CO2 emissions on a 
scale that bear on the achievement of the statutory carbon budget. Paragraph 
5.17 of the NNNPS states that “it is very unlikely that the impacts of a road 
project will, in isolation, affect the ability of Government to meet its carbon 
reduction plans”. It also sets out that applicants for road projects should “provide 
evidence of the carbon impact of the project and an assessment against the 
Government’s carbon budgets.”

- Construction Phase

8.204 The construction phase of the development would heighten carbon emissions 
during its duration – through emissions associated with construction plant, 
demand for products and the transport of materials; and the loss of sections of 
existing carbon absorbing woodland, trees and hedgerow. 

8.205 For the construction phase of the CSLR the majority of CO2 emissions would be 
additional to the existing national CO2 inventory (i.e. not already accounted for) 
and should therefore be compared to the relevant UK carbon budgets. The 
applicants’ agent has utilised Highways England’s Carbon Emissions Calculation 
Tool (CECT) to quantify the total associated carbon emissions of the construction 
phase. The tool takes into account materials, transport and waste. The tool also 
factors in energy use and business/employee transport however no information 
was available in respect of these aspects at the stage of the project that the 
calculation was made. Using this tool, the applicant’s agent calculates that the 
construction phase would result in the associated emission of 32,866 tonnes of 
CO2e. Of this amount bulk materials (concrete, cement, steel, asphalt and 
aggregate) would account for 58.3% (19,171 tonnes) of CO2e while Civil 
Structures (bridges etc) and Retaining Walls would account for 30.9% (10,162 
tonnes) of CO2e. It is noted that the Highways England Carbon Emissions 
Calculation Tool only provides an approximation and includes a number of broad 
assumptions that can skew results - for instance it applies a “carbon factor” of 
“0.00” for use of site-won soils in the calculation of the carbon emissions of 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/387222/npsnn-print.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/387222/npsnn-print.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/739460/road-to-zero.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/739460/road-to-zero.pdf


 

earthworks. Whilst the CSLR scheme has been designed with a view to 
achieving a cut-fill balance in terms of earthworks (and therefore avoid the import 
of soils with greater road miles), the application of a zero carbon factor to this 
scheme downplays the fact that cut areas of earth material could be moved a 
number of miles at particularly high volumes. As such I am of the view that the 
32,866 tonnes of CO2e calculated is very much an optimistic minimum amount. 
However, having looked at similar road schemes, I do not believe the amount of 
unaccounted emissions (such as in site earth-work movements; energy use and 
employee travel) would be likely to raise the calculated amount by more than a 
third. 

8.206 The construction phase would likely straddle the third and fourth UK carbon 
budget periods. For simplicity, the emissions have been related to just the one 
budget. In light of the recently intensified national target, it is considered 
appropriate that it should be compared to the more challenging of the two 
budgets – i.e. the fourth budgetary period which covers 2023-2027 and sets a 
limit of 1,950 MtCO2e. Based on the amount of 32,866 tonnes of CO2e calculated 
by the applicant’s agent, the amount of emissions arising as a result of the 
construction of the CSLR Scheme would represent less than 0.0017% of total 
emissions in the fourth carbon budget. Even if the predicted amount of 
construction phase emissions was doubled (i.e. to 65,732) it would only amount 
to 0.0033% of the fourth budget. It is therefore considered that the construction of 
the CSLR would not adversely affect the ability of Government to meet its carbon 
reduction plans. 

8.207 To ensure the amount of CO2 emitted as a result of the construction scheme is 
reduced as far as is practicable it is proposed to require the detailed CEMP to 
outline measures to reduce carbon emissions – such as utilising low emissions 
construction plant and machinery and a plan for low carbon staff travel to work 
arrangements.

- Operation and Use of the CSLR

8.208 For the operation and ‘use’ of the CSLR - emissions would result from electrical 
energy use of core components such as lighting/electronic signage; highway 
maintenance and resurfacing activity; and the impact from a variation in vehicle 
journeys travelling on the road and surrounding area of assessment. Part of the 
CO2 emissions associated with the operation of the CSLR would have been 
displaced from other parts of the existing road network (e.g. road users), 
consequently they are not considered additional to the national CO2 inventory. 
From a very simplistic perspective it could be said that the proposed CSLR 
development, in itself, would not result in an increase in traffic movements, it 
would merely redistribute traffic across the highway network. However a wealth 
of research has established that creating more road capacity ultimately 
generates more traffic/trips (known as induced demand or induced traffic) with a 
2017 CPRE report suggesting that major new roads increase traffic above the 
general traffic increases for their areas, with traffic increases of up to 47% over 
20 years. The CSLR is intended to facilitate housing growth which would create 
the conditions for some associated incremental increase in vehicular traffic 
(although it is also important to bear in mind that such housing development 
would be subject to separate planning decisions). Consequently, the operational 
emissions impact of the CSLR is a particularly complex and tangled web. 
Identifying and quantifying the balance of what is additional versus displaced with 
any level of certainty is challenging. Consequently, CO2 emission assessments 



 

for the use of road schemes are usually done on a scenario basis, with 
quantification of different scenarios to provide a range for the additional GHG 
emissions associated with the scheme.

8.209 The applicant’s agent has used the DfT’s ‘Transport Users Benefit Appraisal’ 
(TUBA) software to calculate that the proposed operational scheme would 
reduce motor vehicle carbon emissions by 20,919 tonnes as compared to the do-
minimum scenario. The TUBA software utilises trip data including junction 
delays, then splits out Car and HGV classes and calculates fuel consumption 
which is then utilised to calculate CO2 emissions of a scheme over a 60 year 
period. The reduction in CO2 emissions calculated as a result of the scheme is 
due to the reduction in congestion within Carlisle City Centre - with congestion 
leading to longer journeys and standing traffic with idling engines – with idling for 
over 10 seconds generally using more fuel and therefore producing more CO2 
compared to restarting a combustion engine. The TUBA software thus calculates 
the benefit from the reduction in distance travelled and congestion outweighing 
the carbon associated with existing traffic patterns and traffic growth.

8.210 The amount of CO2 generated by the operation of the proposed lighting and 
maintenance works has not been calculated by the applicant’s agent due to the 
lack of available detail at this stage. It is noted that the full route would not be lit 
and that the illuminated sections will utilise low energy LEDs. It is considered that 
the operational lighting would make negligible contribution to the scheme’s 
carbon emissions. It is noted that the carbon footprint of the production of the 
lighting columns has been included as part construction phase carbon budget.

8.211 I am satisfied that it is reasonable to conclude that the operational development 
would have negligible net additional impact in terms of carbon emissions.

- Carbon Off-setting

8.212 The construction phase and operational phase carbon emissions calculated by 
the applicant’s agent can be combined to determine a total amount of carbon 
emissions that can be attributed to the CSLR scheme over a circa 60-year period 
as follows:

Table 8f: Total Carbon produced 
Element/Component Tonnes of Carbon Dioxide equivalent (t CO2e)
Construction Phase Carbon Emissions 

(CECT based)
+32,866

Operational Vehicle Emissions
[60-year period]
 (TUBA based)

- 20,919

TOTAL: +11,974

8.213 The loss of existing carbon sequestering natural capital would be compensated 
for by an increased ratio of woodland (with a net-increase in woodland of 
+15.7ha), tree, shrub and hedgerow planting thus increasing the carbon capture 
capacity of natural capital along the scheme corridor. I note that studies show 
that a trees’ CO2 uptake is greatest during its juvenile stage (i.e. once it is a 
sapling with a highly developed root system and energy from photosynthesis is 
incorporated into their biomass more quickly). The Carbon Assessment Report 
submitted by the applicant has reviewed the net quantities of trees and shrubs 
proposed to be provided as part of the landscaping scheme (that is to say the 
amount takes into account the quantities to be removed and doesn’t “double-



 

count” direct replacements) and calculates that the planting proposed would 
sequester 246 tonnes of CO2 a year. It then applies the DMRB 60-year 
evaluation period to calculate that the landscaping scheme would sequester 
14,743 tonnes of CO2 over this period of time. When compared against the total 
carbon emissions the agent has calculated for the CSLR, it suggests the scheme 
will result in a net carbon emissions reduction in the long-term of -2,796 tonnes 
over 60 years (i.e. an annualised average equivalent of a -47 tonnes per year). 
Given the previously expressed doubts as to the robustness of the construction 
phase carbon emissions calculations; it is considered unlikely that the scheme 
will achieve a net reduction of carbon emissions. However, it is considered that 
the comprehensive landscaping scheme proposed will contribute to offsetting the 
majority of the carbon footprint of the scheme in the long-term.

Climate Change Adaptation

8.214 Adaptations to a changing climate have been incorporated into the scheme within 
its proposals to manage water and its landscaping scheme. The surface water 
drainage design takes into account the upper-end climate change scenario and 
includes provision to intercept, attenuate and slow the conveyance of rainfall 
during high intensity storm events (which are predicted to increase in frequency 
and intensity as a result of global warming) so as to improve the resilience of 
highway infrastructure during such events and reduce impacts downstream. 
Similarly, the river bridges have been designed to withstand flood flows that take 
into account a 60% climate change escalator and the applicant has 
demonstrated that the scheme avoids adding to vulnerability of existing 
development within fluvial flood risk zones downstream. The landscaping 
scheme includes tree planting and number of woodland blocs so as to provide 
shading to the multi-use paths and existing and future urbanised areas in light of 
rising temperatures and predicted increased incidents of higher temperature and 
longer duration heatwaves. The proposed landscaping also provides for a 
measurable net-gain in biodiversity which may help off-set biodiversity loss as a 
result of climate change. The proposal thus increases resilience to climate 
change in line with Policies SP 9 and CC 3 of the CDLP and provides for 
multifunctional, integrated and accessible green and blue infrastructure to help 
adapt to climate change in line with Policy SP8. 

Contaminated Land and Made Ground

8.215 Paragraph 170 of the NPPF requires the planning system to contribute to 
protecting and improving the environment by remediating contaminated land. 
Paragraph 178 directs decisions to ensure adequate site investigation 
information prepared by a competent person, is available to inform risk 
assessments and that after remediation land should not be capable of being 
determined as contaminated land under Part IIA of the Environmental Protection 
Act 1990.  Policy CM 5 of the CDLP sets out that development will not be 
permitted where it is on contaminated land which would pose an unacceptable 
risk to human health or the environment, unless suitable mitigation and/or 
remediation is or can be carried out to ensure safe development. It also sets out 
that development will not be permitted if it would generate or result in exposure 
to, either during construction or on completion, unacceptable levels of pollution 
from contaminated substances, which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated within 
the development proposal or by means of compliance with planning conditions. 

8.216 As the majority of the development is proposed within agricultural land only a 
limited amount of made ground is present within the sphere of influence of the 



 

scheme. The ES sets out that beyond areas of existing road surfaces, railway 
lines, housing and light industrial development, the most significant deposit of 
made ground is associated with the embankment supporting junction 42 of the 
M6. 

8.217 The applicant has undertaken and submitted a Phase 1 Ground Investigation 
Report, Preliminary Sources Desk Study and Contaminated Land Assessment 
Report in support of their application. In May 2020 the applicant supplied interim 
findings from the ongoing Phase 2 Site Investigation works and details of their 
evolving risk assessment analysis. The applicant requests that agreement of a 
full and complete Phase II Site Investigation and Risk Assessment Report be 
secured via planning condition. The submitted documentation identify four areas 
of potentially contaminated land as being present within the sphere of influence 
of the scheme. Two of these are related to waste disposal deposits, one to a 
historic dye works and coal depot which was subsequently subject to waste 
deposit whilst the other is associated with a historic rile range.

8.218 The two areas of greenfield land where waste disposal took place are an old ash 
tip within Peter Lane Wood and an inert landfill site within an agricultural field 
south of the proposed Durdar Roundabout and Oakdene. This latter site came 
into being and was licensed by the Environment Agency in 1990 and is known to 
comprise of inert spoil and demolition rubble from the M6 motorway Southwaite 
Services improvement works and thus presents a low risk. Topographical Survey 
of the former site suggests the extent of the ash tip is a mounded area within the 
twentieth century plantation woodland at Peter Lane. High levels of hydrocarbons 
and heavy metals will be present within this ash and clinker tip. Asbestos fibre 
traces found in soil samples in fields surrounding this wood are suspected to be 
fibres that became airborne during waste deposition in the woodland. These 
contaminants can be harmful to human health if ingested, inhaled as dust 
particles or if direct contact with skin occurs. The known ash tip extent would not 
interface directly with the road or shared-use path; though screening bund land-
raising works may interface with the southernmost tip of the deposit.

8.219 The Dye Works and Coal Depot were associated with, and located to the south 
of, the Cummersdale textile and printing mills (which are now operated by Stead 
McAlpin as a Textile Printing Works). The Dye Works and Coal Depot area form 
part of a waste site licensed from 1982 to receive only inert building and civil 
engineering waste arising from the Stead McAlpin, Cummersdale Print Works.  
The licence was modified in 1985 with the condition that "hard-bonded asbestos 
deposited on the site shall be buried immediately and covered over with other 
inert material".  A further modification in 1997 prevented 'special waste' from 
being deposited at the site and from year 2000 asbestos was specifically listed 
as being excluded from the list of materials permitted at the site. The southern 
part of the dye works site is proposed to be used for highway drainage pond. It is 
currently proposed for the area around it to be made accessible as a public 
amenity site. Ground investigation on the dye works site revealed made ground 
and remnants of building foundations.  It is expected that the former dye works 
buildings were demolished and the rubble spread over the surrounding area.  No 
asbestos containing materials were identified by the field engineer during logging 
of the soils, although one soil sample was found to contain asbestos fibres during 
laboratory screening. The emerging risk assessment suggests this site poses a 
Low to Moderate risk to construction personnel from asbestos fibres, and that 
implementation of a watching brief, dust suppression measures and appropriate 
PPE should reduce the level of risk. A full risk assessment to workers and end 



 

users and appropriate remediation measures can be secured via planning 
condition.

8.220 The rifle range was located adjacent to the river Caldew to the south-east of the 
Cumbrian coast railway line. It is understood that the range was started by the 
Cumberland Volunteer Rifle Corp's in 1862 and that it was used through until 
1964. The first edition ordnance survey map for Cumberland indicates the 
original rifle range ran diagonally from the edge of Peastree Wood across to 
Dalston Hall Wood. The main range line appears to cross the area of the 
proposed Caldew bridge embankment. The second edition ordnance survey map 
for Cumberland indicates the provision of two further range paths in this area to 
the south of the railway. Some near-surface soils sampled from around the banks 
of the River Caldew (to the south of the proposed Caldew Bridge and west of 
Pond D) found significantly greater levels of lead than those present in 
background levels measured elsewhere. These are likely to be attributable to 
Lead and Lead compounds found in spent ammunition. Although the levels of 
lead recorded to date do not exceed safety thresholds. That said there is 
potentially a high risk to construction workers from pockets of higher 
concentrations of Lead not disclosed by the investigation work undertaken to 
date and from explosion of potential of unexploded Ordnance (bullets and 
grenades). Further assessment of this area is planned by the applicant. This and 
appropriate precautionary measures and (if required) mitigation/remediation can 
be secured via planning condition.

8.221 In overview, the contaminant sources, based on generalised characterisations of 
the wastes associated with the historic land uses are not considered to be overly 
complex. A variety of well-established efficacious approaches and mitigatory 
procedures are readily available to sever any potential pathway between 
contamination source and possible receptors during the construction and 
operational phases so as to reduce risk of exposure to acceptable levels. The 
Environment Agency and Carlisle City Council’s Contaminated Land Officer are 
satisfied that it is appropriate to impose a condition to secure the characterisation 
of these landfills, risk assessments and appropriate levels of mitigation and 
remediation to ensure the development would not pose any unacceptable risk to 
end-users or the environment. Consequently, it is considered that further detailed 
survey work and an appropriate approach to severing any potential pathway 
between source and receptors can be secured and agreed via planning 
condition.

8.222 It is noted that Groundwater Monitoring is ongoing, and the applicant sets out 
that this is programmed to be carried out for a period of one year to determine 
the nature of the groundwater regime. There is the potential for drainage paths to 
be affected between the Stead McAlpin landfill and the adjacent stream and 
River Caldew. The ES acknowledges that there is potential for moderate to large 
adverse hydrological effect for contamination from leachate sources but sets out 
that if correct procedures and guidance are followed, and appropriate techniques 
are adopted during construction, the potential effects can be controlled and 
managed, such that the significance of negative hydrogeological effects on the 
area can be limited to a neutral or slight adverse level. A pre-commencement 
condition is proposed to secure a Groundwater Monitoring Report and Impact 
Assessment (with provisions for mitigation) prior to the commencement of 
substantive development.

8.223 Given the available data in respect of the contaminated sites within the sphere of 



 

influence of the  scheme, their distance from fixed residential receptors and the 
nature of proposed land-use in their vicinity (highway infrastructure or amenity 
space); it is considered to be reasonable and policy compliant to agree with the 
position of the Environment Agency and Carlisle City Council’s Environmental 
Health Department and impose a condition to secure further investigation, risk 
assessment and mitigatory and remediatory measures. Subject to the imposition 
of a pre-commencement condition to secure this and a contingency condition to 
address any previously unidentified contamination that may be encountered, I 
find the proposal to be compliant with Policy CM 5 of the CDLP and the 
provisions of the NPPF in respect of contaminated land.

Crime Prevention

8.224 Paragraphs 91 and 127 of the NPPF directs that decisions should aim to ensure 
that developments create places that are safe so that crime and disorder, and the 
fear of crime, do not undermine the quality of life of local communities. Policy CM 
4 of the CDLP sets out that footpaths and cycleways should be routed to avoid 
presenting direct opportunities for concealment; effective lighting should be 
provided to deter criminal and anti-social activity, and that landscaping schemes 
should not create secluded areas, impede surveillance opportunities, or position 
elements that could be exploited as climbing aids.

8.225 The proposed multi-user paths along the CSLR have been set-out with an open 
verge so as to allow visibility between it and the motor vehicular carriageway so 
as to maximise surveillance opportunities on the route. Sections of the route in 
proximity to existing built-up areas would be lit and I do not consider that the 
landscaping scheme proposed would create undue opportunity for concealment. 

8.226 With respect to the comments of Cumbria Constabulary’s Design Adviser in 
respect of fencing, it is agreed that paladin fencing would be preferable over 
palisade however it is understood that palisade and solid panel sheet fencing has 
only been specified as being required at specific locations at the insistence of 
Network Rail. Conditions are proposed requiring details of the uniformity value of 
dimmed lighting and security measures during the construction phase. 

8.227 With respect to concerns raised by representees about potential for anti-social 
behaviour at given locations; it is proposed that any access restriction along 
Newbiggin Road would be sited in proximity to an existing property so as to allow 
for surveillance and is observed that the public parking provision for the existing 
retained picnic area and Pond G is sited in a more prominent position than the 
existing provision (i.e. it is proposed on a road corner in an echelon arrangement 
so as to allow surveillance from two directions and in proximity to three 
agricultural access points). It is noted that downgraded sections of Newbiggin 
Road will have parts of their carriageway narrowed to a more appropriate width 
to discourage misuse. The applicant has also set out that lockable gates are 
proposed for new agricultural accesses. 

8.228 In light of the above I am satisfied that the proposed scheme has been designed 
to create a safe environment and provides appropriate and reasonable measures 
to deter criminal and anti-social activity. I therefore find the proposal to be 
compliant with Policy CM 4 of the CDLP and the provisions of the NPPF in 
respect of contaminated land.

Dark Skies



 

8.229 Policy GI 1 sets out that landscapes valued for their intrinsically dark skies will be 
protected from the adverse impact of artificial light pollution. Paragraph 180 of 
the NPPF stipulates that development should limit the impact of light pollution 
from artificial light on local amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and nature 
conservation. Discussion of the proposed measures to reduce artificial light 
impacts on local amenity, the wider landscape and ecology have already been 
provided within the preceding assessment. However, it is considered prudent to 
specifically address preservation of dark skies separately. 

8.230 The scheme proposal to not provide any fixed lighting within the River Caldew 
valley corridor (i.e. between chainages 1800 and 4100) so as to reduce the 
impact of artificial lighting on the character and amenity of the night time 
environment in this largely undeveloped area is welcomed and considered to be 
compliant with the above policies. 

8.231 The lighting strategy submitted in support of this application establishes that all 
fixed highway lighting is proposed to be downward focussed directional LED 
lighting. That is to say it would not result in any upward light spill above the 
horizontal 90° plane in line with the requirements of the Institution of Lighting 
Professionals Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light GN01:2011, 
for “Zone E1 - intrinsically dark environments/landscapes”. 

8.232 The proposal to reduce the intensity of fixed highway lighting by up to 50% from 
9pm to 6am on the east-west route when it is less heavily trafficked is also noted. 
It is noted that the applicant wishes to retain flexibility in terms of hours and 
intensity of reduced lighting levels so as to tailor this to traffic flow levels and safe 
operation of the route. As such I do not consider it appropriate to make the hours 
or level of reduced intensity subject to a restrictive planning condition as has 
been suggested should be the case by the CPRE and some representees. 

8.233 I am of the view that the proposed lighting strategy and scheme strikes an 
appropriate balance between providing a safe nighttime environment for road 
users and pedestrians and minimising the impact of the scheme upon dark skies 
to the south of Carlisle. 

Heritage Assets

8.234 Policy SP 7 of the CDLP aims to ‘protect and enhance the character, 
appearance, archaeological and historic value of the District’s designated and 
undesignated heritage assets and their settings’. The NPPF groups sites of 
archaeological or cultural heritage significance that are valued components of the 
historic environment and merit consideration in planning decisions as ‘heritage 
assets’. Paragraph 184 of the NPPF emphasises that heritage assets should be 
conserved ‘in a manner appropriate to their significance’. Paragraph 189 of the 
NPPF states that the ‘significance of any heritage assets affected, including any 
contribution made by their setting’ should be understood in order to assess the 
potential impact. Chapter 7 of the ES examines the potential impact of the 
scheme upon archaeological remains. The applicant has also submitted a 
Heritage Statement to provide assessment of the potential impacts of the 
scheme on historic buildings and landscapes. I am satisfied that both these 
documents provide assessments of the significance of heritage assets present 
and considered assessment of the impact of the scheme on their significance in 
line with the requirements of the NPPF. 



 

Archaeological Heritage Assets
 
8.235 Policy HE 2 of the CDLP pronounces that proposals which could cause 

substantial harm to a scheduled monument, non-designated sites or assets of 
archaeological interest, or their setting will not be permitted. There are no 
scheduled monuments within 500m of the red line planning application area. 
However, multiple areas of archaeological potential and various historic 
landscape features are present to the south of Carlisle.

8.236 Policy HE 2 echoes the NPPF’s requirement for an assessment of the 
significance of archaeological assets and detail how they may be affected. It 
establishes a preference for preservation of archaeological remains in-situ unless 
this cannot be justified in which adequate provision for excavation, recording and 
analysis of assets is necessary. It also stipulates that where possible and 
appropriate opportunities should also be taken to promote and interpret assets. 

8.237 To inform the ES a specialist archaeological consultancy undertook a desk-
based review of archaeological records, a detailed walkover survey, non-intrusive 
geophysical surveys and some initial targeted trial trench evaluation in areas of 
moderate to high archaeological potential. These resulted in the identification of 
165 features of potential archaeological interest. Of these, 25 are important 
historic hedgerows (as defined by Hedgerow Regulations 1997), all of which the 
ES judged to be of medium value and whose loss (prior to mitigation) is judged to 
be of large significance. The ES evaluates the remaining 140 features to be of 
low value. These features include agricultural features such as banks, ditches, 
ridge and furrow; former buildings; former tracks and roads; sites of a deer park, 
rifle range and millrace, and a probable settlement. It considers that the scheme 
would likely result in a partial loss and/or changes to 3 of these features (2x 
Roman Roads and a possible road) – resulting in slight significant effect. The ES 
considers that the loss and/or total alteration of all the other 137 features would 
result in moderate significant effects. The applicant has proposed a detailed 
programme of mitigation measures to 108 features and areas that includes 
evaluation trenching; topographic and photographic surveys; archaeological 
recording of structures and archaeological watching briefs. So, although the 
physical feature may be lost, their evidential value would be permanently 
preserved by record, accessible in an archive.  The ES sets out the overall 
impact on the features subject to mitigation would reduce, so that pre-mitigation 
impacts of large significance would become residual impacts of moderate 
significance and pre-mitigation impacts of moderate significance would become 
residual impacts of slight significance.  

8.238 It is noted that the scheme avoids impact upon any archaeological assets of high 
value. The County Councils’ Historic Environment Officer is satisfied that a 
comprehensive suite of archaeological work has been undertaken and that the 
range of mitigation proposed is appropriate. I have no reason to disagree with 
their specialist professional assessment. I am satisfied that the potential 
significance of assets has been reasonably considered and that the mitigation 
proposed complies with policy HE 2. I also note that the applicant proposes to 
provide information panels/boards incorporating historical/archaeological 
information within the vicinity of the River Caldew so as to enhance 
understanding and appreciation of the historic use of this part of the landscape in 
line with Policy HE 2’s aspiration to grasp opportunities to promote and interpret 
assets. Conditions are proposed to secure the agreed mitigation and proposed 
enhancements. 



 

Setting of Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas

8.239 No Listed Buildings or Conservation Areas would be directly physically affected 
by the proposed development. However, there are 22 listed heritage assets (21 
grade II listed and one grade II* listed) within an approximately 500m radius of 
the scheme. The southern extent of the Holme Head Conservation Area 
measures approximately 550m from Pond C and 1.2km from the proposed 
Caldew Bridge. The southern most boundary of the new Brisco Conservation 
Area (which was designated on 22 June 2020) measures approximately 300m 
from the proposed Brisco Roundabout. 

8.240  The Heritage Statement submitted by the applicant provides an adequate and 
proportionate description of the significance of the heritage assets that were 
designated prior to submission of the application, including the contribution made 
by their setting and is thus considered to comply with paragraph 189 of the 
NPPF. The Grade II* Newbiggin Hall is assessed as being of national 
significance, while the other identified heritage assets are assessed as being at 
the higher level of district/ county significance. 

8.241 Proposals that could affect the setting of listed buildings and conservation areas 
must be considered in in line with the statutory considerations of the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as well as satisfying the 
relevant policies within the CDLP and NPPF. Section 66 of this Act imposes a 
legal obligation on Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) to have “special regard” to 
the desirability of preserving the setting of listed buildings. Section 72 of this Act 
states LPA must pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area. Policy HE 3 of 
the CDLP and the NPPF echo these objectives. Policy HE3 expands that 
development within the locality of a listed building should preserve or enhance its 
character and setting, and be sympathetic in scale, character and materials. The 
glossary of the NPPF establishes that the setting is the surroundings in which an 
asset is experienced. Views from and towards heritage assets are an essential 
component of their significance. 

8.242 No Listed Buildings/Structures would be within 200m of the new proposed roads. 
Most of the listed buildings within the 500m buffer of the scheme would have no 
intervisibility with the scheme due to existing topography and woodland planting. 
The closest listed heritage assets to the scheme are the Grade II* listed 
Newbiggin Hall which incorporates a 14th century tower house and four 
associated Grade II assets (which include two farm buildings, an ice house and 
garden wall).  The Farmhouse and attached outbuildings are closest to the new 
road, measuring approximately 225m from it. The Heritage Statement notes that 
“Newbiggin Hall’s rural idyll was partially eroded in the mid 19th century by the 
construction of the Lancaster to Carlisle Railway which passed only 100m to the 
west of the building complex. By 1972, the separation of Newbiggin Hall from the 
River Petteril and rural landscape to the east, south-east and south, and from the 
rural landscape to the north was imposed by the construction of the M6 
motorway to the south, south-east and east and associated [Newbiggin] road on 
embankment to bridge the railway line... The result was that the Newbiggin Hall 
complex occupies a roughly triangular island of land within the railway, motorway 
and [Newbiggin] road”. It concludes that this has had a severe impact on its 
historic setting. The Heritage Statement acknowledges that the scheme would 
further affect the setting of Newbiggin Hall; but crucially notes that the new road 
would lie further away from this complex of assets – with it being sited to the 
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north of the existing Newbiggin Road. It also remarks that the grade II listed 
farmhouse and associated buildings would restrict intervisibility between the hall 
and the new road, especially since the main entrance drive to the hall is to the 
south-east, and the hall is south-east facing. The visual impact from these 
heritage assets would be further reduced by the proposed provision of treed 
hedgerow lined native woodland strip to the south of the old Newbiggin Road and 
along the south side of the new road embankment and proposed woodland 
blocks around Ponds F & G. It is considered that the new treed hedgerow and 
native broadleaved woodland planting proposed to the south of Newbiggin Road 
is a particularly important mitigation and that it should be planted at the first 
available opportunity if practicable. A condition is proposed requiring the potential 
for this to be examined. 

8.243 The Holme Head Conservation Area is designated as a historic landscape 
associated with the former 1828 established Holme Head Mill Works and covers 
weirs within and land to the west of the river Caldew. Accordingly, the 
conservation area is largely within a low-lying valley plain. A number of buildings, 
including those at Cummersdale, the Pirelli tyre factory and the Stead McAlpine 
print works to the south, have since modified the landscape. These along with 
the topography and distance limit intervisibililty between land within the 
conservation area and the scheme. The noise modelling suggests that the 
operational road would lead to a negligible noise increase (+1.0to+2.9dB) in the 
southern extent of the conservation area. As such I am satisfied that the proposal 
would not cause any harm to the historic character or appearance of this 
Conservation Area.

8.244 Between Monday 11 November 2019 and Monday 6 January 2020 Carlisle City 
Council undertook a public consultation seeking views on its proposals to 
designate Brisco and Wreay as separate Conservation Areas and the options for 
the boundary of each area. Brisco was subsequently designated as a 
Conservation Area on 22 June 2020. It is understood that the potential 
conservation area at Wreay will be subject to further public consultation. The 
Conservation Area boundary for Brisco extends south of the core of the hamlet to 
encompass the Grade II listed Brisco Hill House (and its grounds which are 
substantially planted with trees). Whilst there may be some mid-distance visibility 
of elements of the CSLR from the southern extents of Brisco’s Conservation 
Area, I do not believe that it would harm the character or appearance of this 
small historic agricultural settlement. The scheme is at least 1.75km from Wreay 
with the M6 motorway lying beween them. There would be no visibility between 
the scheme and either of the proposed conservation area boundary options for 
Wreay previously consulted upon. 

8.245 The applicant’s Heritage Statement assesses that the scheme would result in 
slight changes to setting that hardly affect these heritage assets and thus 
considers the scheme to result in a minor magnitude of impact (resulting in no 
reduction to asset significance). It therefore concludes that the scheme would 
have a very limited degree of impact on the significance of heritage assets. It 
considers that mitigation embedded in the scheme; such as bunds to reduce 
visibility and noise, and tree planting and other screening measures; adequately 
mitigate the potential impact on historic setting. I consider the assessment to be 
proportionate and measured and do not disagree with its overall conclusion. 
Historic England also agrees with the conclusions of the assessment. In the 
longterm, with mitigation planting established, I consider that proposal would not 
cause any harm to the setting of these heritage assets. In the intervening period, 



 

there would be some potential harm, however I consider the degree of harm to 
significance to constitute less than substantial harm. Furthermore, I consider that 
this less than substantial harm would be outweighed by the public benefits of 
provision of modern highway infrastructure to improve connectivity, reduce 
congestion and promote sustainable growth. In reaching this view I have paid 
special regard and attention to the statutory duty to preserve and/or enhance the 
setting of these heritage assets. It therefore follows that I consider the proposal 
to comply with policy HE 3 of the CDLP and the NPPF’s provisions in respect of 
the historic environment. 

Inclusive Access

8.246 Paragraph 110 of the NPPF requires developments to address the needs of 
people with disabilities and reduced mobility in relation to all modes of transport. 
Policy SP 6 of the CDLP seeks to ensure that all components of proposals 
(including new connections, open space and landscaping) are accessible and 
inclusive to everyone.

8.247 The proposed new multi-user path network (and associated overbridges) have 
been designed to provide direct (i.e. short distance routes across clear 
established desire lines) and inclusive access across the route. The submitted 
Design and Access Statement provides negligible discussion of how inclusive 
access has been embedded into the scheme. A condition is proposed to secure 
detail and scrutiny of the inclusive design measures proposed within the detailed 
design of the scheme.

Public Health

8.248 Policy SP 9 of the CDLP seeks to proactively improve the health and sense of 
wellbeing of the District’s population and reduce health inequalities. It continues 
that the Council will aim to ensure that all development contributes to enhanced 
health and wellbeing outcomes through measures such as creating high-quality 
and inclusive environments that support people in making healthy choices. 
Paragraphs 91 and 92 of the NPPF seek to promote healthy communities, setting 
out that planning decisions should enable and support healthy lifestyles 
(especially where this would address identified local health and well-being needs) 
and take into account and support the delivery of local strategies to improve 
health, social and cultural well-being for all sections of the community. 

8.249 The Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) shows the relative deprivation of 
neighbourhoods across small geographic areas, known as Lower Super Output 
Areas (LSOAs). The 2015 IMD saw 5 LSOAs in Carlisle rank within the 10% 
most deprived of areas in England in terms of overall deprivation. Three of these 
LSOAs are situated within the southern edge of Carlisle (within Harraby, Morton 
and Upperby). The 2019 IMD (published on 26 September 2019) saw the LSOAs 
within Harraby and Morton remain in the 10% most deprived areas, with the 
LSOA within Upperby now falling in the 20% most deprived areas.

8.250 Consideration of public health is embedded within various aspects of the 
application submission package. A Public Health Considerations Report has 
been submitted by the applicant to synthesise and summarise how public health 
considerations have informed and shaped the proposed scheme. The report 
examines considerations such as air quality; access to recreation, green-space 
and social infrastructure; active travel; economic impacts; noise; pollution; 
community safety and driver stress through the lens of public health so as to 



 

consider the effects of the scheme on determinants of physical and mental 
human health. 

8.251 I agree with its evaluation that, overall, the completed scheme is likely to deliver 
beneficial public health effects through its provision of:

 new inclusive active travel infrastructure that encourages cycling and walking; 
 new community green spaces around landscape planted balancing ponds; 
 air quality improvements and reductions in noise levels for many existing 

residential properties; 
 Climate change adaptations; and 
 reduced congestion, better connectivity and improved levels of highway safety 

promoting greater ease of access to social and health infrastructure. 

The above positive effects are considered to outweigh the minor negative effects 
such as land take from some agricultural land holdings and the expanded 
provision of artificial lighting. Further to this, it should be noted that the report 
rightly acknowledges that the construction phase is likely to give rise to negative 
changes to many health determinants and suggests that that most significant 
effects that may affect health during this temporary period relate to severance of 
communities. I am satisfied that the mitigation measures described in the 
relevant ES Chapters and planning conditions proposed would ensure that the 
majority of negative health and wellbeing impacts, particularly during the 
construction phase, are minimised. 

8.252 In light of the above, both the County Council’s Director of Public Health and I are 
of the view that the proposal would ultimately enhanced health and wellbeing 
outcomes to existing and future communities. I therefore consider the proposal to 
e compliant with Policy SP 9 of the CDLP and paragraphs 91 and 92 of the 
NPPF.

Public Rights of Way and National Cycle Network Routes

8.253 Paragraph 98 of the NPPF stipulates that public rights of way (PRoW) and 
access should be protected and enhanced, and opportunities taken to provide 
better facilities. Policy GI 5 of the CDLP sets out that proposals affecting existing 
PRoWs will not be permitted unless “an alternative route is available, or can be 
made available, which is safe, attractive, is well integrated with the existing 
network and is not significantly longer than the original route”. It also seeks to 
take opportunities to improve and extend PRoWs. 

8.254 The scheme would affect 14 numbered sections of the existing PRoW network, 
with five of these being severed by the scheme footprint. Of the 14 PRoWs 
affected one is proposed to be permanently stopped-up; 9 are proposed to have 
parts of their alignment permanently diverted (to underpasses, bridges and/or 
around features); three only require temporary closures during the construction 
phase; and one bridleway (Grace Lane) is proposed to be adopted as highway. 

8.255 The proposed permanent stopping-up relates to a section of footpath (PRoW No. 
114053) from High Cummersdale that terminates at Brownelson at a private 
track/road. The applicant explains that there is no visible path on the ground here 
and that the route is blocked by field boundary fences in places. Given this and 
the lack of connectivity at its southern terminus, this position appears reasonable. 
To offset this stopping-up it is noted that the applicant proposes to divert the 
upper section of this south-eastward route from Cummersdale onto the CSLR 



 

multi-use path and to provide a new length of PRoW toward Grace Lane from 
here thus creating a new circular route for walkers between High Cummersdale 
and the CSLR. 

8.256 The proposed new length of PRoW from Grace Lane is proposed to be provided 
along a newly proposed agricultural access track (which is required to provide 
access to otherwise severed agricultural land) and that the applicant has clarified 
that it is proposed to be a cycle track with a right of way on foot. It is also noted 
that part of the proposed routes’ proposed alignment was altered over the course 
of the application at the request of an affected landowner (whose land it crosses) 
so as to reduce the perceived impact on their current farming practises. It is 
noted that two representees object to the creation of this new public route. It is 
recognised that the applicant has taken an opportunity (required provision of a 
compensatory agricultural access track) to expand the PRoW network and that 
this decision complies with Policy GI 5. With regard to other specific points raised 
in objections received in respect of the new length of PRoW: the track is 
proposed to be fenced on both sides in order to limit impacts on livestock 
associated with use by dog walkers of an inconsiderate disposition. In the case of 
concerns of potential unauthorised motorcycle use I consider the upfront 
provision of measures to discourage this to be overly draconian as the provision 
of A-Frames and similar barriers can also restrict access for disabled users. 
Should unauthorised motorcycle misuse occur on this route then measures such 
as gating, cctv and exclusionary motorbike barriers could easily be retro-fitted by 
the highway authority if deemed appropriate. The applicant undertakes to monitor 
usage of this new route. In light of the above, and the existing mature hedgerows 
between existing properties and this route, I do not believe the new PRoW would 
adversely impact on residential or local amenity. In summary, I am of the view 
that the new route represents a welcome and policy compliant enhancement to 
the PRoW network and that its presence would have negligible impact on 
existing land-uses. 

8.257 The proposed diverted PRoW alignments are considered reasonable on the 
whole with most diversions being minor in distance and deviation and 
maintaining step-free gradients. The greatest diversion proposed is to a section 
of footpath (PRoW No. 129001) between the eastern side of the River Caldew up 
towards Park Fauld. The user counts of PRoW No. 129001 indicate that it is a 
relatively lightly trafficked route with no more than 28 pedestrians recorded over 
any 12-hour period.  It is proposed that a 125m section of this is re-routed a 
distance of approximately 430m around the proposed Caldew Bridge 
embankment along an existing, and then proposed, agricultural track. The 
provision of a surfaced track, diversion back towards the River Caldew and 
opportunity to cut through the wildlife enhanced Pond D provide some beneficial 
improvement to this longer diverted section of route. The planting of the 
embankment would also reduce some of its visual and landscape impact to 
walkers. As with other PRoWs around the Caldew, exposure to the visual 
presence and operational noise of the elevated CSLR would reduce enjoyment of 
the relative rural tranquillity currently present (particularly on the eastern side of 
the river). In light of the enhancements proposed to this route, the ES evaluates 
that users of the PRoWs between the Caldew and Durdar Road would 
experience moderate positive effects overall. I consider that the enhancements 
proposed along the diverted route would make it more attractive and compensate 
for the not inconsiderable increase in distance.

8.258 The ES identifies the footpath and cycleway along the western side of the 



 

Caldew as being of very high sensitivity as they relate to nationally 
recognised/promoted routes – i.e. the Cumbria Way long distance footpath and 
National Cycle Network (NCN) routes 7 and 10 (aka the Reivers C2C Cycle 
Route) and also attract high number of users. The route is isolated from urban 
areas and traffic and of high landscape value. A small 10m section of the existing 
path (PRoW No. 111006) is proposed to be subject to a permanent minor 
diversion around a pier of the proposed Caldew Bridge. The presence of the road 
bridge will have the greatest adverse effect on amenity for users of this route. 
Views of the river and its surroundings would be changed significantly, and the 
sense of solitude and remoteness would be reduced by the presence and noise 
of motor vehicular traffic. The submission seeks to reduce this adverse effect 
through provision of landscape planting around the bridge approaches, use of 
local stone facing and omission of fixed operational road lighting. The ES 
assesses that Viewpoint 2 on this route would experience a large adverse 
significant effect one year after opening, with this reducing to a moderate 
adverse significant effect 15 years after opening (with the maturation of 
mitigatory planting). The proposed multi-use path link from the CSLR would 
further improve access to this route and Pond C would provide a further 
enhanced biodiversity resource accessible from this route. A condition is 
proposed requiring the submission of details of enhancements (interpretation 
panels, benches, further planting and habitat enhancement) within the Caldew 
river corridor. It is noted that the construction of the bridge would require this 
section of route to be closed for up to 12 months during the construction period, 
with cyclists requiring through-access having to divert to an on-road route and 
the Cumbria Way being significantly diverted via Durdar Road. 

8.259 In the Petteril valley a signed long-distance walking route, The Miller’s Way, 
follows a PRoW between Carlisle and the village of Wreay. PRoW No. 129017 
forms part of this route and would require closure for up to 12 months during 
bridge construction. The proposed temporary diversion would take users 
alongside highways adding 250m to this route and reducing its attractiveness. 
Upon completion of the bridge the alignment of the path requires a slight 
deviation to make use of an underpass (which will also serve as an agricultural 
access) under the proposed new Petteril Bridge.  Counts of existing usage 
ranged from 10-17 pedestrians in a 12-hour period. The underpass would be 
5.8m wide and a 1.1m high pedestrian parapet is proposed to the river side. 
Given the low levels of usage, width of the track and forward visibility available 
from each side of the underpass, unsegregated shared-use is considered to be 
reasonable, safe, appropriate and proportionate.

8.260 Another representee expressed safety concerns about the proposed 
unsegregated arrangement between walkers and dairy cattle / farm traffic over 
the proposed Peastree Accommodation Bridge. It is noted that the Peastree 
Accommodation Bridge is proposed primarily to maintain agricultural access and 
prevent severance of an existing PRoW (No. 129004) which runs between 
Peastree and Park Fauld Farms. Pedestrian counts in the vicinity of this PRoW 
were very low. Whilst the representee’s concern in respect of funnelled mixed-
use is appreciated, it is considered that such unsegregated arrangements are 
common to many highways accommodation bridges and that neither the bridge 
arrangement (a relatively short 32m span with 6.5m clear width between 
parapets) nor intensity of agricultural use are considered to warrant segregated 
provision. It is considered that provision of signage reminding PRoW users of the 
relevant provisions of the countryside code in respect of farm animals on 
approaches to PRoW No. 129004 would be sufficient to further reduce the low 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-countryside-code/the-countryside-code


 

level of risk associated with this arrangement. However, in light of the concerns 
raised, and the intended use of the bridge to maintain badger connectivity 
between land to the north and south of the CSLR, the applicant has elected to 
adjust their proposal and segregate agricultural access from pedestrians and 
badgers along the bridge.

8.261 Grace Lane is currently a public bridleway that provides access to three dwelling 
houses. The applicant proposes to resurface the lane and adopt it as public 
highway. Details of passing places and measures to ensure its suitability for 
equestrian usage on Grace Lane can be reasonably secured via planning 
condition. 

8.262 With respect to a representees query whether an existing footpath (PRoW No. 
129006) that passes through the Floshes farm yard and heads south-west to 
Peastree farm could be diverted onto the nearby shared-use path along the 
proposed Durdar link road that runs parallel to this; it is considered that this treed 
hedgerow lined track provides a pleasant recreational alternative to the proposed 
multi-use path alongside the Durdar Link Road (that is to say the multi-user path 
adjacent to the proposed new Durdar link road would not provide a comparable 
level of amenity).

8.263 In summary, I consider that the proposal would ultimately improve Public Rights 
of Way and National Cycle Network Routes and complies with Paragraph 98 of 
the NPPF and Policy GI 5 of the CDLP. 

Recreational Implications 

8.264 The CDLP seeks to create and maintain multifunctional, interconnected and 
attractive recreational networks for the benefit of residents, businesses, visitors 
and the wider natural environment. It also seeks to embrace opportunities to 
encourage and promote recreation. Paragraph 92 of the NPPF indicates that 
decisions should provide the social, recreational and cultural facilities and 
services the community needs by planning positively for the provision and use of 
shared spaces and taking into account and supporting the delivery of local 
strategies to improve health, social and cultural well-being for all sections of the 
community.

8.265 Chapter 13 of the ES provides an assessment of Outdoor Access and 
Recreation. This considers activities undertaken by pedestrians (including 
ramblers), cyclists, equestrians, water users (i.e. anglers, kayakers) and people 
undertaking different forms of non-competitive recreation (e.g. exploring or 
playing in a park). This focuses principally on the effects on routes available, 
specifically; the ability to make use of a route (the ‘access’) and the ease with 
which the access can be taken (the ‘accessibility’).  The operational scheme will 
reduce the amount that walkers, cyclists and anglers enjoy the use of impacted 
outdoor areas primarily due to visual and noise impacts of new lengths of road 
(and associated bridges) and changes in accessibility at new roundabouts. 
However, overall, the scheme would have a large positive impact on outdoor 
access and recreation as it would provide 12km of shared cycle/pedestrian paths 
(with 8km along the main route and further provision connecting to existing 
routes such as those within the Caldew and Petteril Valleys); improvements (to 
drainage, surfacing, gates and signage) and expansion to the PRoW network; 
and public access to six wildlife and leisure enhanced pond areas. The ES 
considers that the overall effects on outdoor access and recreation of the 
completed scheme are likely to be large positive. I concur with this assessment 



 

and consider the proposal to comply with the aims of the CDLP and NPPF in 
respect of recreation. 

8.266 The ES acknowledges that the construction phase would have a large to 
moderate impact on recreational activity in the area as a result of deprivation of 
access, the visual and noise impact of construction works, and increased journey 
times and inconvenience for cyclists and walkers. The application sets out a 
number of mitigation measures that seek to reduce the construction phase 
impact such as keeping routes open as long as possible; retaining access to the 
principle main rivers during peak fishing periods where possible; and putting 
clearly signed pedestrian diversions in place during temporary closures to 
PRoWs and roads (including advance notice signage). It is considered that these 
measures can be secured via condition as part of a detailed CEMP. 

St Cuthberts’ Garden Village fit

8.267 The planning framework proposals for SCGV are still emerging. At the time the 
application was being finalised for submission by the applicant, only the broad 
Stage 1 Masterplan Concept Framework was publicly available. Since then three 
potential conceptual options have been consulted upon as part of the 
development of the Stage 2 Masterplan. These options have a number of 
overlapping similarities and would all plug into the highway infrastructure 
proposed. It is understood that the applicant had been working closely with 
Carlisle City Council to synchronise their proposals with the development of the 
Draft Options for the Stage Two Masterplan and are feeding into the selection 
process of a preferred option. The applicant has sought to align the link road to 
maintain maximum flexibility to the evolution of SCGV while also meeting the 
early direction of travel in relation to the design of key highway links at Durdar 
and Scalegate. The CSLR proposal also embeds active travel and seeks to 
provide landscape improvements including new publicly accessible spaces. I am 
satisfied that the CSLR has been carefully sited and designed so as to meet the 
principles and emerging requirements of, and provide flexibility to, the SCGV 
project. 

Soils

8.268 Paragraph 170 of the NPPF seeks planning decision to protect and enhance 
valued soils. Soils are categorised as an element of Geodiversity within the 
NPPF and CDLP. However, the CDLP provides no direction in respect of soil 
resources only seeking to protect recognised geodiversity assets identified in the 
Local Geodiversity Action Plan for Cumbria (which focuses principally on 
geological features). 

8.269 Chapter 15 of the ES provides consideration of the impact of the scheme on 
soils. It identifies that excavation works could result in a reduction of superficial 
soils within the study area and reduction in topsoil quality. As addressed within 
the consideration of Agricultural Land Use impacts the ES concludes that the 
loss of BMV land/soils is not significant on a national scale but would be 
significant within the context of Cumbria. It is considered that planning conditions 
could secure the appropriate conservation and maintenance of soil resources in 
a viable condition for re-use following the completion of construction activity and 
thus facilitate compliance with Paragraph 170 of the NPPF.

Water Environment / Water Quality



 

8.270 Paragraph 170 of the NPPF directs decisions to prevent proposals from putting 
water quality at unacceptable risk and that they should help improve water 
quality. The scheme deploys naturalised SUDs measures to capture and provide 
three levels of treatment (filtration, settlement and adsorption) to water falling 
onto roads before it is discharged to watercourses. The ES predicts no residual 
effect from any potential discharge of sediments and contaminants into 
watercourses through road run-off provided timely and appropriate maintenance 
is carried out to prevent the wash-through of polluting materials. A condition is 
proposed to secure details and agreement of the maintenance regime for the 
proposed SUDs. Consequently, it is considered that the proposed operational 
development would have negligible impact upon water quality. 

8.271 It is noted that it is proposed to de-culvert and re-meander a section of Fair 
Becky so as to allow more natural sediment transport and exchange and that 
works to existing drainage ditches near Dalston Road would provide slight 
improvement to natural flow regime characteristics. The scheme will also 
introduce a number of new and larger culverts and outfalls. A condition requiring 
submission and agreement of the detailed drainage design would ensure that 
culverts and outfalls are sensitively designed so as to cause minimal changes in 
sediment transport and species movement. 

8.272 It is considered that a condition requiring a detailed CEMP would secure the 
implementation of measures to avoid and reduce the impact of the construction 
phase of the development upon water quality 

8.273 Given the minor level of impact upon aquifers predicted by the ES, it is 
considered that further detail of measures to minimise impact on groundwater 
resources can appropriately be secured via conditions. Conditions can also be 
utilised to secure greater detail, and agreement of, measures to minimise the 
impact of the construction phase upon the water environment. 

8.274 The applicant has submitted a Water Framework Directive Compliance 
Assessment (WFDCA) in support of the application. The WFDCA concludes that 
the proposed scheme would not result in a deterioration of current ecological 
status or potential of any water body or their ability to meet Good Ecological 
Status / Good Ecological Potential by the target timeframe and would not 
compromise relevant environmental objectives being met in other water bodies 
(and is therefore compliant with the Water Framework Directive). It is noted that 
the Environment Agency are satisfied with the WFDCA submitted. 

8.275 In light of the information submitted in support of the application, the proposed 
mitigation embedded into the scheme and the conditions proposed, I am satisfied 
that the proposal would not have an unacceptable quantitative or qualitative 
adverse effect on the water environment, both within the application site and its 
surroundings.

Cumulative and In-Combination Effects.

8.276 Cumulative effects refer to the collective influence of the proposed scheme and 
any other developments, proposed or existing, on a particular aspect of the 
environment. Each thematic technical chapter of the submitted ES adequately 
considers the “inter-project effects” within the technical discipline based on the 
anticipated interactions with other developments. That is to say the noise and 
vibration chapter considers the cumulative noise and vibration effects result from 
the application proposal and other proposed or existing developments within the 



 

sphere of influence of the scheme. The ES identifies a number of projects and 
considers that the main potential for cumulative effects relates to committed 
housing development (Permission Ref. Ref. 09/0413) south of Morton (between 
Wigton and Durdar Roads); land allocated for development north of the Newby 
West roundabout and the SCGV. It is recognised that when considering the 
SCGV that extremely limited details were available and that this has therefore 
only been assessed at a high level. I am satisfied that the major projects have 
been identified and appropriately reviewed. Potential cumulative effects include 
damage and loss of heritage assets, loss of further habitat and agricultural land; 
changes to landscape patterns and their tranquillity, increase in noise pollution 
and increase in hard impermeable surfaces that can increase surface water run-
off. It is considered that the CSLR proposal sufficiently reduces its potential 
impacts so as to not result in any unacceptable degree of cumulative inter-project 
effects with existing ongoing and committed developments.

8.277 Chapter 16 of the ES addresses the cumulative effects of impacts across multiple 
environmental topics where they are likely to affect a single receptor (aka intra-
project or in-combination effects). The ES assessment concludes that there 
would be no operational intra-project cumulative significant effects. However, it 
recognises that the construction phase will have intra-project cumulative 
significant effects. During this, it assesses that the Caldew and Petteril valleys 
and Durdar would experience moderate adverse significant cumulative effects as 
a result of cumulative disruption to landscape character, visual amenity and 
outdoor access and recreation; while Cummersdale and Morton areas would 
experience minor adverse significant cumulative effects as a result of changes to 
landscape character and visual amenity.

Human Rights

8.278 The Human Rights Act 1998 requires the County Council to take into 
consideration the rights of the public under the European Convention on Human 
Rights.  Article 8 of the Convention provides that everyone has the right to 
respect for his private life and home save for interference which is in accordance 
with the law and necessary in a democratic society in the interests of, amongst 
other things, public safety, the economic wellbeing of the country or the 
protection of the rights and freedoms of others.  Article 1 of Protocol 1 provides 
that an individual’s peaceful enjoyment of his property shall not be interfered with 
save as necessary in the public interest and subject to conditions provided for by 
law. For any interference with these rights to be justified the interference needs 
to be proportionate to the aims that are sought to be realised. The County 
Council has a duty to consider the policies of the development plan and to 
protect the amenities of residents as set out in those policies. 

8.279 The proposal would have an impact on the environmental, residential and visual 
amenity of the area but it is considered that those impacts would be insufficient to 
interfere with the rights of the applicant and satisfactory controls could be 
imposed on the proposed development to protect the amenities of the most 
affected residents. The impacts on the rights of local property owners to a private 
and family life and peaceful enjoyment of their possessions (Article 8 and Article 
1 of Protocol 1) would be minimal and proportionate to the wider social and 
economic interests of the community and could be satisfactorily controlled by 
planning conditions.

OTHER MATTERS

https://publicaccess.carlisle.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=_CARLI_DCAPR_50333&activeTab=summary


 

Alternatives

8.280 The NPPF is silent on the principle of considering the availability, and 
comparative merits of alternative sites or routes. The PPG clarifies at Paragraph: 
041 Reference ID: 4-041-20170728 that the EIA Regulations do not require an 
applicant to consider alternatives. However, where alternatives have been 
considered, applicants are required to include in their ES a description of the 
reasonable alternatives studied and an indication of the main reasons for 
selecting the chosen option including their environmental effects. Chapter 3 of 
the applicant’s ES provides a summary of the various routes considered and 
reasons why the alternative routes were discounted. The applicants’ Statement 
of Community Involvement (SCI) also provides narrative discussion of changes 
to the micro-siting of the route and its form and layout that occurred during the 
design process. 

Pre-Application Consultation 

8.281 The applicant has submitted a Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) to 
explain the pre-application community engagement and consultation undertaken 
and how public and stakeholder comments and feedback have shaped the 
evolution and form of the proposed scheme. The SCI is thorough and 
demonstrates extensive and pro-active engagement and consultation across 
multiple methods and platforms. It appears likely that the pre-application 
engagement and consultation may be a factor behind the relatively low volume of 
representations received in respect of the planning application publicity for a 
scheme of this size. The quality and quantity of pre-application consultation and 
engagement undertaken by the applicant is considered in line with best practice 
and the impetus of Policy IP 1 of the CDLP.  

Clarity of Application

8.282 By virtue of its large geographic footprint and interaction with an environmentally 
sensitive area (the Caldew River Valley) the application inevitably comprises of a 
large amount of supporting studies, reports and plans. A full understanding of the 
proposals requires cross-reference between a number of different drawings and 
documents. Whilst it is acknowledged that some inconsistencies were present 
within the application as submitted, these inconsistencies were generally minor 
and all those found have been quickly clarified by the applicant. I do not believe 
any of the inconsistencies to be have been misleading as to the potential effects 
of the scheme. 

9.0 CONCLUSION

9.1 The scheme represents an important step in the realisation of the strategic 
objectives of policies SP 2 and SP 3 of the CDLP. The CSLR is fundamental to, 
and a catalyst for, the delivery of the SCGV. It would enhance strategic east/west 
connections between the M6 and the A595 (thus reducing traffic levels within and 
immediately around Carlisle city centre) and improve the resilience of the local 
highway network. As such it is a key part of an integrated approach to addressing 
existing transport issues within Carlisle and unlocking transformative future 
housing and employment growth of the city. Furthermore the improved 
connectivity it would provide to the north of the county would support and 
promote wider economic growth.

9.2 As is common for large scale highway projects (and other large developments), a 



 

preliminary stage scheme design has been submitted for the planning application 
process. I note that a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA) has informed the 
preliminary scheme design and that Cumbria County Council’s Highways 
Department is content with the preliminary design in safety terms. Conditions are 
proposed to ensure that the detailed design process is subject to a Stage 2 RSA 
and that Stage 3 and 4 RSAs are also carried out.

9.3 The applicant has embedded new walking and cycling infrastructure and links 
across the whole scheme so as to promote more sustainable modes of transport 
and active/healthy lifestyles. The proposed multi-use path and landscaping 
scheme are considered representative of the proposed CSLR scheme’s 
embodiment of key garden village principles and wider societal benefits. 
Furthermore, the east-west alignment seeks to provide flexibility to the emerging 
SCGV proposals whilst its new spur roads seek to reflect the design principles 
and requirements of the emerging SCLP. 

9.4 The Environment Agency has closely scrutinised the proposals and their 
potential impact on fluvial flood risk. They are satisfied that the scheme would not 
exacerbate flood risk elsewhere. The sustainable urban drainage system 
proposed has been designed to provide three levels of treatment and 
accommodate a 1 in 100 year +40% climate change multiplier storm event - with 
attenuation ponds also incorporating an additional freeboard depth of at least 
30cm above these levels. It is also noted that the Habitat Regulations 
Assessment and Water Framework Directive Compliance Assessment indicate 
that, with the mitigations proposed, the proposed development would not have an 
adverse effect upon the rivers Caldew or Petteril. In light of the above 
considerations I am content that the proposal would not increase flood risk 
immediately around or downstream of the CSLR and would not have any 
adverse impact on the water environment.

9.5 I recognise that the proposed link road route has been selected with a view to 
avoiding impact on the most sensitive environmental and residential receptors.  I 
am satisfied that the scheme design demonstrates that considerable care has 
been taken to integrate the scheme into its surroundings and to minimise its 
impact on the environment and local and residential amenity along the route 
corridor. In particular I note that the road is designed to lie low in the landscape 
as far as possible and that it provides for a targeted distribution of earth bunds to 
further minimise the scheme’s landscape and visual impacts and so as to reduce 
noise intrusion at nearby properties. I am satisfied that the proposed landscaping 
scheme is extensive and would minimise the landscape and visual impact of the 
development in the long term and ensure that it would ultimately deliver a net-
gain in biodiversity value and serve to off-set the majority of carbon emissions 
generated by the scheme. Despite the comprehensive range of mitigations 
proposed the scheme will inevitably result in some harmful change to the 
character and scenic qualities of the existing landscape and significant disruption 
to habitats and species in the short to medium term particularly in the Caldew 
River corridor. Whilst harmful I agree with the ES that, overall, the operational 
adverse residual effects on the landscape would only be slightly adverse once 
mitigation planting has established in the longer term.  

9.6 The scheme would have a small number of higher significance operational 
adverse residual effects (such as on the viability of a small number of farming 
enterprises and on visual amenity within the principal river corridors). These 
effects are considered to be a near inevitable consequence of any scheme for 



 

new highway infrastructure of this scale. However, ultimately, the adverse 
residual effects identified are considered to be outweighed by the substantial 
wider positive economic, environmental and societal public benefits this scheme 
would deliver. 

9.7 There will be significant impacts and disruption associated with the construction 
phase of the project; however these will be temporary in nature and can be 
sensitively managed through the mitigation proposed by the applicant and 
planning conditions. 

9.8 Thus; taking account of the environmental information submitted in connection 
with the application and the collective issues considered within this report; it is 
concluded that the proposed development is in accordance with the development 
plan and is acceptable in planning terms with there being no material 
considerations that indicate otherwise. With the planning conditions proposed, 
any potential harm would reasonably be mitigated.  Furthermore, any potential 
harm to interests of acknowledged importance is likely to be negligible and would 
be outweighed by the benefits of the development. It is therefore recommended 
that this application be granted subject to conditions set out within Appendix 6 of 
this report.

Angela Jones
Acting Executive Director for Economy and Infrastructure

Contact: Mr Edward Page

Electoral Division Identification: i) Wetheral and ii) Dalston & Burgh  



 

Appendix 1 - Ref No. 1/19/9012

Appendix 1 – Key Plans of the Development Proposal and its Context
A1: Key Site Context Plan



 

A2: Strategic Indicative Overview Plan of the Carlisle Southern Link Road Route. 
Image taken from Non-Technical Summary

The below plan provides an indicative overview of the proposed highway infrastructure and 
interventions in a thick black line in relation to Carlisle and St Cuthberts Garden Village. The 
General Arrangement Plans, web-linked to on the following pages, show the full detail of the 
precise proposal. 



 

A3: Red Line Planning Application Area Plan. 
Image taken from Site Location Plan (Ref. D01 Drawing No. CSLR-CAP=LPN-00-DR-Z-0201)



 

A4. Overview of Key Proposal Plans

General Arrangement Plans

The General Arrangement Series of Proposed Site Plans (ID Ref. D04) show the key 
details of the proposed development.  The series consists of six sheets that work from 
west to east. To help assist orientation the key areas of the scheme covered by each 
plan are flagged in bold text and square brackets. Please find weblinks to these below. 
The proposed title descriptions are as those shown on the online planning register.

 D04 General Arrangement (1 of 6) - Proposed Site Plans - Rev. P02 - [Newby 
West Roundabout and Peter Lane] CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-0211_S4_P02

 D04 General Arrangement (2 of 6) - Proposed Site Plans - Rev. P02 - [Dalston 
Road and Cummersdale] CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-0212_S4_P02

 D04 General Arrangement (3 of 6) - Proposed Site Plans - Rev. P02 - [River 
Caldew and Peastree] CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-0213_S4_P02

 D04 General Arrangement (4 of 6) - Proposed Site Plans - Rev. P02 - [Durdar] 
CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-0214_S4_P02

 D04 General Arrangement (5 of 6) - Proposed Site Plans - Rev. P02 - [Scalegate 
Road and Brisco Road] CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-0215_S4_P02

 D04 General Arrangement (6 of 6) - Proposed Site Plans - Rev. P02 - [WCML 
Railway, River Petteril and J42 of the M6] CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-
0216_S4_P02

Landscaping Plans

 D09 Landscape Plan (1 of 3) - Rev. P02 [Newby West Roundabout to Durdar 
Roundabout] (CSLR-CAP-ELS-00-DR-L-3101_S4_P02)

 D09 Landscape Plan (2 of 3) - Rev. P02 [Durdar Bridge to J42 of the M6] 
(CSLR-CAP-ELS-00-DR-L-3102_S4_P02)

 D09 Landscape Plan (3 of 3) - Rev. P02 [Links] (CSLR-CAP-ELS-00-DR-L-
3103_S4_P02)

Other Notable Plan Series

The D07 and D08 series show sections of elements/parts of the scheme.

The D15-D23 Grouping show General Arrangement details of the proposed bridges (i.e. 
plans, sections and elevations).

The D14 series shows the design of the proposed ponds. Further plans in respect of the 
drainage proposals are contained within the Drainage Impact Assessment Report 
(RP07 - Drainage Impact Assessment - October 2019) 

These plans and all the other plans submitted in support of the application can be 
viewed  at: https://planning.cumbria.gov.uk/Planning/Display/1/19/9012

https://planning.cumbria.gov.uk/Planning/Display/1/19/9012
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Appendix 2
Ref No. 1/19/9012

Development Control and Regulation Committee – 9 October 2020

Appendix 2 – Detailed Written Description of the Proposed Development 

A2.1 This appendix seeks to provide a full and detailed written description of the 
constituent elements of the scheme. It begins by identifying and describing 
specific elements of the proposal in turn. As such it addresses the following 
aspects in the order listed below:

- West to East Description of the Proposed Link Road (By Chainage)

- The Vertical Alignment of the proposed Highway

- The Link Road Corridor Width and General Highway Layout and Specification

- Roundabouts

- Bridges

- Shared-Use Cycleway and Footpath

- Related Highways Links and Modifications to existing Highways

- Replacement Agricultural Accesses and New Agricultural Access Tracks

- Links and Modifications to Public Rights of Way

- Drainage Infrastructure including Balancing Ponds

- Modification of Existing Watercourses

- Lighting

- Trees and Hedgerows

- Landscaping

- Miscellaneous Details: Barriers, Fences, Gates and Signs

- Utility Diversions

- Associated Demolition

- Construction Phase

- Construction Compounds

- Haulage Routes

- Notes in respect of parallel Regulatory Processes



 

West to East Description of the Proposed Link Road (By Chainage)

A2.2 Please note that the description set out in the below table focuses principally on 
the new link road route as it runs from west to east. It does not include details of 
the drainage infrastructure. The chainages can be seen on the General 
Arrangement (D04) series of drawings (No.s CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-0210 to 0216) – 
see Appendix 1 – A4 for direct weblinks.

Chainage Scheme Description Vertical Alignment
0-150 No changes anticipated to this section of the A689 (CNDR). At-grade.

150-800 A689 will be widened and realigned slightly south on its 
approach to the A595 Newby West roundabout.
Newby West roundabout shifted slightly southward and 
enlarged to accommodate additional traffic flows. 
Peter Lane stopped-up to motor vehicles at its western end, 
cycling and pedestrian link between roundabout and Peter 
Lane provided. 
A shared use (walking and cycling) bridge will be provided 
over the A595 (Wigton Road) on the northern side of the 
roundabout.

Road: at-grade to 
cutting up to 1 m below 
ground level. 
Pedestrian / cycle 
bridge:  7 m above 
ground level. 
Earthworks / verges:  
bund up to 3 m above 
ground level north of the 
road.

800-1900 From the A595 Newby West roundabout, the route runs in a 
small cutting in a south-easterly direction through 
agricultural land and woodland. 
At chainage 1600, a new roundabout with four arms 
(identified as the Cummersdale Roundabout) would be 
created to accommodate the junction with the north-south 
running B5299 Dalston Road. 
A shared use bridge will be provided over Dalston Road on 
the northern side of the roundabout.

Road:  cutting up to 2.5 
m below ground level. 
Pedestrian / cycle 
bridge:  8 m above 
ground level. 
Earthworks / verges:  
bund up to 2.5 m above 
ground level north of the 
road.

1900-2900 The link road continues in a cutting in a south-easterly 
direction, crossing predominantly agricultural land. The 
depth of this cutting increases as the route drops towards 
the River Caldew. 
At chainage 2900, a 500m long shared use path travels in a 
north-easterly direction to connect with the Cumbria Way / 
National Cycle Route 7.

Road:  cutting up to 5 m 
below ground level. 
Earthworks / verges:  no 
bunds, verges below 
ground level.

2900-3400 A large three-span bridge (with a total span of approx. 
180m) is proposed to cross both the River Caldew and the 
Cumbrian Coast Line Railway. Beyond this, the CSLR 
continues on an embankment to the southern edge of the 
River Caldew valley up to chainage 3400.

Road:  on bridge 18.5 m 
above the river. 
Earthworks / verges:  10 
to 12.5 m bund within 
river valley for approx. 
200 m of road length.

3400-4100 Remaining on a south-easterly direction, the CSLR is in a 
deep cutting which becomes shallower towards chainage 
4100. The Scheme passes through predominantly 
agricultural land. 
An accommodation overbridge is proposed over the CSLR 
south of Peastree Farm at chainage 3950 so as to provide 
access for agriculture, maintenance of a public right of way 
and badger passage.

Road: cutting up to 
10.5m below ground 
level. 
Accommodation 
overbridge:  up to 4.7m 
above ground level to 
the proposed deck. 

4100-5900 The CSLR remains in a cutting for a further 200m and 
sweeps left (easterly direction) to accommodate the 
proposed new four-armed Durdar roundabout onto 
Buckabank Road (chainage 4300). From the north-eastern 
arm of the roundabout, a new link road will pass through 
agricultural land for approximately 1km before joining onto 
Durdar Road just south of the racecourse. A shared use 
bridge is proposed to cross over this new link road 
immediately north of the roundabout. 

Road:  from circa 5m 
below ground level to 
2m below ground 
level, with a short 
section up to 2m above 
ground level east of 
Durdar road (which is a 
low point in existing 
ground levels). 



 

From the Durdar roundabout the CSLR continues in a 
southerly direction in a cutting, before tuning east to cross 
the existing Durdar Road at chainage 5100. With the 
existing Durdar Road being carried over the CSLR by a 
proposed new road bridge. The CSLR then carries on 
nominally at ground level, surround by a mixture of 
agricultural land and woodland.  
The existing Buckabank Road will be stopped up where it 
crosses the scheme between Oak Dean and Beech House 
with no direct connection to the new road provided at this 
point. 

Pedestrian / cycle 
bridge:  up to 4.8m 
above ground level. 
Durdar Road bridge:  up 
to 7.8m above ground 
level. 
Earthworks / verges:  no 
bunds, verges below 
ground level.

5900-7300 A new four-arm Redcat Roundabout is proposed where the 
CSLR intersects with Scalegate Road at chainage 5900. 
From this roundabout the CSLR continues in an easterly 
direction on a small embankment for approximately 1400m. 
A new four-arm Brisco roundabout will be provided at the 
junction with Brisco Road (chainage 7300).
A shared use bridge will be provided over the CSLR at 
chainage 7150 to provide a north-south route along the 
western side of Brisco Road. 
The priority of the existing Brisco and Scalegate crossroads 
with Newbiggin Road are proposed to be changed to north-
south. Newbiggin Road between Scalegate Road and 
Brisco Road is intended to be restricted for local access 
only. 

Road:  falls at shallow 
grade on an 
embankment of up to 
2.5m below ground 
level then also rises at 
shallow grade to Brisco 
Roundabout.  
Pedestrian / cycle 
bridge:  8m above 
ground level.
Earthworks / verges:  
rising to road on 
embankment. 
A 4m high noise bund 
south of Langdale to the 
north of the road to the 
west of Brisco 
Roundabout.
A 4m high bund to the 
south-eastern corner of 
Brisco Roundabout.

7300-8700 The CSLR continues on a small embankment for a further 
500m, crossing the West Coast Main Line Railway [WCML] 
(which is in a cutting) via a new bridge at chainage 7850. 
The existing railway bridge carrying Newbiggin Road is 
proposed to be retained for maintenance access only. 
The CSLR continues to descend for a further 300m on 
embankment leading to a low point near the Petteril Bridge 
at chainage 8400, then rises on an embankment at similar 
grade, turning eastwards to connect with Junction 42 of the 
M6.
A link to Newbiggin Hall and Wreay Woods is proposed 
from chainage 8230. 
Sections of Newbiggin Road west and east of the WCML 
railway to be used for local access only. 
Newbiggin View and Station House are proposed to be 
demolished. 
The car park serving Wreay Woods is proposed to be 
relocated to the west side of the River Petteril.

Road:  rises from 3m 
above ground level to 
up to 12m on the 
approach to the existing 
hill at M6 Junction 42. 
Earthworks / verges:  
rising to road on 
embankment.

M6 J42 A segregated left turn will be added to the northbound off-
slip at M6 Junction 42. 
The A6 London Road north to Carlisle will be reduced from 
two lanes to one lane and the hard shoulder removed. A 
shared path will be provided on the southern side as far as 
the petrol station.  

At-grade.

Vertical Alignment of Highway



 

A2.3 Areas of cutting to accommodate the link road generally range from 1m to 3m 
below the existing ground level. The deepest area of cutting would be on the 
eastern side of the river Caldew, where the road would reach up to 10.5m below 
the existing ground level. Cuttings have generally been designed to a 1:3 
gradient. Where the road is on embankment, it would generally be up to 3m 
above ground level, such as in places between Durdar and Brisco and the 
approaches to the West Coast Main Line Railway.  Underpinning embankments 
to the road would be higher in the river Caldew valley (reaching up to 10m to 
14m above existing ground level) and east of the River Petteril approaching the 
M6 (ranging from 6m to 12.5m above existing ground level) due to the existing 
topography and need to cross railway lines. Embankments and screening 
bunds have been designed to have 1:3 slopes in the first instance.  In a number 
of places across the scheme, cuttings and small embankments/bunds have 
been slackened to 1:10 gradient in order to soften their appearance and enable 
a larger amount of land to be returned to agricultural use. 

Link Road Corridor Width and General Highway Layout and Specification

A2.4 The proposed link road has been designed for speeds not exceeding 60mph and 
its carriageway would vary from 9.3m to 16.5m in width. The verges and the 3m 
wide segregated shared-use footway-cycleway would generally occupy an 
additional 10m in width beyond the confines of the carriageway. Consequently, 
the linear route corridor would generally range from circa 20m to 27m in width, 
although this may increase in actual footprint in areas of deep cutting / higher 
embankment. Roundabouts would be wider within the corridor, generally being 
approximately 150m wide. 

A2.5 Whilst the east-west link road would be predominantly single carriageway for 
each direction; additional traffic lanes are proposed to be provided to aid traffic 
flow past slow moving and/or turning vehicles. This additional highway space for 
motor vehicular traffic takes the form of:

 An approximately 800m long eastbound climbing lane shortly after the river 
Caldew crossing to the Durdar roundabout;

 An approximately 1400m long westbound climbing lane at the eastern most 
end of the scheme from the Brisco roundabout to Junction 42 of the M6;

 Differential Acceleration Lanes (DALs) for roundabout exits onto the east-
west link road so as to accommodate traffic flows and future proof the 
scheme;

 A westbound off-slip and a ghost island for eastbound traffic to provide 
access from the link road onto a new access spur serving Newbiggin Hall 
and Newbiggin/Wreay Woods. 

A2.6 No direct agricultural accesses have been provided onto or from the east-west 
link road; with replacement/compensatory agricultural field accesses being 
provided to other routes.

A2.7 The road and shared-use path surfaces would be formed from flexible hot rolled 
asphalt. All utilities interfaces (manhole covers etc…) are proposed to be sited 
outside of the motor-vehicular carriageway. In the event that access-points to 
underground utilities are required in the motor-vehicular carriageway, a tarmac 
surfacing is proposed to be applied to any access lids.



 

Roundabouts

A2.8 The scheme would involve substantial modification and realignment of the 
existing Newby West Roundabout that connects the A689 CNDR onto the 
A595 (Wigton Road); moving it approximately 30m southward and enlarging it 
so as to accommodate Differential Acceleration Lanes (DALS) - with 3 entry 
lanes being provided onto it and two lanes off. To accommodate this the 
ordinary watercourse of Fairy Beck is proposed to be realigned (including new 
culverts) and the existing highway drainage pond replaced by a new pond sited 
further eastward and to the south of Peter Lane. It is proposed to stop-up motor 
vehicular traffic access from this roundabout onto Peter Lane, with traffic 
instead being directed along the new arm of the CSLR. As such it would remain 
a four-arm roundabout.

A2.9 Four new four-arm roundabouts are proposed to be created as part of the CSLR. 
These are named and connected as follows (from west to east):

 Cummersdale Roundabout – CSLR junction with Dalston Road (B5299); 
 Durdar Roundabout – CSLR junction with Buckabank Road (C1014), with 

addition of a new approximately 720m long spur that will support a part of 
the future St. Cuthbert’s Garden Village development, linking the CSLR 
with Durdar Road just south of Carlisle Racecourse; 

 Redcat Roundabout – CSLR junction with Burthwaite Road (C1037) (N.B 
with modified junctions with Scalegate and Newbiggin roads approximately 
200m north of this junction);

 Brisco Roundabout – CSLR junction with Brisco Road / Wreay Road 
(C1041).

A2.10 All four of the above new roundabouts would have DALs. All entry arms would 
have two lanes. All east-west exit arms (i.e. those along the link road) would 
have two lanes. All exit arms onto north-south routes are proposed to be 
restricted to single lanes. 

A2.11 The Newby West, Cummersdale, Redcat and Brisco roundabouts would 
generally be set 1m to 1.5m above the existing ground level where they are 
proposed to be sited. The Durdar roundabout would be set in a slight cutting 
ranging from 0.6m to circa 3m below existing ground levels. Embankments 
ranging from 2 to 6m above ground level would be provided to the northern 
sides of the Newby West, Cummersdale and Durdar roundabouts. 
Embankments would also be formed to the western and south-eastern sides of 
the Brisco Roundabout. 

A2.12 At junction 42 it is proposed to widen the northbound off-slip from the M6 so as to 
provide a segregated left turn merge onto the CSLR (i.e. so traffic exiting the 
M6 here onto the CSLR will not have to stop at the roundabout junction). Within 
their Transport Assessment the applicant sets out that they propose to provide 
ducting and other engineering works that would enable traffic signals to be 
provided on this approach should they be required at some point in the future. 

A2.13 The applicant proposes to provide differing landscaping treatments and provide 
public art around and within the islands of the Newby West, Cummersdale, 
Durdar, Redcat and Brisco roundabouts so as to assist with identification, 
wayfinding and promoting a sense of place. For the Newby West roundabout 



 

local materials, such as linear sandstone walling and/or traditional red brick 
have been proposed as sculptural features while ornamental shrub, grass and 
perennial planting is proposed to the centre of the roundabout. It is also 
identified as presenting an opportunity for a contemporary sculpture or artwork 
using weathering steel, or similar material, which complements the colour 
palette and the design of the shared-use overbridge to its north. For the 
Cummersdale Roundabout island a circular local sandstone wall is proposed 
with broadleaved woodland planting within it and amenity grass to its edge. For 
the Durdar Roundabout a mixture of hedgerow planting, colourful ornamental 
meadow planting (with a palette of white, blue and purple flowers) and an 
artwork enhancement feature (that possibly ties into the nearby race-course) 
are proposed. The Redcat roundabout island is proposed to be planted with a 
broadleaved trees and amenity grass to its edge. At the Brisco roundabout it is 
proposed to provide four curved sections of sandstone wall, with each section 
being grouped with 3 semi mature trees. An ornamental meadow seed mix with 
golden hues and potential for an artwork enhancement feature are also 
identified for this roundabout. 

Bridges

A2.14 Three road bridges are proposed to be constructed to carry the new link road. 
These comprise, from west to east:

 Caldew Bridge:- A large linear three-span bridge over the Cumbrian Coast 
Line Railway and the river Caldew is proposed. The bridge would have a total 
span of approximately 180m. Two piers would be situated just outside the 
existing river channel. Their spacing would provide a centre span of 70m and 
two side spans of approximately 54.5m each. Each pier would be of 
reinforced concrete construction, faced with sandstone masonry and have 
radiused end-faces. The superstructure design comprises of exposed 
weathering steel plate girders acting compositely with an in-situ reinforced 
concrete deck slab. There would be a width of 17.8m between parapets on 
the bridge deck – with a 9.3m wide motor vehicular carriageway, 3m wide 
shared-use path and various buffer strips/zones.  Two different types and 
height of parapet fencing are proposed – a 1.8m high steel post and rail 
parapet with solid sheeting (for an 28m length above the railway line) and a 
1.5m high steel parapet with opaque sheeting at lower level and mesh-infill 
above for the remainder of the bridge. In elevation the deck falls from west to 
east. The underside of the bridge deck would generally stand at least 13m 
above the rail track and the river. The wing-walls to the western abutment 
would both be 16m in length. The wing-walls to the eastern abutment would 
vary in length, with the northern downstream abutment measuring 18m in 
length and the upstream abutment measuring 30m in length.

 Brisco West Coast Mainline (WCML) Railway Bridge:- This is proposed to 
be a single span concrete portal bridge. It is proposed cross the WCML on a 
30 degree skew with the substructures aligned approximately parallel to the 
tracks. It would provide a clear span of approximately 24.5m in length. The 
underside of the bridge would stand at least 8m above the railway track. 
There would be a 26.2m wide space between parapets (with this 
accommodating a 12.8m wide motor vehicular carriageway).  The parapet 
walls would be 1.8m high and formed from galvanised steel post and rails 
with solid opaque sheeting (non-reflective solid aluminium panels) and 



 

steeple coping. Each parapet would measure 67m in length on each side. 
The abutment wingwalls would run parallel to the carriageway and each 
would measure 20m in length. 

 River Petteril Bridge:- This is proposed to be a single span concrete portal 
bridge with precast pre-stressed beams supporting reinforced concrete deck 
slab in a beam and deck configuration. The bridge would provide a 25.2m 
clear span between abutments so as to accommodate the Petteril and an 
access track to the western side of the river (for agricultural uses and for a 
diverted public right of way) underneath it. An otter ledge is also proposed to 
the eastern abutment. The bridge would provide a constant 31.4m space 
between parapets (accommodating a 13.6m wide carriageway). The 
parapets would be 1.4m high galvanised steel post and rail and will extend 
along the full length of the wingwalls. The length of wingwalls varies from 
20m to 100m in length. 

A2.15 The above bridges would all include a 3m wide shared-use path. In light of the 
fact that both the Brisco WCML Railway Bridge and River Petteril Bridge would 
carry three lanes of motor vehicular carriageway, a 2.5m buffer zone is 
proposed between the carriageway and shared-use path. The Caldew Bridge 
would only carry two lanes of carriageway so only a 1.5m buffer zone is 
proposed between the carriageway and shared-use path. The abutments of all 
these bridges would be formed from reinforced soil and are then proposed to be 
faced with masonry.

A2.16 In addition to the above road bridges carrying the CSLR; a further single-span 
road bridge is proposed to be constructed to carry the existing Durdar Road 
over the link road. This Durdar Road Over Bridge is proposed to be formed 
with a composite weathering steel girder with reinforced concrete slab deck and 
reinforced concrete frame abutments. The bridge would provide a constant 
14.3m width between parapets and accommodate a 7.3m wide carriageway, a 
5m shared use path and a 2m raised hardened verge. The parapets are 
proposed to be 1.4m high galvanised steel post and rail with a mesh-infill. It is 
proposed that the bridge will cross the CSLR approximately square and to the 
west of the original alignment of Durdar Road. The bridge would provide a 
19.4m span for the CSLR and would sit at least 7m above the carriageway. The 
alignment of the reinforced soil wing walls behind the abutments are proposed 
to be curved to support the embankment construction. These curved wingwalls 
would each measure 18m in length and are proposed to be masonry faced. 

A2.17 It is also proposed to construct a total of four shared-use bridges for 
pedestrians and cyclists as part of the scheme. Three of these bridges are 
proposed to be provided to the northern side of the link road to provide 
convenient crossing over the busiest arterial roads:- the A595 Wigton Road; the 
B5299 Dalston Road; and the new Durdar Link Road. The other shared-use 
bridge is proposed to run north-south to the western side of the Brisco 
Roundabout. These single span shared use bridges are all proposed to be of 
the same structural design comprising concrete portals with weathering steel 
girders acting compositely with reinforced concrete deck slabs and reinforced 
concrete abutments. The bridge decks would each measure 5m in width – with 
the shared-use path surface measuring 4m wide. Metal guardrails measuring 
1.4m high are proposed to be installed over the bridges with either a painted or 



 

galvanised finish proposed. The reinforced concrete abutments are proposed to 
be masonry faced and to be set back to allow for sightlines. All of the bridges 
would provide spans between abutments of approximately 32m. The minimum 
clear height of the bridges above the roads they cross would vary for each 
bridge, ranging from 5.8m to 6.4m.  The bridge over the A595 would necessitate 
relocation of an existing substation northward. 

A2.18 A single span accommodation bridge, referred to as Peastree accommodation 
bridge, is proposed to be constructed over the CSLR in order to maintain:  
agricultural access for a dairy operation; an existing public footpath; and 
commuting/foraging routes of badgers (so as to address the loss and 
fragmentation of their habitat in this area and reduce the risk of badger mortality 
from road traffic accidents).  The accommodation bridge would be sited 
approximately 400m west of the proposed Durdar Roundabout. The bridge is 
proposed to have an overall width of 7.5m, so as to provide a clear width of 
6.5m between its parapets. The parapet fences are proposed to be 1.5m in 
height and to be of steel construction with opaque sheeting at lower level and 
mesh infill above. Over the course of the application, the layout of the bridge 
was amended from an initially proposed unsegregated arrangement, to an 
arrangement which segregates livestock and agricultural traffic from badgers 
and footpath users. To facilitate agricultural access a 3.66m wide track and 
4.51m clear space between containment fencing is proposed. For the public 
footpath and badger movement a 1.52m footway is proposed with an 
approximately 1.89m clear space between containment fencing. The 
segregation of these areas would be achieved via a 1.3m high post and rail 
separation fence with badger mesh. The bridge has been designed to 
accommodate a load of up to 40 tonnes. This proposed bridge would provide a 
span between abutments of approximately 28.8m and a minimum clearance of 
6.8m above the CSLR. 

A2.19 For the accommodation and shared-use bridges, it is proposed to provide curved 
and splayed alignments of the wing walls behind the abutments so as to support 
the embankment construction behind the abutments. The wing walls would be 
of reinforced soil construction using a proprietary system of reinforcing elements 
and modular block facing and will be protected by timber post and rail fences.

Shared-Use Cycleway and Footway

A2.20 A segregated 3m wide shared-use cycleway and footpath is proposed to be 
provided for the length of the east-west route to the northern side of the road. It 
is proposed to provide 3x east-west overbridges for this that create a 
continuous link without road crossings for approximately 6km of the routes’ 
length from its western most extent to the south-east of Durdar. The shared-use 
path is proposed to cross the Brisco-Wreay road and Scalegate-Burthwaite road 
at-grade. Where the shared-use path is in proximity to the link road it would 
generally be separated from the motor vehicular carriageway by a 2.5m dished 
verge. The Brisco WCML Railway and River Petteril road bridges would 
incorporate a 2.5m buffer zone between the motor vehicular carriageway and 
the shared-use path; while the Caldew Bridge would have a 1.5m wide buffer 
zone. 

A2.21 At the eastern end of the CSLR the shared-use path is proposed to be extended 
along the southern/western side of the A6 (London Road) up to the Carleton 



 

petrol station approximately 600m north of Junction 42. The northbound motor 
vehicular carriageway of the A6 is proposed to be reduced to one lane to 
accommodate this. At the western end of the route the shared-use path would 
link-up to the existing multi-user path that parallels the A689 from Newby West 
to Junction 44 of the M6. 

A2.22 The proposed east-west shared-used path will also be provided with northern link 
sections as follows (N.B. lengths are approximate):

 For 100m along Wigton Road (up to Greenways) around chainage 600;
 For 125m onto Peter Lane around chainage 700-800;
 For 265m along the western side of Dalston Road (up to 1 Clover Fields 

Drive) from the Cummersdale Roundabout;
 For 600m along a new track (shared with agricultural traffic) running from the 

eastern end of Grace Lane to the link road at change 2400;
 For 500m along a new shared-use path that would connect with the Cumbria 

Way / National Cycle Route 7 down in the Caldew valley. This new link 
would require land re-profiling work along steeply sloping land and would 
intersect with the link road around chainage 2900;

 For 1km along the new Durdar link road up to the racecourse / Durdar Road 
from the Durdar Roundabout;

 For 890m along Durdar Road (from the Durdar Road overbridge), connecting 
onto the CSLR at chainage 5150;

 For 275m along Burthwaite Road (up to Newbiggin Road) from the Redcat 
Roundabout;

 For 115m along Wreay Road (up to Newbiggin Road) from Brisco 
Roundabout.

A2.23 A shared-use path would be continued southward over the proposed Durdar 
Road overbridge for an approximately 660m length up to the foot of Stoneraise 
Primary School’s playingfield. 

A2.24 It is also proposed to construct a north-south pedestrian / cyclist overbridge over 
the CSLR to the west side of the Brisco Roundabout so as to provide a north-
south cycle crossing of the link road to its eastern end.

Related Highways Links and Modifications to the Existing Highway

A2.25 Beyond the east-west link road itself, the next largest section of new road 
proposed to be created is an approximately 1km long spur of two-way single 
carriageway, linking the CSLR’s Durdar Roundabout with the existing Durdar 
Road just south of Carlisle Racecourse. The proposed road would run in a 
north-east to south-west direction and has been aligned to incorporate slight 
curves to reflect current thinking in respect of the SCGV proposal. A new priority 
junction with right turn lane is proposed to be provided onto the southern length 
of the existing Durdar Road (south of 401 Durdar Road). 

A2.26 The Buckabank road is proposed to be extended by approximately 200m to 
connect onto the Durdar Roundabout. Just south of this roundabout, and 
alongside the course of the CSLR, an approximately 100m length of road would 
be constructed so as to maintain local access to Ratten Row (U1155) from the 
west. 



 

A2.27 An approximately 150m long new link road is proposed to be constructed from 
the CSLR to provide access to Newbiggin Hall (and the small number of 
properties in proximity to this), Wreay Woods and agricultural land. On the 
CSLR a westbound off-slip and a ghost island for eastbound traffic are 
proposed to provide access to this new access spur on the south side of the link 
road. This new length of road would connect to a retained section of the existing 
Newbiggin Road (the width of which is proposed to be narrowed). 
Approximately 12 new parking bays are proposed to be provided where the new 
link road connects with Newbiggin Road so as to facilitate access to the public 
rights of way network along the Petteril valley. This parking facility is intended to 
replace the existing car park off Newbiggin Road on the eastern side of the river 
Petteril. 

A2.28 Realignments of two existing arterial roads - Durdar Road and Burthwaite Road 
are proposed. Durdar Road is proposed to be taken off its existing alignment for 
an approximately 300m length so as to facilitate the construction of the 
proposed road bridge over the CSLR (in light of preferable ground conditions), 
introduce a slight curve to slow traffic and reduce construction phase disruption 
to this existing north-south route. This bridge is proposed to be constructed to 
the western side of the existing Durdar Road.  

A2.29 Burthwaite Road would be re-aligned slightly for its southern interface with 
Redcat Roundabout and a new junction arrangement with Newbiggin Road and 
Scalegate Road provided 200m north of the roundabout. This new junction 
arrangement would change the priority of the existing staggered crossroads of 
Scalegate and Burthwaite roads with Newbiggin Road. The proposed new 
configuration would see Burthwaite Road directly connected to the western side 
of Newbiggin Road (to access Durdar Village) and a new priority lane junction 
constructed to facilitate access onto Scalegate Road. To facilitate suitably safe 
in-carriageway visibility on Scalegate Road as extended to the new priority 
junction, it is proposed for a garden wall and planting to an existing property 
(Red Cat House) to be setback.  A local access junction would be provided off 
the extended Scalegate road onto the eastern side of the Newbiggin Road (N.B. 
Between Brisco and Scalegate roads it is proposed to prohibit motor vehicular 
use except for access). A new ghost right turn lane would be provided on the 
Burthwaite Road for north-bound access onto the new Scalegate Road junction. 
Approximately 75m north of the new Scalegate Road junction on Burthwaite 
Road a new junction is proposed to provide access to Red Cat Farm and Red 
Cat House. 

A2.30 On the A595, approximately 275m south of the enlarged Newby West 
Roundabout, it is proposed to widen the road to the west so as to provide a new 
highway access to safely serve Kingrigg Farm, Douglas Plant Nursery and 22, 
23 and 23a Smallholding. The new access would incorporate a ghost right turn 
lane within the A595 for northbound traffic and a widened bellmouth for 
southbound traffic to pull-off the A595 from.  Two new private access roads are 
proposed to created approximately 50m from this new junction spur. 

A2.31 On the A595 north of the Newby West Roundabout it is proposed to widen an 
approximately 320m length of the road to the east so as to provide a ghost right 
turn lanes to Crinkle Hill, Greenways, Modeen and Thirlstane and 
accommodate a north bound DAL. 



 

Replacement accesses (including agricultural access tracks)

A2.32 The CSLR scheme includes approximately 52 new accesses to farmland and 
properties which would otherwise be severed by the scheme. No direct 
permanent agricultural or residential accesses have been provided onto or from 
the east-west link road in the interest highway safety. The majority of new 
accesses are proposed to be direct gated accesses from a highway side road in 
accordance with Cumbria Highways’ standard detail for agricultural accesses. 

A2.33 Some accesses include new agricultural access tracks extending across other 
areas of land. Notable proposed new agricultural access tracks include (from 
west to east):

 A 660m long access track approximately 75m south from the Cummersdale 
Roundabout running westward from Dalston Road towards the A595 to 
provide access to Kingrigg Farm, woodland southwest of Peter Lane, other 
agricultural land and to the site of the extant planning permission (Ref. 
20/0257) for a standby electricity generation plant. 

 A 575m long farm track approximately 75m south from the Cummersdale 
Roundabout running eastward from Dalston Road to access fields to the 
south-west of the CSLR route towards the Caldew River.  

 A 600m long farm track from the eastern end of Grace Lane to access fields to 
the north-east of the CSLR route towards the Caldew River (N.B. This is also 
proposed to be used as a shared-use path).  

 A 475m long farm track from the southern end of Peastree Accommodation 
Bridge running north-west along the southern side of the link road.

 A 90m long access track spur from the proposed Durdar Link Road east of the 
proposed Durdar Roundabout to access Peastree Farm, serve a track which 
connects onto the Floshes Lane and divert part of a public footpath (public 
right of way no. 129003).

 A 330m long farm track heading east from Burthwaite Road approximately 
100m south of Redcat Roundabout to access fields to the south of the CSLR 
route.  

 A 640m long access track heading west from Brisco Roundabout to provide 
access to various fields, properties and an existing private track to the south 
of the CSLR route. This track will also serve as an access route for the 
Council to maintain a drainage pond E.  

 A 275m long access track from Newbiggin Road to provide access to fields to 
the north of the CSLR route, and to provide access to the western side of the 
WCML railway for Network Rail.  

 A 290m long access track heading west from the U1233 (Newbiggin Hall 
Road) and over the existing Newbiggin Road railway bridge to provide 
access to fields south of the CSLR route and west of the WCML. This track 
will also serve as an access route for the Council to maintain drainage pond 
F.  

 A 230m long track heading north from the proposed new Newbiggin Hall spur 
road to provide access to fields north of the CSLR route (and to the east of 
the WCML railway) via an underpass provided beneath the proposed new 
River Petteril Bridge.  The proposed underpass would be 5m wide and 
provide a clear height of at least 5.1m. The underpass would also provide for 
continued access along a riverside public footpath (PROW No. 129017). 

 A 140m long access track from the southern end of the proposed new 

https://publicaccess.carlisle.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
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Newbiggin Hall spur road running eastward along the line of the old 
Newbiggin Road, to provide access to fields to the east of the River Petteril 
(utilising the existing Newbiggin Road and bridge over the river Petteril). This 
track would extend beyond this field access for the Council to maintain 
drainage pond H and to provide access to a telecommunications mast.  

A2.34 The only access track with a direct access onto the link road, is a track proposed 
to provide maintenance access to Pond D. This is due to its distance from the 
existing public road network. 

A2.35 Private roads and agricultural access tracks would typically be tarmac surfaced, 
though other treatments such as concrete and compacted aggregate may also 
be used. 

Links and modifications to Public Rights of Way

A2.36 The proposed scheme will require the diversion and stopping-up (either 
temporarily or permanently) of 11 different numbered sections of public rights of 
ways (PROW). Only one section of a public footpath route is proposed to be 
permanently stopped-up – this is the approximately 675m southern extent of a 
route between Cummersdale village and Brownelson (encompassing the full 
extent of PROW No. 114053 and part of PROW No. 111005). PROW No. 
111005 from Cummersdale is proposed to be diverted onto the CSLR north side 
shared-use path and a new proposed shared-use path connection with Grace 
Lane (Byway 111002) provided. 

A2.37 Temporary stopping-up (to allow bridge construction) and permanent relatively 
minor diversions to bridge underpasses are proposed to existing public 
footpaths in the river valleys (PROW Nos 111006, 114018, 129001 and 129005 
in the Caldew valley and PROW Nos 129017 and 129032 in the Petteril Valley). 
Of these permanent diversions, by far the greatest diversion proposed is the 
stopping-up of an 80m section and its diversion westward around the eastern 
approach embankment to the proposed Caldew Bridge and around a proposed 
balancing pond. The proposed diversion would add approximately 400m to this 
route. 

A2.38 An approximately 50m section of the approximately 2km long public footpath 
between the river Caldew and Buckabank Road is proposed to be stopped-up 
where the proposed new Durdar Link Road would bisect it. It is proposed to be 
diverted onto the proposed shared use path and across the new Durdar Link 
Road shared-use overbridge, resulting in an approximately 350m diversion 
(although a shorter circa 200m at-grade road crossing option would also be 
available). A temporary closure of part of this route would be required for the 
construction of the overbridge and link road. A temporary diversion onto Durdar 
Road at the racecourse via PROW No. 129006 footpath would be possible.

A2.39 A public footpath between Peastree and Park Faulds farms (PROW No. 129004) 
would require temporary closure to enable the proposed Peastree 
Accommodation Bridge to be safely built and will then require a minor diversion 
close to the existing alignment to take the route over this bridge.  

A2.40 A new approximately 550m long shared use cycle track and footpath spur is 
proposed to connect the CSLR shared-use path to the existing informal path 



 

network on the western bank of the river Caldew is proposed. It is proposed to 
divert and realign a section of a public footpath (PROW No. 111004) connecting 
Cummersdale with this informal network on to this shared-use connecting route. 

A2.41 A new length of footpath is proposed to be created to connect existing footpaths 
(PROW Nos 129017 and 129032) by the Newbiggin Road Petteril Bridge.

Drainage Infrastructure (including balancing ponds)

A2.42 The applicant proposes to collect, treat and attenuate rainwater falling onto the 
tarmac surfaces of road carriageways and the shared-use paths through 
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) before eventually discharging this 
surface water to existing watercourses. The proposed drainage scheme would 
see 68% of the route drain to the River Caldew and 32% to the River Petteril.

A2.43 For most of the lengths of the road the proposed scheme includes carriageway 
edge drainage to grass channels under-drained with filter trenches on both 
verges so as to provide the first level of SuDS treatment and additional 
volumetric capacity to manage surface water exceedance. Where such grass 
channels cannot be accommodated (primarily at roundabouts and bridges, 
although there may be other localised areas) the drainage will be via gullies or 
kerb/deck drainage units which will then discharge to the filter drainage system

A2.44 It is proposed to construct 8 balancing ponds to hold and further treat water run-
off from the filter drainage system. The proposed ponds have been designed to 
incorporate permanent water storage (with a number of differing level cells) and 
include boundary reed planting to provide a secondary level of SuDS treatment 
via a mix of settlement and adsorption. It is proposed that the ponds will also 
incorporate flow controls to provide attenuation and limit discharge of water 
from them to greenfield equivalent rates. The proposed ponds range from 
approximately 47m to 144m in length and 9m to 27m in width. Five of the ponds 
are proposed to be publicly accessible (due to their relative proximity to current 
or future housing and/or public rights of way). The applicant sets out that these 
public accessible ponds have been designed to increase their amenity and 
biodiversity value. All of the ponds have been designed so as:

 to have shallow slopes (with a gradient no greater than 1:3), 
 to be permanently wet (with a maximum water depth of 1m), 
 to have a 1m wide dry safety bench (with 1:40 crossfall) to the edge of the 

permanent water body; 
 to include a below water safety bench at a depth of 0.6m below the pool level 

for pond cells deeper than this;
 to have an aquatic bench for planting with a minimum width of 2m;
 to have a sediment forebay with a minimum length of 10m;
 to be irregularly shaped;
 to have a freeboard of at least 30cm above the modelled storm event 

(1in100year plus 40% climate change multiplier).

A2.45 From west to east, the proposed ponds are identified, located, sized and 
accessed as follows: 

 Pond A: - This is proposed to be situated at a low point to the east of the 
Newby West Roundabout, between the CSLR and Peter Lane and to the 



 

east of the coniferous semi-natural woodland present here on agricultural 
land. The permanent pool is proposed to measure 79m in length, 21m in 
width and to have a maximum depth of 1m and to comprise of two cells.  It is 
proposed to outfall into the diverted course of Fairy Beck. It is proposed that 
it would be accessed from Peter Lane. The existing drainage pond serving 
the CNDR located to the north-east side of the Newby West roundabout 
would be abandoned (being built over as part of a shared-use overbridge) 
and replaced by Pond A. 

 Pond B: - This is the second largest pond proposed. It is proposed to be 
situated at a low point to the north-western side of the proposed 
Cummersdale roundabout to the south of Peter Lane where it abuts the rear 
of 15-27 (odd consecutive) meadow Lane within an approximately 3ha 
agricultural field. The permanent pool is proposed to measure 117m in 
length, 27m in width and to have a maximum depth of 0.9m and to comprise 
of four cells.  It is proposed to be accessed via an approximately 120m long 
winding track which interfaces with Peter Lane. It is proposed to outfall to a 
newly constructed open channel which in turn would connect into an 
unnamed watercourse that is a tributary to Fairy Beck. 

 Pond C: - This is proposed to be located to the western side of the River 
Caldew at the end of the proposed shared-path link from the CSLR and to 
the south-east of Mill Pond in an area of broad leaved semi-natural 
woodland. The permanent pool is proposed to measure 60m in length, 13m 
in width and to have a maximum depth of 0.6m and to comprise of two cells.  
It is proposed to be accessed via an existing tarmac surfaced riverside track 
that is currently used for shared access to a Network Rail compound, the EA 
monitoring gauge, as well as being a public right of way for the river side 
path. It is proposed that the pond would outflow via an approximately 50m 
long underground outfall pipe into the River Caldew approximately 100m 
north (downstream) of the Cumbria Coast Railway Line bridge over the 
Caldew.

 Pond D: - This is the largest pond proposed. It is proposed to be located at 
the south-eastern foot of the steeply sloping River Caldew Bridge approach 
embankment within agricultural land. The permanent pool is proposed to 
measure 144m in length, 23m in width and to have a maximum depth of 1m 
and to comprise of five cells. A boardwalk is proposed between the 
southernmost cells. It is proposed to outfall to the River Caldew via an 
existing minor watercourse/ditch. It is proposed to be accessed via a private 
highway access from the CSLR situated between the cutting/embankment 
transition on the westbound approach to the Caldew Bridge.

 Pond E: - This is proposed to be located adjacent to the eastern side of the 
Piggery on the outskirts of Brisco to the south side of the CSLR. The 
permanent pool is proposed to measure 101m in length, 21m in width and to 
have a maximum depth of 1m and to comprise of four cells. It is proposed to 
install a 400m long underground outfall pipeline through a large field so as to 
enable outflow into Woodside Beck (a tributary of the Petteril). It is proposed 
to be accessed via a new private shared access track which would connect 
onto the Wreay Road south of the proposed Brisco Roundabout. No public 
access is proposed to this pond due to its remoteness from properties and 
the public right of way network.

 Pond F: - This is proposed to be located 30m to west of the WCML railway 



 

embankment and to the south of the CSLR. The permanent pool is proposed 
to measure 61m in length, 13m in width and to have a maximum depth of 
0.9m and to comprise of two cells. It is proposed to install a 570m long 
underground outfall pipeline through two large fields so as to enable outflow 
into Woodside Beck (a tributary of the Petteril). It is proposed to be accessed 
via the existing retained Newbiggin road bridge over the WCML. No public 
access is proposed to this pond due to its lack of connectivity to pubic routes. 

 Pond G: - This is proposed to be located to the western side of the proposed 
Newbiggin Hall access road, south of the CSLR and north of the existing 
Newbiggin Road. The permanent pool is proposed to measure 47m in length, 
13m in width and to have a maximum depth of 0.8m and to comprise of two 
cells. A 75m long underground outfall pipeline is proposed to discharge 
directly into the River Petteril to the south-east of the pond. It is proposed to 
be accessed via the proposed new Newbiggin Hall access road. 

 Pond H: - This is proposed to be located to the eastern side of the river 
Petteril and to the south of the CSLR embankment and to the west / north of 
Newbiggin Road. The permanent pool is proposed to measure 47m in length, 
13m in width and to have a maximum depth of 0.8m and to comprise of three 
cells. Piped outfall drainage to the Petteril is proposed. This would measure 
approximately 80m in length and extend north-westward from the southern 
end of the pond. Pond H is proposed to be accessed via a retained and 
narrowed length of Newbiggin Road which in turn would be accessed via the 
proposed new Newbiggin Hall access road. No public access is proposed to 
this pond due to its lack of connectivity to pubic routes. 

N.B. The sediment forebays included with each pond are not included in the 
above pond cell counts.

Modification of Existing Watercourses

A2.46 Six small watercourses will be directly affected by the proposal, with diversions 
proposed to stretches of four of these. The proposed interventions to each 
watercourse are summarised below:-

 Fairy Beck:- It is proposed to divert this around the extended Newby West 
Roundabout with a combination of shorter larger culverts and provide 
additional/greater lengths of open channel.

 Unnamed Tributary of Fairy Beck to the South-West of Dalston Road:- 
This is proposed to be culverted underneath the CSLR and the ditch it runs 
through on the north side of the road diverted around Pond B in a more 
naturalised (i.e. non-linear) alignment and made significantly deeper and 
wider.

 Unnamed Tributary of Fairy Beck adjacent to Dalston Road:- Existing 
stretches of this ditch/tributary along the eastern side of the Dalston Road are 
proposed to be realigned and reprofiled to make them deeper and wider. The 
watercourse is proposed to be diverted around the proposed Cummersdale 
Roundabout and underneath its eastern arm. 

 Unnamed Watercourses adjacent to Pond D:- Two small unnamed 
watercourses which merge are proposed to be diverted at the point where 
they merge around the southern edge of Pond D. The northern end of this 
diversion will also provide the outfall point to the pond. 

 Unnamed Watercourse between Durdar Roundabout and River Caldew 



 

running to the West of Peastree Farm and through a corridor of 
broadleaved semi-natural woodland:- The upstream catchment of this 
small unnamed watercourse will be partially severed by the proposed deep 
cutting to accommodate the CSLR south of this. It is proposed that cut-off 
and earthworks drainage will be utilised to maintain flows along this 
woodland stream.

Lighting 

A2.47 The majority of the length of the east-west link road scheme is proposed to be lit 
– the exception being the section that crosses the Caldew Valley – with lighting 
terminating 150m from the eastern arm of the Cummersdale Roundabout and 
150m from the western arm of the Durdar Roundabout. For the motor vehicular 
carriageway, approximately 10m high aluminium lighting columns are proposed, 
set-out in a nominally single sided arrangement and spaced at intervals of 
approximately 35m to 44m. Additional lighting would be provided to the 
proposed shared-use path where it diverts from the CSLR, however the lighting 
columns would be 6m in height and have a much lower lumen output. 

A2.48 Directional LED light sources are proposed for all luminaires – with 3000°K 
colour temperature ‘warm white’ LEDs with a lower blue light content and no 
ultraviolet emissions specified. Full cut-off, flat glass luminaires with no light spill 
above the horizontal are proposed. It is proposed that the lighting would operate 
at 100% lumen output from dusk until 21:00 and then dimmed by up to 50% 
until 06:00 hours (i.e. at times of low traffic flow).

A2.49 The applicant proposes to consider the application of rear shields to minimise the 
backspill of light in sensitive areas through the ongoing detailed design process. 

Trees and Hedgerows

A2.50 A large number of trees are proposed to be felled to accommodate the scheme. 
Three blocks of woodland are proposed to be partially felled to facilitate the 
construction of the scheme. Two of these blocks (Groups 143 and 146) are 
adjacent to either side of the Newbiggin Road in proximity to its connection onto 
Junction 42 of the M6 (aka the Golden Fleece roundabout); and the other is a 
block (Group 117) adjacent to south side of Peter Lane. Approximately 1,911 
trees associated with tree groups are proposed to be felled to facilitate the 
scheme. Approximately 118 individual trees are proposed to be felled. Native 
coniferous and broadleaf tree and woodland planting is proposed resulting in 
approximately 5 trees being planted for every tree lost – i.e. approximately 
10,000 trees are proposed to be planted. 

A2.51 A total of 114 hedgerows will be either removed or partly damaged by the 
scheme, resulting in the loss of an approximately 9.6km length of existing 
hedgerows. The applicant proposes to translocate approximately 1.2km of 
hedgerow and plant approximately 16.5km of new double staggered 
hedgerows. 

Landscaping

A2.52 The applicant has submitted a Landscape Strategy and proposed landscape 
plans in support of the application. This proposes to create approximately 
23.33ha of native coniferous and broadleaf woodland planting; planting of semi-



 

mature and standard individual trees; planting of native species rich hedgerows 
(incorporating hedgerow trees in areas where this is characteristic); creation of 
species rich meadow grassland areas; areas of native shrub and scrub planting; 
and ornamental shrub, grass and perennial planting amongst other measures.

A2.53 Areas of Native Broadleaf woodland are proposed to be created along the open 
diverted course of Fairy Beck; to the north-east of the Cummersdale 
Roundabout; on the high embankment and deep-cutting on the approach to the 
Caldew; around the proposed Durdar and Brisco Roundabouts; along the route 
in the river Petteril corridor and around Ponds E-H. Areas of native mixed 
woodland planting (i.e. including conifers) are proposed to the south of Peter 
Lane around Ponds A and B. 

Miscellaneous Details:- Barriers, Fences, Gates & Signs

A2.54 Barriers: Road restraint barriers would be metal and measure approximately 
0.8m in height. The majority of these would be sited along the east-west link 
road. 

A2.55 Fences: Highway boundary fencing will generally be wooden post and wire 
fencing that measures up to approximate 1.2m high. A mixture of 800mm wide 
woven wire mesh (topped with two strands of barbed wire) and strained wire 
only arrangements are proposed. 1.4m high Wooden post and four rail fences 
would also be utilised. Badger/Otter exclusion fencing is proposed to be 
provided in places and this would measure approximately 1.4m in height and 
constitute a wooden post and 4 rail fence topped with an angled galvanised mild 
steel flat crank extension and 50mm woven wire mesh. New or replacement 
fencing and gates to boundaries with railway land are proposed to be metal 
palisade in form and to measure 2.1m in height. 

A2.56 As previously set out, fencing to bridges will generally be galvanised steel post 
and rail fencing (ranging from 1.4m to 1.8m in height). Solid metal panel 
sheeting would be attached to sections crossing railway lines, while sections 
crossing rivers or roads would generally include opaque sheeting at lower level 
and mesh infill above. All other bridge fences would have welded mesh infills 
only. 

A2.57 Gates: A mixture of steel and timber field gates are proposed. These are 
generally to measure 1.2m in height above ground level.

A2.58 Signs: Each roundabout will have a direction sign on each approach. The sign 
boards of these would generally 5m by 5m but some could be up to 7m by 7m.  
On the roundabout itself further directional signage would be provided. Relevant 
merging signs would be provided to the exit of each roundabout. 

Utility Diversions 

A2.59 Gas: A 450mm high pressure gas distribution main pipeline (Catton to 
Cummersdale section) intersects with the scheme to the east of the proposed 
Cummersdale roundabout, resulting in the need for approximately 300m of this 
pipeline to be lowered. The applicant considers it unlikely that a diversion will be 
required where the high-pressure main intersects the shared-use path between 
the Scheme and the River Caldew or at the Durdar Road south of Carlisle 
Racecourse, due to the depth and pipe wall thickness of the main. A number of 



 

diversions would also be required to elements of the local medium pressure gas 
network.

A2.60 Electricity: The scheme’s route has been designed to avoid the need to divert 
the 133 kV and 33 kV overhead transmissions lines which run parallel along the 
south western edge of the scheme area. A significant number of underground 
and overhead high voltage (HV) and low voltage (LV) distribution cables would 
be affected and cable diversions are likely to be required on Peter Lane, 
Dalston Road, the shared-use path down to the river Caldew, near Peastree 
Farm and Buckabank Road, Brisco Road and at Junction 42 of the M6. The 
existing sub-station located to the north-west of the existing Newby West 
Roundabout would need to be relocated and is currently proposed to be re-sited 
on land to the north of the existing site. 

A2.61 Water: The drinking water trunk main which serve Carlisle will be affected by the 
scheme to the east of the Cummersdale Roundabout. It is proposed that the 
route of this would be diverted under the proposed CSLR cutting in advance of 
the main works. A number of diversions would also be required to various 
elements of local water distribution pipework. This would likely include diversion 
works at the proposed Newby West and Cummersdale roundabouts; at the 
River Caldew crossing, south and west of Peastree Farm; on Durdar Road 
south of the race-course and at the proposed Durdar Road overbridge; and on 
the C1014 (to the west of Durdar and along Newbiggin Road). 

A2.62 Communications (Telephone and Broadband/Fibre): Existing underground 
and/or overhead telecommunications apparatus is likely to necessitate diversion 
at the proposed Newby West, Cummersdale and Brisco roundabouts; on the 
C1014 at Oakdene; at Peastree Farm; on Durdar Road south of the race-course 
and at the proposed Durdar Road overbridge; on Scalegate Road; Newbiggin 
Road; new highway connection to Newbiggin View; Newbiggin Hall; and 
Junction 42 of the M6.  It is proposed to slew and lower the existing Virgin 
Media fibre optic duct at Junction 42 of the M6 to accommodate the CSLR 
roundabout arm. It is proposed to divert existing Vodafone fibre cables laid in 
underground ducts at the A595 / Peter Lane and M6 Junction 42 to 
accommodate the proposed works

Associated Demolition

A2.63 The proposal includes the demolition of two residential properties (including their 
outbuildings) so as to cost-effectively facilitate the scheme. The footprint of 
these buildings and their grounds are proposed to be restored to woodland. 

Construction Phase

A2.64 The applicants’ current best estimate is that the construction period for the 
project (not including advance works such as diversions or tree felling/hedgerow 
removal) would take a period of around 24 months. The applicant sets out that 
site preparation, earthworks and construction are currently provisionally 
programmed to commence in April 2021 with the scheme being opened for use 
in March 2023.  

A2.65 The construction phase would require a number of key activities. These are likely 
to be undertaken in the order below, with potential for these activities to overlap: 



 

site clearance and hedgerow removal, protection of sensitive ecological 
receptors such as tree roots, movement of construction vehicles, excavation, 
earthworks, material handling and storage, drainage works, construction of the 
Scheme with foundations and structures, and landscaping.

A2.66 The construction phase, including site preparation and earthworks, will require a 
variety of different plant and equipment. This is expected to include the use of 
dump trucks; excavators (wheeled and tracked); compaction and piling plant; 
plant; lorries and HGVs; cranes, asphalt spreaders and road rollers; 360° 
excavators; diesel generators; truck mixers with pumps; compressors; poker 
vibrators; winches; fork lift trucks; hand and mechanical tools; and scaffolding.

A2.67 The applicant sets out that hours of construction work would generally be limited 
to take place from 0700hrs to 1900hrs Monday to Friday; 0700hrs to 1300hrs on 
Saturdays (with no working on bank holidays). The exception being works 
necessitated by railway possession restrictions or emergency works. It is 
anticipated that possessions will be at nighttime, weekends and / or Bank 
Holidays only.

A2.68 The applicant assumes that there will be 80 to 150 workers per day, which will 
peak in the summer months resulting in approximately 120 trips in the morning 
peak hour.

Construction Compounds

A2.69 The applicant considers that it is likely that eight temporary construction 
compounds will be formed across the scheme and estimates that these will 
cover a total area of 10.8ha. It is currently envisaged that these compounds 
would be sited, sized and used as follows: 

ID Location Size (m2) Further Info
1 Land to the East of Newby 

West Roundabout
20,000 Set up for approximately six personnel, welfare 

and stores etc. Generator prior to permanent 
power connection.

2 On the line of the proposed 
Cummersdale Roundabout

15,000 Welfare facilities, storage and generator.

3 Land Adjacent to the western 
side of the Cumbria Coast 
Railway Line

5,000 For the construction of the western pier and 
span of the proposed Caldew Bridge, with small 
office set-up, welfare, stores, laydown and 
generator.

4 To the north of proposed 
Pond D on the eastern side of 
the River Caldew

10,000 Construction of east pier and spans 2 and 3 of 
River Caldew bridge, with small office set-up, 
welfare, stores, laydown and generator.

5 Land to the East of the 
proposed Durdar Roundabout

3,000 Small office set up, welfare, stores, lay down, 
generator.

6 Land to the south-east of 
the proposed Durdar Road 
overbridge

12,000 Combined office and welfare facilities and 
stores.

7 Land to the west of the 
WCML and east of the 
proposed Brisco Road 
Roundabout (Cumberland 
County Show Field)

30,000 – 
50,000
(dependant 
on land 
availability)

Main Compound. 
Office set up for 40-50 personnel, main canteen 
and welfare facilities, briefing room, first aid etc. 
Temporary generator until permanent supply 
established.
Tarmacked hardstanding throughout. 

8 Land to west of the River 
Petteril

4,000 Principally for construction of River Petteril bridge. 
Combined office and welfare facilities and stores.



 

A2.70 The applicant sets out that flood and security lighting will be required to illuminate 
the construction compounds, including their temporary car parking areas and 
site offices. The applicant sets out that it is assumed that these compounds will 
be created as required, according to the phasing of the works.

A2.71 In additional to these compounds, additional temporary works areas may be 
required for bridge construction, including temporary crane platforms. Crane 
platforms are presumed to be required for bridge deck construction of the 
bridges over the WCML and River Caldew. 

A2.72 Temporary topsoil storage areas will be created across the scheme where soil 
has been stripped from the footprint of the development, enabling construction 
areas and utilities works.

Haulage Routes

A2.73 The applicant sets out that the location of haulage routes is dependent on the 
construction start date. If construction commences in Spring as currently 
intended, there is a full season for earthworks, and therefore the main haul 
routes will be on existing highway routes. If construction commences at a time 
of year when a full earthworks season cannot be utilised, then haulage routes 
will be required for construction of the structures, and general access to the 
roundabouts. Haulage routes will primarily be on the line of the road footprint, 
however a 4m wide haulage route corridor may be required along the length of 
the main line between River Caldew and Dalston Road; and Buckabank and 
River Caldew. 

A2.74 It is anticipated that construction traffic will access the scheme at different 
locations dependent on the location of construction works. 

A2.75 There are anticipated to be up to 200 HGV movements per day during the peak 
period to move 30,000m3 of soil to fill areas at the eastern end of the Scheme. 
The HGVs will need to use Newbiggin Road, and this activity is anticipated to 
occur between June and November 2021, with a small amount of movement in 
early 2022 near the Junction 42 Golden Fleece roundabout.

Note in respect of parallel processes / other regulatory regimes

A2.76 The overseeing Highways Authority has completed a Stage 1 Highway Safety 
Audit of the preliminary design of the scheme submitted as part of this planning 
application. A Stage 2 Highway Safety Audit is proposed to be conducted of 
detailed design of the scheme. A Stage 3 Highway Safety Audit of the scheme 
is proposed to be undertaken prior to the scheme opening to the public.

A2.77 The applicant is separately seeking approval to make a ‘Compulsory Purchase 
Order’ (CPO) and a ‘Side Roads Order’ (SRO) to enable the construction of 
CSLR Scheme.  

A2.78 It is understood that it is the applicant’s intention to obtain all land required for the 
proposal by negotiated agreements with landowners; but that where it is not 
possible to reach agreement, they will resort to securing the land required by 
CPO. 

A2.79 The SRO, seeks approval under Sections 6, 8, 14 and 124 of the Highways Act 



 

1980 and all other enabling powers, to provide the stopping up and 
improvement of highways which connect with the CSLR Scheme, for the 
construction of new highways, the stopping up of private means of access to 
premises, the provision of new means of access to them and other associated 
works, including alterations to Public Rights of Way. If the SRO is confirmed by 
the Secretary of State for Transport, and planning permission is granted, it 
would enable the construction of the CSLR Scheme and other necessary and 
associated works. 

A2.80 The applicant will also need to obtain an Environmental Permit from the 
Environment Agency for works within and in 8m of main rivers, and Protected 
Species Licenses from Natural England. 



 

Appendix 3
Ref No. 1/19/9012

Development Control and Regulation Committee – 9 October 2020

Appendix 3 – Detailed Summary of Consultation Responses

A3.1 Carlisle City Council Planning Department: Support the application. Consider 
the principle of the development to be acceptable. Make the following comments:

 Welcomes the provision of a continuous multi-use path on the northern side of 
the road which can be utilised by cyclists as well as those who wish to 
jog/run, although stress that it should be ensured that, particularly at junction 
interchanges the individual users are clear about priorities for use to avoid 
conflicts. Considers that the proposed planting along pedestrian and cycle 
routes should ensure that they remain user friendly should encroachment 
onto those routes occur. 

 Notes that there is a lack of cycling provision around junction 42 of the M6, but 
considers such provision to be outside of the scope of this application, and 
that additional measures to assist cyclists around the junction crossings 
should come through future schemes. 

 Welcomes the drainage strategy’s adoption of sustainable urban drainage 
(SuDs) principles in order to slow down water flows and enhance biodiversity 
to counter the loss of greenfield land. Also welcomes the design of SuDS 
ponds areas to provide environmental enhancement and added value as 
public amenity spaces. Sets out that consideration should be given to forming 
natural contours and ensuring that the drainage scheme is designed to take 
not only surface water from the development but also accommodate flows 
from adjacent land that were previously entering the site area. Notes that the 
drainage scheme has been designed to accommodate a 1:100 year plus 
40% flood event and trusts that this will be carried forward into the detailed 
drainage design. 

 Consider that the landscape proposals should ensure that the scheme 
ultimately delivers a biodiversity net gain.

 Observes that the proposed lighting has been designed to minimise light 
spillage order to reduce impacts on biodiversity and those living in the area.

 Set out that consideration should be given to the carbon footprint of the 
scheme and the use of carbon-offset schemes to counter its environmental 
impact.

A3.2 In respect of the construction phase, they make the following comments:

 Whilst recognising that hedgerows and trees will be lost as part of the route 
development and there will be impacts on local wildlife as a result of the 
works, methods of best practice should be used in the planning and 
execution of works during the construction process to minimise impact on 
biodiversity.

 That the drainage strategy for the construction phase should include a phased 



 

programme of works to minimise the impacts of surface water flooding as a 
result of soil stripping on the adjoining land.

 That the council should strive to minimise disruption to road users not only 
within the vicinity of the scheme but also throughout Carlisle. To that extent 
works should be carefully co-ordinated with utilities providers and the 
Environment Agency flood defence works.

 That the council should also strive to minimise impacts on cyclists and 
pedestrians, ensuring that alternative safe routes are provided where 
possible to avoid conflicts between users. Acknowledge that such alternative 
routes may be slightly longer.

 That the council should liaise with local business and residents directly 
affected when developing their diversionary routes and work programmes so 
as to ensure local business operations can continue.

 That it should be ensured that during construction, issues such as noise and 
dust pollution are the subject of a Construction Environmental Management 
Plan for all receptors.

A3.3 The above response was made following Carlisle City Council’s Development 
Control Committee’s consideration of a report on this application at their 10 
January 2020 meeting. The Carlisle City Council Planning Officer report is held at 
Part A - Section A.2.

A3.4 Carlisle City Council Environmental Health Department: No objection. 
Comment in respect of air quality, dust, contaminated land and noise. Report that 
they have reviewed the submitted Air Quality Impact Assessment and consider 
its conclusions acceptable. Note and support the intention to produce detailed 
Environmental Control Plans on dust, noise and nuisance management during 
the construction phase set out in the Outline Construction Environmental 
Management Plan and consider this can be appropriately secured via planning 
condition. Provide specific advice in respect of measures that could be employed 
to reduce construction phase dust and noise impacts (from construction works 
and traffic) on nearby residents or sensitive receptors. Advise that the developer 
write to all residents and businesses within the vicinity of the site which could be 
potentially adversely affected by the works prior to their commencement in order 
to set out detail of the planned hours of work and duration of the work in their 
area and provide a suitable contact number which can be used in the event of a 
complaint.

A3.5 Report that their Contaminated Land Officer agrees with the Environment Agency 
that a detailed investigation and remediation scheme of two small areas of former 
landfilling activity can be secured via a pre-commencement condition. Encourage 
the provision of a more detailed assessment on soil management, particularly in 
relation to construction works in close proximity to known areas of land 
contamination. Also recommend the imposition of a condition relating to the 
discovery of unexpected contamination. 

A3.6 National Planning Casework Unit: Confirm that they have no comment to make 
on the Environmental Statement.

https://carlisle.cmis.uk.com/Meetings/tabid/73/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/410/Meeting/4758/Committee/833/Default.aspx
https://carlisle.cmis.uk.com/Meetings/tabid/73/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/410/Meeting/4758/Committee/833/Default.aspx


 

A3.3 St. Cuthbert Without Parish Council: No comment.

A3.4 Cummersdale Parish Council: No Observations. Report that Parish Council 
members support the creation of the Carlisle Southern Link Road 

A3.5 Dalston Parish Council: Fully support the application.

A3.6 Cumbria Constabulary Crime Prevention Design Advisor: Provides 
commentary on a number of aspects of the scheme as follows: 

 Surveillance: Observes that when various aspects of the landscape scheme 
mature in height and density that it may have an eventual impact on 
surveillance opportunities towards the cycle/footpaths. States that it is 
essential that views and casual supervision from the carriageway towards the 
paths are not obscured by landscape elements at any point. Similarly, users 
of the paths must be able to maintain views of their immediate surroundings 
to be confident that there are no potential hazards or hiding places adjacent 
to their route.

 Lighting: Notes that the cycle/footpaths are included in the lighting scheme 
where this deviates from the line of the main carriageway and that the 
uniformity of illumination values proposed are good. States that uniformity 
levels should be maintained after the lighting dims at 9pm.

 Fencing: Notes the proposed use of palisade type fencing. Comments that 
despite its austere appearance, ‘traditional’ palisade fencing is more 
susceptible to attack by various methods and can be breached yet still 
appear to be intact. Recommends 2.4m high welded mesh or extruded metal 
fences be used instead.

 Locks: Recommends that gates which are required to be secured should use 
locking devices compliant to a recognised security standard (e.g. padlocks 
certified to BS EN 12320 or LPS 1654 or Europrofile cylinders certified to TS 
007:2014 3*).

 Construction Compounds: Advises that temporary construction compounds 
should be evenly illuminated throughout darkness, controlled by photocell or 
time switch (NOT passive infrared sensor, which may be prone to false 
activations by wildlife). Encourages that consideration be given to additional 
security measures at the compounds, such as the deployment of intruder 
detection equipment, remote access CCTV, guarding, protection of fuel 
stocks, and property marking of plant machinery and power tools. 

A3.7 Cumbria Fire and Rescue Service - Fire Protection Unit: No objection.

A3.8 Cumbria County Council (CCC) Highway Authority: No objection subject to 
the imposition of conditions to ensure the detailed design is informed by a Stage 
2 Road Safety Audit and to ensure construction phase impacts on the highway 
are appropriately managed and minimised. 

A3.9 Initially requested clarification in respect of the tidal adjustments applied (- i.e. 
reduction in traffic levels as a result of increased public transport and active travel 
use) in relation to levels of traffic modelled in association with the SCGV being 



 

substantially built out (i.e. 2038 scenario) and other elements of the transport 
modelling. Satisfied that the clarifications provided within the Transport 
Assessment Addendum provided by the applicant were acceptable. Note that in 
light of the series of assumptions made for the traffic modelling (current usage, 
plus Local Plan Growth, plus all committed development and the dwellings 
proposed for the Garden village) the modelling appears very robust. Report that 
having considered the traffic capacity issues of the various elements of the 
proposal that they are content that the scheme will allow for journey time saving 
when the entire network is considered. Flag that data supplied did not allow for a 
double-check assumptions made for more distant existing junctions on major 
arterial roads in Carlisle (i.e. details such as junction widths, flows, turning 
counts, HGV percentages etc.), but consider this to be of minor concern and that 
it can be best addressed as part of the Transport Assessment for the SCGV 
proposal.

A3.10 Observes that there is a strong emphasis on sustainable forms of transport within 
the application proposal and welcome and commend this.

A3.11 Note the comments made by objectors in respect of highways safety and the 
responses made to these by the applicant’s consultant. Report that they are 
broadly content with the comments and position taken by the applicant’s 
consultant. Sets out that the Highway Authority is aware that the scheme as 
submitted will require additional Safety Audits to be carried out as the scheme 
progresses through to the detailed design stage. Notes that a Stage 1 Road 
Safety Audit (RSA) has been carried out of the preliminary design that forms the 
planning application. Explains that a Stage 1 RSA is appropriate for a preliminary 
design. Notes that further safety audits will need to be carried out during the 
detailed design (Stage 2 RSA), prior to opening (Stage 3 RSA) and 1 year after 
opening (Stage 4 RSA). Summarises that the aim of all these safety audits are to 
highlight safety issues to allow for them to be mitigated or removed (within the 
constraints of the scheme). Notes that that some current design elements have 
departed from standards, however, relate that it is understood that these have 
been considered against the County Council’s adopted Departure from Standard 
procedure.  Notes that the local Highway Authority will need to see that all 
departures have been adequately signed-off as the detailed design progresses.

A3.12 Are content that the scheme has considered its huge impact upon current road 
and public rights of way network and that it has sought to remedy all possible 
issues. Note that this scheme will also need to be submitted to the secretary of 
state as a side road order to create a new road as well as diverting / stopping up 
current highways (including public rights of way). Notes that the impacts on these 
networks will be further scrutinised during that process.

A3.13 CCC Countryside Access (Public Rights of Way):  Note that the applicant has 
produced a Walking, Cycling and Horse-Riding Review Report to support this 
application and consider that, in general, this report is appropriate to the 
application. Confirm the list of public rights of way (PROW) that may be impacted 
as follows:- 

 Public Footpath 111005 – To be diverted;
 Public Footpath 114053 – To be stopped up;
 Public Footpath 111006 – To be diverted;
 Public footpath 114018 – To be diverted;



 

 Public Footpath 129001 – To be diverted;
 Public Footpath 129005 – To be diverted;
 Public Footpath 129004 – To be diverted;
 Public Footpath 129003 – To be diverted;
 Public Footpath 129017 – To be diverted;
 Public Footpath 129032 – To be diverted;
 Public Bridleway 111007 may require a temporary closure to allow for road 

upgrades;
 Public Footpath 111008 may require a temporary closure to allow for road 

upgrades;
 Public Footpath 129024 may require a temporary closure to allow for road 

upgrades;
 Grace Lane (Bridleway 111002) is to be adopted as public highway. 

Comments that provision needs to be made for continued use by horse 
riders.

A3.14 CCC Director of Public Health: No objection. Notes that whilst the building of 
new roads can be problematic from a public health perspective; in particular 
through the potential for increased traffic and therefore increased air and noise 
pollution; recognise that this proposal is necessary to enable critical new housing 
provision in Carlisle. Reasons that the CSLR in conjunction with SCGV is likely to 
lead to substantial additional traffic in the area. Considers that the SCGV 
development without this road would be likely to lead to considerable increases in 
congestion on the existing highways network, and associated air pollution.  
Therefore has no objection to the road overall, given the context of SCGV. 
Considers that the critical consideration therefore becomes the detail of whether 
the proposal adequately minimises negative health impact and maximises wider 
opportunities for health improvement. Set out that they are comfortable that all 
relevant assessments have been undertaken and that efforts have been made to 
ensure that the proposal minimises risk and maximises the opportunity for health 
gain. In particular, conceives that the proposal contains good levels of 
infrastructure to promote walking and cycling as well as its main focus on 
motorised transport, and shows consideration of integrating these into existing 
and likely future networks in a positive way. While there will undoubtedly be 
negative environmental impacts, particularly on biodiversity, considers that the 
proposed mitigations are appropriate.

A3.15 CCC Ecological Consultant: No objections subject to the imposition of 
conditions. Recommends pre-commencement conditions requiring the 
submission and agreement of a detailed Construction and Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP); a detailed and final package of protection and 
mitigation measures for European Protected Species and Badgers; and a 
Biodiversity Monitoring Strategy so as to demonstrate the efficacy of habitat 
protection and creation measures. Also recommends a condition to secure the 
implementation and establishment of the proposed soft landscaping.

A3.16 Satisfied that a comprehensive and wide-ranging suite of supporting ecology 
surveys have been undertaken and that these surveys have been appropriately 
timed and undertaken in accordance with best practise. Considers that the 
survey results seem reasonable and that they can be relied upon. Considers the 
scheme design demonstrates a sound application of the principles of avoidance, 
mitigation and compensation. 



 

A3.17 Finds the ES to lack consistency of stated approach and application of the 
intended method of analysis but considers that overall the information, its 
presentation and its conclusions are adequate.  Considers greater clarity to the 
decision makers would be provided for with the inclusion of additional relevant 
geographic scale of impact (i.e. local or national significance. Consequently, they 
provide the following conclusions of the residual impact of the scheme upon the 
following important ecological features: 

Ecological Feature CCC Ecological Consultant Conclusion as to Residual Effects
Hedgerow (fragmentation) Adverse Significance at the Local Level.
Badgers (Habitat 
Severance, sett loss, 
lighting disturbance)

Negligible residual effect that is not significant.

Bats Adverse Significance at the Local Level.
Breeding Birds (Lighting, 
Collision Risk):

Minor Adverse significance at the Local Level.

Wintering Birds (Habitat 
Loss Lighting, noise and 
disturbance):

Adverse significance at the Local Level.

Otters Negligible residual effect that is not significant.
Brown Hare Minor Adverse significance at the Local Level.
Fish Negligible residual effect that is not significant.

A3.18 In terms of wider habitat severance created by the road CCC’s Ecological 
Consultant is of the view that the overall provision of mitigatory culverts and 
bridges for use by wildlife is acceptable within the constraints caused by cuttings 
and future urban development. Considers that the utilisation of bridges by 
badgers is somewhat uncertain but notes that no alternative crossing options in 
these areas are practicable. Considers that provision of crossing points between 
the main principle river at several key locations, like Peastree and Brisco, will 
prevent disruption to the discrete badger clans present throughout the landscape, 
which otherwise would be subject to local extinction through loss of foraging 
habitat. Observes that the implementation of badger fencing along both sides of 
the road in the most vulnerable sections will help to ensure that animals are not 
exposed to the carriageway and will help to focus any landscape connection 
through the use of the proposed culvert and bridge features. Welcomes proposed 
planting of a woodland belt along the road in proximity to a retained sett. 
Considers that collectively these measures will help to ensure long-term foraging 
habitat and persistence of badger clans. In respect of the Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations, CCC’s Ecological Consultant considers that 
the Shadow Habitats Regulation Assessment, ES, outline CEMP and hydraulic 
modelling provide adequate and sufficient information to conclude that the 
scheme would not adversely effect the integrity of the River Eden SAC. Flags 
that the avoidance measures embedded into the scheme and additional 
mitigation steps identified are key to the reaching of this conclusion and that the 
proposed conditions will help secure these. Concludes that as a result of the 
proposed mitigation being implemented the scheme would have a 'negligible 
residual effect that is not significant' in relation to the Conservation Objectives of 
the SAC.

A3.19 Expresses the view that the Warwickshire County Council Biodiversity Impact 
Assessment calculator provides a suitable method with which to calculate 
Biodiversity Net Gain and that it has been used appropriately. Notes that the 
applicant calculates the scheme will deliver a net gain in terms both general land 
use and also for linear hedgerow habitats. Considers that the submission 



 

provides sufficient detail in relation to habitat creation and expresses the view 
that a five year aftercare period would be adequate as none of the habitats 
proposed are difficult to establish. Opines that monitoring is often the weakest 
part of scheme implementation and highlights that the EIA Regulations were 
revised in 2017 so as to address this, therefore stresses the importance of a 
robust monitoring regime to meet the requirements of the regulations. 

A3.20 CCC Emergency Planning (Resilience Unit): No comment.

A3.21 CCC Historic Environment Record (HER) Officer: No objection subject to 
imposition of a planning condition to secure the proposed archaeological 
mitigation measures. Initially requested a number of amendments and additions 
to the mitigation measures proposed and clarification in respect of the animal 
bones encountered in an archaeological evaluation pit prior to the determination 
of the application. The applicant subsequently provided clarifications and 
adjusted some of their proposed mitigation measures to address the CCC HER 
Officer’s initial response. CCC HER Officer was satisfied with the information and 
adjustments provided and that the mitigation measures as revised are 
acceptable. 

A3.22 Recounts that they had pre-application discussions with the applicant’s 
archaeologists. Considers that the early pre-application engagement has ensured 
that a comprehensive suite of archaeological work has been undertaken to inform 
the Environmental Statement (ES) that has in turned resulted in the scheme 
avoiding impact upon any archaeological assets of highest significance and the 
formulation of appropriate mitigation measures for the archaeological assets of 
lesser significance that will be affected. 

A3.23 CCC Lead Local Flood Authority: Advise that planning permission can be 
granted provided conditions are applied to secure review and agreement of the 
detailed drainage schemes for the construction and operation of the scheme 
(including details of works to ordinary watercourses) and groundwater 
considerations. 

A3.24 Notes that the applicant has provided several documents to help demonstrate the 
suitability of the development in relation to drainage and flood risk including a 
Flood Risk Assessment (FRA), Drainage Impact Assessment (DIA), Ground 
Investigation Report, Environmental Statement (ES) and numerous drawings. 
Considers that the applicant has appropriately considered flood risks associated 
with the proposal. 

A3.25 Note that the drainage strategy proposes three levels of treatment of run-off from 
the proposed carriageway through grass swale, filter drain and settling ponds 
Consider this to be acceptable in principle and appropriate in terms of water 
quality and quantity as it will ensure that water is adequately treated and 
discharged at greenfield runoff rates. Initially sought clarification of details of 
culvert crossings associated with ordinary watercourses. Satisfied with the 
applicant’s clarification that culverts associated with the ordinary watercourses 
will meet appropriate recognised design standards that factor-in climate change 
allowances. Considers that full drainage calculations and design drawings of the 
detailed design can be secured via planning condition. Sets out that the detailed 
drainage design can be used to address concerns in respect of drain design and 
wider drainage connectivity; in particular that some of the proposed drains 



 

incorporate 90 degree bends (which can increase risk of blockages) and that the 
CSLR is likely to cut off some flow routes from agricultural land. Judges that 
greater consideration of these issues should be made and clear ways of 
managing these flow routes should be demonstrated as detailed design 
progresses. Satisfied that these matters can be appropriately addressed through 
a pre-commencement condition securing the submission and agreement of the 
detailed drainage design. Requests a condition be imposed to secure the 
submission, agreement and implementation of a maintenance plan for the 
drainage system. 

A3.26 Notes that the FRA identifies that groundwater is present within the development 
area and concludes that the most likely source of ground water is from a perched 
water table within the superficial clay deposits. Highlights that the preliminary 
ground investigations undertaken confirms the presence of groundwater. Set out 
that further careful consideration of groundwater should be made to determine if 
the development will increase flood risk from groundwater.  Notes that the CSLR 
includes various cuttings and it may be that deep excavations and the way 
ground water is dealt with could result in increased flood risk. Considers that 
groundwater monitoring and further site investigation should be carried out as 
part of the detailed design and that details in respect of this and any mitigation 
that may be required can be dealt with by planning condition.  

A3.27 Also notes that boreholes are also present close to the development area.  
Considers that an assessment of the impact on these should be made and 
mitigation provided for as appropriate. Consider that this can be carried out as 
the detailed design progresses and details (and any mitigations required) 
secured by a pre-commencement condition. 

A3.28 Environment Agency (EA): No objection in principle subject to the imposition of 
conditions. The EA request conditions to secure: i) agreement of a final version of 
the hydraulic model in light of the final detailed design of bridge crossings; ii) 
access to their flow monitoring equipment on the Petteril; iii) measures to protect 
river habitat from artificial lighting; iv) further contaminated land investigation, risk 
assessment (and where appropriate) mitigation and remediation schemes; and v) 
measures to control silt during the construction phase. Provide comments on 
Flood Risk; Ecological considerations (Fisheries, Biodiversity and 
Geomorphology); Environmental Management; the Water Framework Direct 
Assessment; The Drainage Impact Assessment and Contaminated Land. 

A3.29 Explain that the hydraulic flood risk model that underpins the Flood Risk 
Assessment (FRA) has been subject to a number of detailed reviews and 
refinements. State that “for the purpose of the planning application and at this 
stage in programme for the CSLR project, we consider that the hydraulic model is 
suitable for use and deemed suitable to provide an evidence base for the FRA. 
We have reviewed the FRA in so far as it relates to our remit and we are satisfied 
that the development as currently proposed would be safe without exacerbating 
flood risk elsewhere if the proposed flood risk mitigation measures are 
implemented”. 

A3.30 Note that no compensatory storage is proposed based on the FRA findings which 
showed that the scheme as currently proposed would “have a very minimal 
impact on flood levels” and that impacts were limited locally to the proposed 
Caldew Bridge and mitigated in the design within the constraints of the sensitivity 



 

of the local habitat. As a point of clarification, they explain that “providing 
upstream flood storage on the River Caldew as part of the scheme was raised as 
a concept during the initial development of the CSLR scheme but the proposed 
Caldew bridge location of the CSLR was not considered to be a suitable location 
for this”.

A3.31 Whilst reiterating that they consider that the hydraulic model is suitable for use, 
they highlight that there are a number of changes/justifications that are required 
for the hydraulic model to support the final detailed design. The EA considered 
that none of the remaining points are material to planning approvals at this point 
in the programme. Explain that ongoing hydraulic model refinement and review is 
required to ensure the ongoing due diligence and sensitivity testing of the 
detailed design of the scheme so as to continue to corroborate that detailed 
design against the FRA. Set out that this process would ensure that any decision 
to approve the application “can still be considered safe without exacerbating flood 
risk elsewhere for the lifetime of the development, and that the evidence base 
underpinning any decision continues to be robust and credible”. Explain that this 
process should ultimately allow the EA to ‘sign-off’ the hydraulic model as 
suitable for informing changes to Flood Map for Planning. Request consultation 
on the final detail design. Consider that the proposed development will only be 
acceptable if a condition is imposed to secure a final version of the hydraulic 
model that is updated to reflect the final detailed design of the proposed river 
bridge crossings.

A3.32 Flag that there is a river gauging station that forms part of their Flood Warning 
network on the River Petteril to the south of the scheme and that vehicular 
access will need to be being maintained to this station and surrounding farmland. 
Consider that the development will only be acceptable if a condition requiring a 
scheme for retention and maintenance of access to this gauging station is 
imposed. 

A3.33 In terms of ecological considerations, the EA considers the development would 
only be acceptable if conditioned to ensure artificial lighting associated with the 
construction phase and fixed operational highway lighting is designed so as to 
prevent disturbance to otters and fish. Flag a number of informatives in respect of 
biosecurity measures and river access restrictions. Consider that, at detailed 
design, there should be a review of planting mixes for ponds and wetlands which 
are upstream and/or in hydraulic continuity of the SSSI/SAC to ensure they only 
include species that are native to the River Eden SAC (not just British natives) 
unless specifically approved by Natural England. Comment that provision of an 
ecological clerk of works to monitor vegetation clearance in the vicinity of the 
Caldew and to minimise clearance of floodplain woodland (which is a priority 
habitat in the River Eden SAC) should be included in the CEMP. 

A3.34 In terms of the wider water environment, the EA requested a condition to secure 
measures to control silt during the construction phase in the interest of water 
quality and biodiversity. The EA also initially requested a condition to secure 
provision of oil interceptors but later accepted these would not be required in light 
of the number of levels of SUDs treatments proposed. Provide a number of 
informatives in respect of management of fuels, chemical and wastes and 
vehicle/plant cleaning operations.

A3.35 Report that they are satisfied that their pre-application comments have been 



 

addressed in the applicant’s submitted Water Framework Directive) Compliance 
Assessment. Flag that many of the engineering aspects of bridge, drainage and 
surface water outfall construction, (where discharging to Main River) will require 
separate EA approvals via the Flood Risk Activity Permit regime.

A3.36 Explain that they have considered the Drainage Impact Assessment (DIA) in so 
far as its relates to their surface water remit (which is limited to a strategic 
overview role to ensure that that surface water flood risk is managed 
appropriately). Report that they are satisfied that the necessary discussions are 
and will be ongoing between the applicants consulting engineers, Cumbria 
County Council in their role as Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA), United Utilities 
development planning and SUDS consultees, and the affected landowners as 
necessary. State that “should the development be approved and it is apparent, or 
later becomes apparent through further detailed design, that there is potential for 
surface water to have an impact on the main river network, we could raise this 
with you as part of our strategic overview role to Local Planning authorities”.  

A3.37 Acknowledge that the outline drainage design has been developed in line with 
industry standards and up to date guidance. Despite this they report that they 
have raised some strategic concerns in relation to the urbanisation of the 
catchments and the fact that drainage of the 660m (8%) of the overall length of 
the CSLR would be switched from the River Petteril to the River Caldew. 
However, the EA acknowledge that the additional area discharging to the River 
Caldew has been designed to match the existing catchment limit greenfield run-
off rate. 

A3.38 Report that they are satisfied that the applicant has demonstrated to their 
satisfaction that the Fairy Beck catchment is not proposed to pick-up additional 
drainage from outside its existing natural catchment area. The EA report that they 
raised some concerns at pre-planning regarding the potential of in-combination 
effects arising from this development, the St Cuthbert’s Garden Village proposals 
and ongoing development off Dalston Road in respect of discharge of surface 
water to the Fairy Beck system as this small modified watercourse system is 
becoming increasingly urbanised and in their opinion is under significant and 
ongoing pressure from development. Relate that they advised that the in-
combination effects could result in channel erosion of the main river section of 
Fairy Beck and potentially increase the risk of flooding in the catchment, 
upstream of Dalston Road.  The EA continue that they have requested further 
discussions with all relevant parties to resolve these concerns and consider 
future improvements to the Fairy Beck to help mitigate the potential in 
combination impacts over time and to take into account the potential impacts of 
climate change should the CSLR development be approved

A3.39 Comment that the DIA contains little to describe how the existing agricultural 
drainage networks will be affected and modified. Flag that the LLFA may wish to 
consider how any changes to the existing agricultural drainage network as a 
result of the development will affect surface water flood risk.

A3.40 Relate that the submitted contaminated land assessment identifies two former 
landfill sites which could potentially be directly disturbed by the scheme and that 
it continues to explain that these have not yet been intrusively investigated and 
thus recognises and recommends that further work to characterise the waste 
present in these is undertake.  The Environment Agency acknowledge that there 



 

is a risk that potential contamination present at these two former landfill sites 
could potentially be mobilised during construction and result in pollution to 
controlled waters. Agree that further detailed information in respect of these 
landfills is required but believe that it would place an unreasonable burden on the 
development to ask for more detailed information prior to the granting of planning 
permission. Therefore require a planning condition to be imposed to secure 
various tiers of risk assessments, site investigation works and (if required) 
scheme of remediation (and verification plan) for each site in order to comply with 
paragraphs 170 and 178 of the NPPF.

A3.41 Highways England: No objection. Initially requested clarification in respect of a 
number of aspects of the Transport Assessment (TA). Consider the TA 
Addendum submitted by the applicant to satisfactorily address their queries. 
Emphasise the fact that this planning application is for the link road only and that 
their response of no objection has been reached on that basis. Emphasise the 
importance of Highways England continuing to be involved in the SCGV DPD 
process. Highlight that physical infrastructure works to allow for safe east-west 
movements of pedestrians and other non-motorised users (NMUs) will be 
required at Junction 42 of the M6 in the future due to the increased demand as a 
result of the mooted employment development north of this junction coming 
forward in the SCGV proposals.  Set out that it is their position that there will 
need to be an appropriate mitigation scheme put forward to solve the NMU 
provision issues at Junction 42 of the M6 as part of development that will be 
coming forward in the SCGV.

A3.42 Historic England: No objection. Comment that the assessment of the potential 
impacts of the scheme on both archaeological features and the historic built 
environment appears to have been carried out in accordance with current best 
practise. Notes that the assessment concludes that there will be limited adverse 
impacts on the settings of 23 designated heritage assets (The Grade II* 
Newbiggin Hall, 21 Grade II assets and Holme Head Conservation Area) and that 
mitigation included in the scheme includes bunding, tree planting and other 
screening measures. Set out that Historic England agrees with the conclusions of 
the assessment. Recommends that need for additional mitigation measures in 
relation to impacts on designated heritage asserts should be regularly reviewed 
as construction proceeds. Notes that mitigation measures for potential 
archaeological features has been discussed and agreed with the County 
Council’s Historic Environment Officer. Set out that Historic England broadly 
agrees with the results of the assessment and its conclusions regarding the 
schemes’ level of impact upon designated and undesignated heritage assets. 
Consider that the application meets the requirements of paragraphs 189, 190, 
193, 196, 197 and 199 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

A3.43 National Farmers Union (NFU): Express that they strongly believe that further 
consultation needs to be carried-out with landowners and occupiers to address a 
number of issues before the application is determined. Note that pre-planning 
application consultation was undertaken with landowners but understand that the 
submitted planning application contained a number of changes that landowners 
were not made aware of prior to submission. Also considered that not enough 
consultation was undertaken to inform the Agricultural Impact Assessment (AIA). 
Resultantly the NFU consider the AIA does not accurately capture business 
needs (for example the movement and management of livestock – particularly 
cows) and therefore find it to underestimate the impact upon agricultural 



 

businesses. Raises the following as other key issues / areas of concern: i) 
access tracks; ii); balancing ponds; iii) proposed shared-use path; iv) Peastree 
Accommodation Bridge; v) contractor site compounds and vi) general 
construction impacts. 

 i) Agricultural access tracks: Note that some of the agricultural access tracks 
proposed lead to land used for silage and that in some instances some of the 
proposed access points will require large slow-moving tractors with trailers or 
forage harvesters having to turn across multiple lanes of traffic. Set out that 
further consideration needs to be given to this. Queries who will be 
responsible for the surface and maintenance of tracks. Expresses the view 
that the applicant should remain responsible for the maintenance of the 
surface. Sets out that gates should be provided to at the entrances to all 
tracks off the main highway network to stop the general public using the 
tracks due to their members concerns about unwanted access which could 
lead to illegal and unauthorised fly-tipping and parking (including by 
motorhomes).

 ii) Balancing Ponds: Consider that further information is needed in regard to 
the size and location of balance ponds. Consider that some of the currently 
proposed locations are greatly interfering with farming operations within fields 
and that re-siting and adjustment of these should be considered in 
negotiation with landowners.

 iii) Proposed Shared Use Path: Set out that the NFU on behalf of its members 
strongly believe that no new cycle and pedestrian path should be created as 
it takes more land out of agricultural production. Notes that the landtake 
associated with the proposed overbridges (and their supporting 
embankments) proposed as part of the path is particularly large. Consider 
that it is only necessary for existing rights of way to be connected where this 
is required. Therefore consider that it is not justified to provide this additional 
cycle and pedestrian route and that if the planning application is granted that 
permission should be withheld from this aspect of the proposal.

 iv) Peastree Accommodation Bridge: Request confirmation as to the 
specification of this bridge, setting out that it will need to be wide-enough to 
meet modern agricultural practices and that an area will need to be created 
so that people and cows are not trying to cross the bridge at the same time 
together. 

 v) Contractor Site Compounds: Request further information in respect of the 
proposed use of each site as they note that this will determine their size and 
location. Sets out at present there are some very large areas of land 
proposed to be taken on a temporary basis for compounds which greatly 
affect agricultural businesses on the proposed route with insufficient 
explanation and justification.

  v) General Construction Impacts: The NFU set out that they feel strongly that 
the impact on farm businesses in the immediate and local area must be 
thoroughly reviewed and considered further ahead of any construction works. 
Set out that their members have concerns that the planning application 
documents submitted do not include any detailed information regarding 
practical issues which will be faced by their farm businesses on a day to day 



 

basis during the construction phase. They request that this review addresses: 
limitation of land-take; appointment of an Agricultural Liaison Officer; private 
agricultural water supplies; provision for effective and comprehensive one-to-
one meetings with individual businesses; access to severed land; detailed 
soil survey recording, soil management, reinstatement and aftercare methods 
and protocols; and drainage (including field drainage). Requests that pre-
commencement planning conditions are imposed to ensure that these issues 
are appropriately addressed and provides suggested wording in respect of 
aspects of these.

A3.44 The NFU submitted further comments in May 2020. This raised continuing 
concerns in respect of construction phase impacts with particular reference to the 
need for:- an Agricultural Liaison Officer (ALO); reassurance that if a water 
supply is severed that temporary/compensatory supply is immediate provided 
until the supply is reinstated; access to temporarily severed land on a 24 hours a 
day seven days a week basis; a suitable soil baseline record; and detail of how 
field drainage will be dealt with. They also set out that concern remains as to how 
the outfalls from the balance ponds will work and how some of the proposed 
agricultural access tracks link up to the road network and their impact on road 
safety. In particular they raise concerns about the interaction of slow-moving farm 
traffic with motor vehicles to the south of the Cummersdale roundabout. The NFU 
note the intention for the proposed Peastree accommodation bridge to be utilised 
by badgers and stress that they would not like to see any badger movement or 
relocation where they may be encouraged to come into contact with cattle. 
Believe strongly that further detail is needed before the application can be 
determined.

A3.45 Natural England (NE): No objection. NE set out that they concur with the 
approach and general conclusions of the Environmental Statement (ES) and 
shadow Habitats Regulations Assessment (sHRA), both of which determined that 
without appropriate mitigation the application would have an adverse effect of the 
integrity of the River Eden SAC and SSSI. Consider that the package of 
mitigation measures proposed would mitigate the majority of risks to the River 
Eden SAC & SSSI that are presented by the construction and operation of the 
CSLR. Initially requested clarification as to some aspects of proposed mitigation 
and raised concern that the application proposal does not secure the removal of 
a failing Network Rail revetment upstream of the proposed bridge on the River 
Caldew so as to offset the impact of the hard reinforced structure of the eastern 
bridge embankment and piers within the Caldew flood plain. Accepted that the 
clarifications provided by the applicant addressed their concerns and that the 
revetment removal could not be reasonably required in connection with this 
specific application. 

A3.46 NE direct the LPA to use their standing advice or an ecological consultant to 
assess impacts on protected species. NE’s response provides comments in 
respect of air quality, agricultural land and soil, landscape, the River Caldew, 
landscaping seed mixes proposed, enhancement measures, temporary 
construction compounds and the construction environmental management plan 
(CEMP). Their comments on each of these aspects are summarised below:-

 Air Quality: NE set out that they are satisfied with the conclusions of the 
submitted Air Quality Assessment 



 

 Agricultural Land and Soil: NE welcome the range of mitigation measures 
proposed to minimise damage to soils during the construction of the scheme 
and concur with the conclusions of the impact assessment.

 Biodiversity: NE welcomes the submissions’ quantification of the biodiversity 
impact of the scheme and ambition to deliver a measurable biodiversity net 
gain. Appreciate the applicant’s provision of further habitat 
creation/enhancement measures over the course of the application and 
welcome the level of area and linear gain units subsequently calculated.  
Consider a detailed management plan will be required to inform how newly 
created habitats will be managed to achieve their target distinctiveness and 
condition.

 Landscape: Consider that the CSLR scheme is located sufficiently far from the 
Lake District National Park and the North Pennines and Solway Coast Areas 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty that it will not have a direct impact on them. 

 Planting Mixes: NE raised concerns about the presence of certain species in 
the seed mixes originally set-out in the Landscape Strategy appendices. The 
applicant subsequently adjusted the proposed mixes to remove the species 
of concern identified and replace them with the more locally native 
alternatives suggested by NE in all locations except the feature roundabouts 
where it is intended that native and non-native planting is to be used to 
extend seasonal interest within these prominent urbanised locations. NE 
were satisfied with this position.

 River Caldew: NE initially sought clarification as to the robustness of the 
design of the bridge piers as additional engineering works to strengthen them 
at a later date would further restrict the natural geomorphology of the river. 
Satisfied that the applicant’s response (which drew attention to the provision 
of bed-rock foundations below the fracture zone, stocky reinforced concrete 
core and spread footing to each pier and their cutwater profile) demonstrated 
the design of the bridge piers to be robust. Support the proposal to use 
woody planting to control flooding close to the eastern bridge embankment 
and to protect the toe of the embankment. Note and are satisfied with the 
provision of a relief culvert underneath the eastern bridge embankment so as 
to limit velocities on the eastern floodplain such that the existing vegetation 
remains competent to control erosion at both the 1in100 year and 1in1000 
year flood flows. NE note that the proposed tree removal in the area next to 
the Caldew has the potential to impact upon protected features of the SAC. 
Welcome the revised documents specification that an Ecological Clerk of 
Works would oversee tree removals in this area. Advised that additional 
wording should be added into the SHRA to make clear that the 3 span bridge 
has been designed to allow continued lateral movement of the river, and the 
piers designed to withstand this, with the zone of potential future lateral 
movement being mostly avoided as this is essential embedded mitigation to 
avoid impacts upon the River Eden SAC/SSSI. Satisfied with the applicants’ 
clarifications in respect of approach to outfalls to the Caldew. 

 Construction Compounds: To avoid pollution to the Caldew, recommend that 
the proposed crane platform only uses inert stone that it is geologically 
similar to the area. Consider that this platform could be restored to species 
rich flood plain grassland/scrub rather than being restored to agricultural 



 

grassland but accept the applicant’s case as to why it is proposed to be 
returned to agricultural use.

 Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP): NE state that they are 
satisfied with the guidance and principles set-out within the outline CEMP 
submitted in support of the application. Welcome further consultation on the 
final detailed CEMP in the future.

A3.47 National Air Traffic Service (NATS): No objection. Relate that they have 
examined the proposal from a technical safeguarding aspect and that it does not 
conflict with their safeguarding criteria.

A3.48 Carlisle Lake District Airport: No response received. 

A3.49 Network Rail: Do not raise any objections. Recount that the applicant’s project 
team has engaged with them from the outset and has provided appropriate 
design proposals that meet their requirements. Satisfied that the planning 
application scheme design has addressed pre-application concerns raised in 
respect of the proximity of Pond F to the West Coast Mainline with the pond 
being moved 30m westward to ensure the zone of influence of the pond is 
remote from the cutting slopes of the railway. State that Network Rail has no 
further concerns to report at this stage. 

A3.50 Open Spaces Society: No response received.

A3.51 Ramblers Association – Lake District Area Group: Provides comments 
reflecting their wish to ensure that the countryside is accessible to the public and 
that its special qualities are preserved. Observes that the exiting public right of 
way network in the vicinity of the proposed scheme is not particularly dense. 
Highlights the applicant’s acknowledgement that there are limited facilities and 
connections for users of the rights of way network here, except for the river 
valleys which provide well-used footpaths for short walks and also provide the 
routes of two long distance paths, the Cumbria Way along the Caldew valley and 
the Miller’s Trail along the Petteril valley.

A3.52 State that the proposed road will introduce urban road features into the rural 
area.  Notes that the road has been designed to be low in the landscape to 
minimise its visual effect. Although a 3m wide shared-access route for 
pedestrians and cyclists is proposed along the northern side of the road, 
pedestrians may well choose not to use the facility because of noise and fumes 
from vehicles. Set out that they are pleased to see that opportunities will be taken 
during the construction phase to provide new circular pedestrian routes (Ref. 
paras. 2.1.31 – 34. RP10) which will supplement the current public right of way 
network. Highlights that the application as initially submitted states that it will 
result in a total habitat loss is 89.24ha, whilst just over 91ha of new habitat is to 
be created. Notes that mitigation measures proposed include the planting of 
substantial numbers of trees and the planting of locally distinctive, species-rich 
new hedgerows with hedgerow trees, but that it will take many years from 2025, 
the start of the scheme, for the landscape to recover; in year 15 of the operation 
of the scheme mitigation will mean that the effects of scheme will have declined 
to ‘slight adverse’. Conclude by expressing that “whilst the Lake District Area 
Ramblers regrets the long disruption that will be caused during the construction 
of the scheme and the closure of popular walking routes, there are acknowledged 



 

benefits for the countryside long term and for the PRoW network”.

A3.53 Ramblers Association – The Carlisle and North Lakes Ramblers Group: 
States that it is pleasing and gratifying that quite a lot of the suggestions put 
forward at pre-application engagement events have been acted upon. Sets out 
that their consensus was a preference for the proposed orange northern route 
option, commenting that the preferred southern option progressed “cuts across 
great swathes of the countryside, cutting through the Roe, Caldew and Petteril 
valleys”. Sets out that “another concern is the maintained countryside access for 
the general public, so as to continue to use and enjoy this peaceful rural 
landscape”. Considers the proposed hard-surfaced shared-use path alongside 
the CSLR to be inappropriate as it is too close to traffic and exhaust fumes. Sets 
out that the CNDR is very little used by walkers for these reasons and that the 
Ramblers do not use it and not likely to put either into their walk programmes. 
States that “the new road will now become the dominant feature of the landscape 
character rather than the tree fields rolling hills and fields as is the case at the 
moment”. Notes that the long-distance Millers Way and Cumbria Way footpaths 
pass through this area and that adequate provision should be provided for 
access to these routes.

A3.54 Sustrans: No response received.

A3.55 Transport for the North (TfN): Express their support for the scheme. Explain 
that TfN has a remit to identify and plan the transport infrastructure required to 
support transformational economic growth in the north of England. Consider the 
CSLR is an integral element of plans to promote economic growth and deliver 
new housing as part of St Cuthbert’s Garden Village. State that “we are aware of 
the necessity of delivering improvements to the road network including this 
strategic link, which in addition to unlocking the Garden Village will deliver 
improved strategic access to Carlisle and the M6/A69 from west Cumbria. It will 
strengthen strategic connectivity to the major investments in West Cumbria”. 

A3.56 Cumbria Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP): Support the application. Notes 
that the CSLR represents a £115m investment in key infrastructure that will 
improve east/west movement; unlock SCGV to deliver 10,000 new homes and 
improve the resilience of the highway network. Consider the planning application 
and ES set out a robust case for the proposed CSLR, though expresses 
disappointment that the documentation makes no clear reference to the LEP or 
the Local Industrial Strategy (LIS). Highlights that the LIS sets a vision and 
strategic objectives with associated targets and supporting priorities. Explains 
that the LIS identifies challenges around infrastructure, including the thinness of 
the labour market and the remoteness of certain key employment locations.  
Highlights the following two objectives of the LIS which they consider this 
application proposal to be closely aligned to: 

 Growing the talent pool through expanding the numbers and skills of the 
workforce, including through attracting more people to live in the county and 
through significantly increasing housing delivery

 Improving connectivity across the county, including strengthening east to west 
connections

A3.57 The LEP explain that the county faces a major staffing challenge - related to its’ 
ageing workforce, which is driving an increasing need for replacement demand, 



 

coupled with a challenging housing supply issue and real need for higher level 
skills. They expound that current forecasts indicate a looming workforce deficit of 
over 20,000 people over the next 10-15 years, representing a potentially 
significant labour gap. Set out that this will need to be addressed through a 
combination of factors, including older workers, developing the future workforce 
and attracting and maintaining a larger economically active population. Consider 
that the delivery of a wide range of new housing through SCGV is a critical to 
addressing this. Furthermore, they express support for a planned increase in 
house building across Cumbria, conceiving this as being critical to successfully 
stemming the decline amongst the working population.

A3.58 The LEP set out that Cumbria’s natural resources make it a major player in the 
UK’s renewable energy generation (marketed as the Energy Coast) and that it is 
also a global centre of nuclear excellence. Consider that the proposed CSLR will 
help improve east/west connectivity from the M6 corridor to the more remote 
coastal areas improving access to these key industries, which are critical to 
future economic growth in the county. Consider that the resilience of the transport 
network is also fragile which, in Carlisle, would be improved by the CSLR.

A3.59 The LEP highlight that SCGV is one of the largest proposed new Garden Villages 
in the country and would deliver 10,000 new homes over the next 20 years and 
that the realisation of this major investment is reliant on approval and delivery of 
the CSLR. Highlights that one of the LIS’ priorities is to secure new investment in 
road infrastructure to support new and existing business and investment 
opportunities to facilitate growth and that consequently the LIS identifies the 
CSLR as one of the priority infrastructure projects for Cumbria.

A3.60 Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE – Cumbria Association): 
Responded on 2 September 2020. In this they referred back to their July 2019 
response to the applicant’s public consultation relating to the selected preferred 
route option and set out that their position and previously stated concerns remain 
unchanged. Their July 2019 response set out that they do not support the CSLR 
proposal in light of their general position that the building of significant new roads 
is not a sustainable strategy due to factors such as:

 their harm to landscape, biodiversity and the wider natural environment;
 they will exacerbate existential threats of the Climate Emergency and 

ecosystem collapse;
 studies which show that creating more road capacity contributes to further 

growth in traffic and, in turn, more congestion and are therefore only a short-
term solution;

 that road focused proposals perpetuate car-based development and lifestyles 
and fails to encourage or support a modal shift towards more sustainable and 
more active travel and lifestyles;

A3.61 Expands that the landscape harm is derived from cutting through existing field 
patterns and hedgerows and introduction of very modern and urban elements 
(the road itself, multiple new roundabouts, bridges, new/upgraded junctions) into 
an area that is currently very rural and pastoral. The rural character of the 
landscape will also be impacted through additional noise, lighting, and the 
presence and movement of vehicles.  That the development ambitions for the 
south Carlisle will result in areas of landscape types 5a, 5b and 5d to the being 
compromised significantly and ultimately reclassified as ‘urban’ in the not too 



 

distant future.

A3.62 Notes that the scheme will lead to an immediate loss and fragmentation of 
hedgerow and will create a barrier to the movement of wildlife and a major 
hazard to species who try to cross it. Consider that light pollution caused by the 
new road (street lighting and vehicle lights) will not only impact on landscape 
character and visual amenity but on wildlife and habitats, for example, through 
disturbance and confusion over when is day/night, leading to feeding, resting and 
breeding problems.

A3.63 That the crossing of the national cycle network and Cumbria Way in the Caldew 
Valley and other public rights of way will have a negative pact on users of these 
routes by altering their character and traffic-free nature and therefore the 
experience and benefits they provide.

A3.64 That local air quality is likely be affected as a result of additional quantities of 
traffic passing through the area but also because vehicles will be travelling at 
greater speeds than on existing roads.

A3.65 Consider that the purported benefits of significant new road building schemes 
could be achieved through other, more sustainable means that would have fewer 
impacts and significantly wider benefits for both the landscape and people’s 
quality of life. 

A3.66 Their July 2019 response continued to provide suggestions that as to ways in 
which the project could be made less harmful and as sustainable as possible 
should it proceed. Key aspects of these suggestions were:

 Deployment of appropriate and imaginative measures to help conserve and 
enhance the landscape character and strengthen green infrastructure (e.g. 
provision of green corridors) and biodiversity; 

 Planting of trees to create new woodland areas or to extend and enhance 
existing areas of woodland; 

 Targeted native planting to fill gaps in existing green networks and to contain 
and soften areas affected by the scheme;

 Clear demonstration of how it will deliver genuine and measurable net-gains 
for biodiversity as well as how it will minimise and mitigate specific impacts.

 Encouraging sustainable transport and active travel by making connections 
with existing routes and addressing qualitative or quantitative gaps within 
existing routes. 

 Aiming to reduce light pollution for example by removal of existing light 
sources along and around the route or, where necessary, replacement with 
less polluting versions, along with ensuring new lighting is minimised and 
designed appropriately where it is absolutely necessary.

A3.67 CPRE – Cumbria Association’s 2 September 2020 response set out that in the 13 
months since their July response to the route options consultation, the urgency to 
address climate change and ecological collapse has grown further and the need 
to reconsider modes and patterns of travel has become apparent in light of this 
and the COVID-19 pandemic. 

A3.68 It also makes additional comments in relation to dark skies and light pollution. 
Flags the Cumbria Dark Skies Projects and sets out a net reduction in light 



 

pollution would help deliver local authority priorities in relation to climate change 
(reducing unnecessary lighting & energy use), enhancing biodiversity (in light of 
growing research on the negative impacts of light pollution on critical wildlife), 
health and well-being (in light of evidence of light pollution resulting in harms to 
human health, such as from the Commission for Dark Skies and the Chief 
Medical Officer), and economic growth (as astrological-tourism is a growth 
market that could help strengthen evening and winter period visitor expenditure). 
Request that a condition be imposed that road lighting and other external lighting 
such as security lights comply with up to date Dark Sky friendly standards in 
order to avoid further extending the area already compromised by light pollution 
to the south of Carlisle. Highlight that recent research suggests that some 
perceptions about negative impacts on road safety of reduced artificial lighting 
measures have been proven to be incorrect. Recommend mitigation measures 
of:

 lights of 3000 Kelvins or less pre-dimmed by the standard practice of 50%;
 lighting designed to direct light downwards with light projection below 85 

degrees;
 a night curfew switch-off between the hours of 1-6am be subject to planning 

condition;
 lighting other than street lighting should be kept to below 500 lumens. 

A3.69 Cumbria Wildlife Trust: No response received.

A3.70 Eden Rivers Trust: No response received.

A3.71 RSPB: No response received.

A3.72 BT Openreach Radio Frequency Allocation & Network Protection: No 
objection. Confirm that they have studied this development proposal with respect 
to Electromagnetic compatibility (EMC) and related problems to BT point-to-point 
microwave radio links. Report that they conclude that the project should not 
cause interference to BT’s current and presently planned radio network.

A3.73 Electricity North West: No objection. Highlight that the proposal is in proximity 
to their operational land and electricity distribution assets (132KV towers and 
overhead lines) in places. Set out that the applicant should be advised that great 
care should be taken at all times to protect both the electrical apparatus and any 
personnel working in its vicinity and Provides guidance in respect of this and their 
processes in respect of easements and diversions.

A3.74 Northern Gas Networks: Initially issued a holding objection. Following the 
provision of further information to address a number of queries relating to their 
key strategic assets (principally, the Catton to Cummersdale section of their 
High-Pressure Gas Transmission Pipeline); Northern Gas Networks removed 
their objection. 

A3.75 United Utilities: Do not raise any objections. Recommend a number of 
conditions. Highlight that there are a number of water mains that intersect with 
and/or in close proximity to the proposed route of the road. Set out that all their 
assets will need to be afforded due regard in the design process as serious 
complications could arise where they interact with the scheme; emphasising that 
either during or after construction the level of cover to the water mains and public 

https://smex12-5-en-ctp.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https:%2f%2fbritastro.org%2fdark-skies%2fcfds_issues.php%3ftopic%3dhealth&umid=a127abed-4b31-4fe8-8289-dce895cb54f1&auth=438558d5329f5814a0a31cfd8e89073841978136-b7deaa46e3a8d7eb3153fe8f22fd1942e3ee51d3
https://smex12-5-en-ctp.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https:%2f%2flightaware.org%2f2018%2f03%2fchief-medical-officer-annual-report-2017-health-impacts-pollution-know%2f&umid=a127abed-4b31-4fe8-8289-dce895cb54f1&auth=438558d5329f5814a0a31cfd8e89073841978136-5b47729fc981786c336f6de7cad8408812f74b19
https://smex12-5-en-ctp.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https:%2f%2flightaware.org%2f2018%2f03%2fchief-medical-officer-annual-report-2017-health-impacts-pollution-know%2f&umid=a127abed-4b31-4fe8-8289-dce895cb54f1&auth=438558d5329f5814a0a31cfd8e89073841978136-5b47729fc981786c336f6de7cad8408812f74b19
https://www.nightblight.cpre.org.uk/maps/


 

sewers must not be compromised and that no additional load bearing capacity 
should be provided without prior agreement. Explain that discussions between 
the applicant and United Utilities’ project engineers regarding a series of 
proposed diversions and asset protection measures required to support the 
delivery of the road scheme are ongoing. Strongly recommend that the developer 
continues to work with United Utilities to agree a detailed design scheme, to 
prevent any delays to the proposed scheme. Set out that “whilst we look to 
support the delivery of the Carlisle Southern Link Road we are also keen to 
ensure our customers are not detrimentally impacted by this development. The 
levels of service we provide to our customers and the water quality and 
environmental standards that we have to achieve must be considered as part of 
any continuing discussions”.

A3.76 Draw attention to the requirements of their ‘Standard Conditions for Works 
Adjacent to Pipelines’ document, flagging that where these cannot be met, then 
diversion works may be necessary. Highlight that this document includes details 
of acceptable tree and shrubbery planting proposals in the vicinity of pipelines 
and that the applicant should ensure their landscaping proposals meet with the 
advice provided in it. Also highlight the presence of a number of easements 
crossing the proposed development site. Recommend a condition is imposed to 
secure appropriate protective measures for water transmission infrastructure.

A3.77 Consider the proposed drainage scheme to be acceptable in principle, requests 
that conditions are imposed to ensure the drainage scheme accords with the 
principles set out in the drainage strategy, prohibit surface water or highway 
drainage from draining directly or indirectly into the public sewer; and to secure a 
management and maintenance plan for the drainage infrastructure.



 

Appendix 4
Ref No. 1/19/9012

Development Control and Regulation Committee – 9 October 2020

Appendix 4 – Detailed Summary of Public Representations

A4.1 This appendix seeks to provide a full and detailed written summary of all the 
public representations received. The representations have been grouped in the 
first instance into those that raise objections and those that raise concern or 
provide comment (but do not go as far as objecting to the scheme).  

Objections

A4.2 The various grounds for objection raised have been sub-grouped into:

a) those associated with the principle of the scheme (and its directly associated 
effects); 

b) those relating to specific proposed details/elements of the scheme; 
c) those relating to the construction phase;
d) those relating to the submitted planning application package;
e) non-material planning considerations

A4.3 In the case of the specific elements of the scheme (be they permanent aspects or 
those associated purely with the construction); these are presented working from 
west to east. For these a brief description of the location and in some cases 
reference to the chainage shown on the proposed plans provided to help provide 
further precision. Where an objection intertwines construction and completed 
development impacts these have been included within the specific proposed 
details of the built scheme (i.e. – b)

a) Principle of the scheme (and effects directly associated with this)

A4.4 A small number of those objecting to this planning application object to the 
principle of the creation of the proposed link road. Of those one objected to the 
principle of both the CSLR and SCGV – recognising them as inextricably linked 
projects. A number object to the proposed location/siting of the route. One 
representee considers that the CNDR has removed congestion from the city and 
consequently considers that the case for the CSLR so soon after the CNDR is 
not justified. They consider that most traffic is heading into the City so will not use 
this bypass and that it will therefore result in minimal benefits to travel.

A4.5 The following grounds of objection are raised relating to the impacts of the 
development of a southern link road scheme:

 Loss of existing open green countryside and wildlife;

 Erosion of the rural feel and tranquility of the Cummersdale area / urbanising 
effect of the proposal;

 Introduction of noise and visual disruption into the River Caldew leisure 
corridor which has high amenity value for walking, cycling, fresh air and 
access to nature. A representee describes the area as a local beauty spot 
with wild uncultivated land and conceive it as a rare and valuable 
environment;



 

 Disturbance and adverse impact on farming activity and business during the 
construction phase and throughout the future operational use of the road as a 
result of loss and severance of agricultural land (see also specific detail);

 Light Pollution;

 Litter and trespass would increase within the area of the scheme as a result of 
the development;

 Noise from traffic on the CSLR will have an adverse impact upon the 
residential amenity of nearby properties and upon farming businesses;

 Traffic / Traffic Noise Increase on existing Highways.  That the CSLR in itself 
would generate an increase in traffic on existing highways especially key 
arterial roads (with Dalston Road and Peter Lane explicitly referenced by one 
representee, and Wreay Road by another) which will in turn increase traffic 
noise levels and thus reduce residential amenity to existing residential 
properties located adjacent to such arterial roads; and that this increase in 
traffic/traffic noise would be further compounded by the SCGV proposal;

 Visual and Landscape Impact, in particular the interruption of countryside 
views.

b) Specific Details and Elements of the Proposed Scheme Objected to

A4.6 The content of the points of objection recorded here have been ordered so as to 
first cover elements that are considered to be “scheme wide” (i.e. applicable to 
key design principles implemented across the whole scheme) and then more 
geographically specific elements of the proposed scheme. Scheme wide 
concerns have been ordered alphabetically by theme. 

- Scheme Wide

A4.7 Detailed Drainage Design: That landowners have made the applicant and their 
agent aware of the fact that there is land drainage present in their landholdings 
and therefore takes exception to the drainage impact assessment’s statement 
that “a majority of the scheme is located in agricultural land with no identified 
drainage infrastructure”. Request a condition that requires the applicant to design 
a drainage scheme with a qualified drainage engineer prior to post-construction 
drainage work commencing. Considers that due to topography of the land and 
current land levels there is going to be a considerable amount of drainage works 
required to ensure no damage is caused to the current agricultural drainage 
system in place.

A4.8 Gradient of cuttings/embankments slopes: A number of landowners express 
opposition to the proposed provision of 1:10 slopes. They consider that returned 
land will not be of comparable agricultural quality to existing land, will increase 
erosion and soil run-off potential and would increase the level of risk to operating 
machinery. They state they would prefer 1:3 slopes be provided and fence lines 
erected at the top of slopes. Query how land forming part of the structural 
integrity of the road scheme is to be returned to landowners and what liability 
they may potentially hold in maintaining these slopes in future years.



 

A4.9 Light Pollution: Request that it be a planning condition that LED downlights only 
are used and that these are dimmed between 21:00 and 06:00 and that they 
have back protectors on to prevent any light spillage. 

A4.10 Shared-Path and Associated Overbridges: A number of landowners observe that 
the proposed shared-use path (and particularly the embankments associated 
with the proposed overbridges) has led to significantly increased landtake across 
the scheme and caused additional instances of severance of land. Note these 
overbridges are only provided on certain roundabouts and reaches the 
conclusion that it must not therefore be a requirement for them to be provided. 

A4.11 Request further details of how the significant increase in noise, dust, light and 
litter pollution will be managed during the operational stage of the roads use and 
that landowners are given the opportunity to comment further on this. 

A4.12 Replacement of Wild Areas: A representee considers the proposal to lack any 
real plans to recreate damaged and lost habitats elsewhere to replace them. 
Considers this to be a failure to follow policy given the crisis facing the natural 
world at present. Urges planning staff to insist on the provision of new wild land 
areas to replace those lost to the scheme.

A4.13 Translocation of Hedgerows: A representee’s agent expresses concern in 
respect of the proposals to translocate a number of hedgerows relating that they 
have had experience of this in the past and that the results are very rarely 
successful  as considerable damage is often caused to the hedgerow root system 
when dug out and it is very difficult to get good soil contact around all the roots in 
the replanted location which results in stress on the plant and a high proportion 
are lost and those which do survive become stunned in their growth due to the 
stress event and a poor hedge results for many years. State that they fully 
appreciate the reasoning for doing it is to replace like for like the species which 
are lost from the existing hedge, however they would recommend that a detailed 
survey of the existing hedge species be taken and then the equivalent species be 
sourced in young wicks, be properly planted into prepared soil and consider that 
in a very short space of time a vibrant and healthy hedge which will be an asset 
to the landscape for many years to come will be established. Consider that 
proposed translocation is a case of the text books prevailing over common 
sense.

- Geographically Specific Elements

A4.14 Access to Newby West – Safety thereof: A landowner sets out that as part of the 
CNDR they repeatedly requested the provision of a deceleration (right turn lane) 
to allow traffic travelling in an easterly direction to turn safely into Newby West 
but this was declined. Observe that traffic volumes on the CNDR have grown 
significantly over the decade. Consider that the existing high volume of traffic that 
utilises the CNDR would be increased further by the completion of the CSLR, 
repeat their request “for a deceleration lane be installed to allow the many 
residents and business users to turn safely into Newby West” believing its 
provision to be imperative for road safety reasons. 

A4.15 Access to Kingrigg Farm – Safety and Acceptability: Consider the proposed 
access arrangement from the A595 to be unacceptable. Consider that providing a 
junction and spur to serve the farm and two adjoining properties will bring about 



 

confusion to the livery customers of Kingrigg. Note that a right turn lane is 
proposed. Sets out that 95% of customers leaving their premises turn right 
toward the Newby West Roundabout and that the majority of exiting vehicles are 
four-wheel drives with horse boxes and therefore slow at pulling out. State that 
the proposed junction arrangement “brings serious safety concerns on what is 
already a hot spot for road traffic collisions, with several accidents occurring on 
this stretch in the last few months. Note that the proposed access is at the end of 
a proposed overtaking lane on the southbound exit to the Newby West 
Roundabout and that northbound vehicles are often moving very fast when 
approaching this roundabout. Note that it is proposed to put a speed limit on this 
section of road but are concerned that this will not be sufficient. Consider that an 
access spur to the farm should be provided onto the Newby West Roundabout 
and that this would provide a safer access arrangement than that proposed which 
they consider to be dangerous. State that the applicant has provided them with a 
paragraph summary of the stage 1 highway safety audit. Wish to see a full safety 
audit carried out for this junction and to be given the opportunity to review and 
comment upon it prior to this access-way being approved. Also raise concerns 
that the access will be used as a layby for wagons and a place for fly tipping 
rubbish. 

A4.16 Impact upon a livery business and farming operation. State that a large number 
of paddocks will have to be removed completely as they will be too close to the 
new road or cannot be easily accessed. Consider possible light pollution would 
also impact the business.

A4.17 Impact upon the deliverability of housing allocation U6 (to north-west of Newby 
West Roundabout) and associated live planning application (Ref. 19/0089):  Set 
out that the Carlisle District Local Plan 2015-2030 allocated the aforementioned 
parcel of land for housing. Set out that the owners of the site have been in 
discussion with several housebuilders about the purchase of the site and that 
they have several offers on the table all of which have been submitted with draft 
layouts. Set out that these layouts have been provided to the applicant and their 
agent on a confidential basis and that all layouts showed highway access to the 
site being taken to the south-west of Greenways. Set out that a planning 
application to create a highway access to this site (Ref. 19/0089) was made on 
this basis a number of months ago. Set-out that the proposed bunding and 
shared-use overbridge may impact the visibility splays of the proposed site. Set 
out that they were only recently made aware that the proposed relocated 
substation would totally block the proposed site access. Note that the EIA makes 
specific reference that the proposals will have a direct impact upon this allocated 
site. Consider it unreasonable for the applicant to intrude upon this allocated site 
to a level which will make it undeliverable, whereas if the route had been take 
further south agricultural land that is not allocated could have been used. Also 
consider the proposed raised cycle-track would result in serious overlooking 
issues to the allocated site when/if it is built out. State that there does not appear 
to be any measures to mitigate/reduce the potential for overlooking.

A4.18 Relocation/Realignment of Fairy Beck: An objector expresses worry in respect of 
this and seeks a condition that the drainage system should be designed by a 
specialist drainage engineer and approved by the landowner to ensure that 
surrounding land can still drain into Fairy Beck once the diversion works are 
completed. 

https://publicaccess.carlisle.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage


 

A4.19 Inadequate screening to the south of the CSLR at Chainage 1275 – 1600: An 
objector perceives that the lack of screening provision proposed along the south 
side of the CSLR section west of the Cummersdale Roundabout (Chainage 1275 
– 1600) road will result in an adverse impact upon the amenity of their residential 
dwelling as a result of noise, light and visibility of the flicker of passing traffic from 
principle rooms (including living room and first floor bedrooms) from the road. 
Consider that this will have a detrimental effect on the occupiers, making it 
difficult to continue to have the quiet enjoyment of their property. Requests that 
the council consider providing screen planting in this area so as to reduce the 
impact of the road upon their amenity. 

A4.20 Access Track south of CSLR at Chainage 1000 – 1600: That the proposed 
access track running parallel to the south of the CSLR from Dalston Road just 
south of Cummersdale Roundabout and through woodland (Chainage 1000 – 
1600) is unnecessary as the adjoining landowner has access to all their land from 
their steading. Conversely, another landowner requests a condition be imposed 
on a planning application that this access-way can be used by Kingrigg Farm for 
all purposes and at all times. Sets out that there may be a need to provide 
passing places due to the length of the track. 

A4.21 Pond B siting: Consider proposed Pond B arrangement will result in a significant 
loss of land and severing of holding with reduced value for farming practises 
which could be mitigated through reorientation and re-design.

A4.22 Necessity of off/on bridge ramp to north of Cummersdale Roundabout: A 
landowner questions the necessity of the aforementioned ramp as it does not 
link-in with any existing or proposed cycle route on Dalston Road, setting out that 
its provision results in significant and vital land loss. Consider that the off ramp 
which leads to the west provides sufficient access to the bridge. Consider 
removal of the north ramp would allow for better drainage provision and ability to 
relocate Pond B.

A4.23 Necessity of proposed widening of the drainage gutter adjacent to the eastern 
side of Dalston Road: A landowner challenges the necessity of this proposed 
intervention and requests that further details are provided prior to determination 
of this application and that opportunity afforded to review and comment on these 
once available.

A4.24 Grace Lane Alterations: One representee welcomes the proposal to tarmac 
Grace Lane; however another seeks clarity as to where the proposed passing 
places are to be constructed setting out that this does not appear to be shown on 
the plan submitted.

A4.25 Unsafe access to proposed access track that runs to the south of CSLR at 
Chainage 1600 – 2125): Two landowners consider that this access proposed to 
service severed land is not satisfactory. They consider the exit onto the Dalston 
Road south of the proposed Dalston Road roundabout to be unsafe; citing that 
there is no filter lane for pulling-in and that the majority of farm traffic egressing 
this will be slow moving vehicles exiting right will come into conflict with fast 
moving oncoming traffic leaving the roundabout at the end of an overtaking lane. 
Consider that the road network here is likely to be heavily congested at various 
times of day which will further increase safety issues with its use. Consider that 
the documents submitted with the application provides no evidence that a safety 



 

audit has been completed for this access point. Request that such an audit is 
submitted and opportunity to comment on it is provided prior to determination of 
the application.

A4.26 Routing of CSLR to east of Cummersdale Roundabout / South of Grace Lane 
would deem a smallholding unviable: A landowner objects to the alignment of the 
link road here. States that no alternative routing has been considered here as 
part of the route options. Considers that the route should be changed by moving 
the road 35m south and that this would reduce the impact upon a smallholding 
significantly.  State that they have requested this change several times. Set out 
that as it stands the road would be 100m from the back of their residential 
property and will render farming activities at their smallholding unviable. 

A4.27 Noise impact on dwelling to the north of chainage 1950: Note that the EIA sets 
out that the road will see a moderate increase to the level of noise (+5db to 
+9.9db) and considers that this will have a serious impact upon the living 
conditions of the dwelling in question. Set out that they believe that this noise 
survey assumes that the planting scheme is fully grown, but in reality it will take 
3-5years before this is the case, and that the proposal will therefore result in a 
much more than the moderate increase stated in the report. Request clarification 
of this point prior to determination of the application. Requests that the tree 
planting needs to be set out and that this should be included as a planning 
condition. States that during the initial consultation that large bunding was 
proposed but that this now seems to have been scaled back with no explanation.

A4.28 Noise impact on agricultural land to east of Cummersdale Roundabout: A 
landowner notes that the noise assessment confirms that their “back land” will 
see a major increase (+10db) in noise and that this will have an impact upon their 
farming business.

A4.29 New track and shared-use path to east of Grace Lane – Necessity of path: Two 
landowners object to the proposed creation of a shared-use path along the 
proposed agricultural access track. One queries why it is required when there 
isn’t one in this location at present. The other considers that it is not required as 
there is an alternative existing public footpath nearby and that it will have a 
negative impact on their farming business. Cite that the land is used for silage 
production and sheep grazing and explains that there are serious issues with dog 
faeces being left in silage and that this can kill livestock and that dog worrying of 
livestock is also a real concern. 

A4.30 New track and shared-use path to east of Grace Lane – adverse local amenity 
impact: Two landowners raise concern in respect of potential for unauthorised 
motorcycle use of the proposed new agricultural access track and share-use 
path, with one considering this would have an adverse impact upon their 
residential amenity. 

A4.31 New track and shared-use path to east of Grace Lane – routing alignment: A 
landowner objected to the initially proposed routing as it cut across an existing 
field and thus, in combination with the CSLR itself, was of the view that it would 
effectively result in an existing field being split into three and further negatively 
impact upon their farming business. Suggested alternative route options with one 
following field boundaries southward on land outside their ownership and then 
alongside the CSLR. The applicant subsequently altered the alignment of this 



 

route, albeit with the southward section remaining upon the representee 
landowner’s land. The representee landowner objected to this element and 
raised concerns that its proximity to a gutter which takes overspill from a nearby 
reservoir could lead to it becoming damaged if the gutter is not regularly cleared-
out to prevent siltation.  Another landowner objected to the provision of a 90-
degree bend within the altered alignment as they perceive that this would be a 
significant impediment to agricultural vehicles gaining access to their retained 
land. This other landowner considers that the route should be returned to the 
alignment originally proposed.

A4.32 Shared-Use Path Connection to the Caldew from the CSLR: A landowner states 
that this proposal severely impacts one of their productive fields resulting in it 
being severed and isolated and therefore unusable for practical purposes. 
Consider that there are alternative options for this cycle route which would have a 
lesser impact and mitigate risk to wildlife and damage to eco-systems such as 
routing around the perimeter of the field or upgrading existing rights of way 
nearby. Consider that the current path arrangement does not meet paragraph 
170b of the NPPF as it does not recognise the wider benefits of agricultural land 
and destroys part of the natural environment.

A4.33 That the Caldew Bridge design would increase flood risk downstream and no 
flood compensation areas are provided: That the proposed formation of a bridge 
support embankment within the river Caldew flood plain without providing a 
compensatory flood water storage area/capacity would increase flood risk 
downstream and therefore goes against national, regional and local planning 
policy and against the design manual for roads and bridges volume 11 November 
2009.  Considers that “it would appear that the flood compensation areas have 
been removed to save money, but this will have a negative impact upon the 
residents of Denton Holme when the flood water over topples the embankments 
due to insufficient flood storage capacity”. 

A4.34 That the Caldew Bridge design may increase flood risk to surrounding agricultural 
fields: Two landowners notes that the application documents set out that there is 
no need for flood compensation land to be created and seek reassurance that 
this will not increase the flood risk (in terms of level or frequency) to their 
agricultural land within the Caldew Valley. One continues to state that the current 
situation is that their land only floods during very high flows and that they unclear 
from the details submitted whether the scheme will result in the areas flooding 
more frequently.

A4.35 Agricultural access arrangements to the eastern side of the Caldew: A 
Landowner states that the proposed section of track within the flood zone around 
the proposed eastern approach embankment to the Caldew bridge will need to 
be reinforced concrete in order to attempt to prevent it being washed out in every 
flood event. Highlights that the location of this access would result in a significant 
walk for dairy livestock twice a day to graze their fields in the Caldew Valley and 
requests that a further access track is installed to mitigate the impact this would 
have on their farming business. Suggests that this additional track run along the 
southern side of the CSLR from the Peastree accommodation bridge westwards 
to approx. chainage 3450. The applicant subsequently agreed to extending the 
agricultural access track westward from Peastree accommodation bridge 
provided landowner agreement is reached. The representee landowner 
requested that a further southern spur be added to the western end of the route.



 

A4.36 Embankment flood tunnels: Note that the application documents make reference 
to flood tunnels being installed in the proposed Caldew Bridge approach 
embankment but considers the application to be unclear as to the exact location 
of these and how many are proposed. Request that further details are provided 
and the opportunity given to comment further on this.

A4.37 That deep cuttings could impact borehole water supplies: A Landowner explains 
that they are very concerned that the submitted application documents make no 
reference to their farms borehole water supply and that the amount of deep 
cutting proposed to be created near this supply could impact upon this key water 
source which their farming business relies upon to provide water to all their 
steading. Request that further details are provided by the applicant as to how 
they will mitigate against this issue and that a planning condition be placed to 
address this matter.

A4.38 Gradient of cutting embankments between the proposed Durdar roundabout and 
the Caldew: A number of landowners object to the provision of 1:10 slopes and 
the return of the land forming the embankment to the owner for agricultural use. 
They do not consider this to be a practical solution to reduce land take. Consider 
that “embankments should be constructed to a 1:3 slope within the highway 
boundary and the fence lines be erected at the top of the slope. Explains that the 
Basic Payment Scheme (BPS) requires landowners and farmers to follow 
specified cross compliance rules such as the Good Agricultural and 
Environmental Condition (GAEC) rules. Sets out that GAEC 5 covers erosion  
and soil run-off with specific reference to gradients, gateways and adjoining 
highways. Considers that creating a 1:10 slope for agricultural cropping land is 
going to lead to an increased risk of breaches under the GAEC rules, especially 
as the land will have been engineered into a slope and so will take many years to 
settle and for the soil to correctly bind together. Also considers that a 1:10 slope 
will increase the risk of operating machinery overturning.

A4.39 Impact upon Wind Turbine Output: That the submitted documents make no 
reference to the wind turbine sited to the north-west of Peastree Farm. A 
landowner expresses concern that the deep road cutting proposed will change 
the wind pattern in the area and would have an impact upon the output of the 
wind turbine which makes an important contribution to the viability of their 
business. Request that further details are provided by the council on how they 
will mitigate against this issue and this be placed as a planning condition.

A4.40 Peastree Accommodation Bridge Weight Limit: Landowner welcomes the 
provision of this bridge to access severed land to the south of the CSLR. Request 
confirmation as to the weight limit which will be placed upon it and opportunity to 
comment on this. 

A4.41 Peastree Accommodation Bridge – public footpath safety concerns: Set out that 
the initial proposal to divert the public footpath over this bridge in an 
unsegregated form raises significant welfare and safety concerns from the 
interplay of footpath users with cattle and farm traffic. Set out that this land is 
currently used to graze the dairy herd on with the cows milked and then left to 
walk to the field and return when they wish. Request that the bridge is extended 
and a separate lane installed for use by walkers of the public footpath so as to 
ensure safe use. The representee subsequently welcomed the applicants revised 
proposal to segregate the footpath route along the bridge from agricultural traffic.



 

A4.42 Peastree Accommodation Bridge – proposed badger use: Note that the EIA sets 
out that this bridge is proposed to be seeded for use by badgers. Sets out that 
this proposal had not previously been discussed with the landowner. Sets out 
that the badger survey carried out doesn’t record any badger movement in this 
area so express their objection to this proposal. Sets out that badger movement 
is within the Caldew valley and that it would make sense that they are 
encouraged to travel under the road at the point of the proposed Caldew bridge. 
Raises health concerns in respect of actively feeding badgers in close proximity 
to buildings at Peastree which house around 600 head of livestock. Request 
clarification and opportunity for further comment. In light of further 
correspondence on this matter the representee set out that they remain against 
the encouragement of badgers to use the bridge as they consider it will bring 
badgers very close to their farm steading.

A4.43 Destruction of dairy farm business: A landowner sets over a third of their 
landholding will be lost during the construction phase, with only 15% of their land 
being returned for their use once the development is complete. That even once 
handed back the returned land will take a number of years to come back to full 
production. Set out that there has been significant investment in the business 
over recent years, including erection of several sheds, drainage works to fields 
and construction of a number of concrete cow tracks and that all of these will be 
impacted and many will not be able to be used to their full potential which will 
result in these being waste investments. Set out that reducing livestock numbers 
is not a real option – as the business has built up the livestock numbers to the 
level they are today after years of breeding and that reducing cow numbers 
would automatically see the farming business at a disadvantage – as they would 
receive a penalty from their milk buyer and would also be disadvantaged when 
buying feedstuff and consumables.

A4.44 Displacement of horse paddocks: Four paddocks will be lost as a result of the 
scheme and will need to be relocated adding a significant amount of expense 
and hassle to the business.

A4.45 Noise Impact around Farm:  A major increase in noise is anticipated (+10db) at 
two farms and that this will have a significant impact upon their farming business 
and residential amenity.

A4.46 Loss of willow crop: Willow crop takes a number of years to establish so cannot 
be easily replaced and will result in a significant financial loss to an agricultural 
business.

A4.47 Alteration of catchment water flows to the east of the River Caldew: An objector 
notes that a new cut-off header drain is proposed just north-east of the proposed 
Durdar roundabout and that this would significantly alter water flows within the 
local area. Seeks assurance that the scheme design is sufficiently large to cope 
with the proposed water flow; that future maintenance of this will rest with the 
developer and that all field drains which currently flow across the catchment will 
correctly be picked up and joined into the highway drainage system. 

A4.48 Visual and light pollution associated with the lighting of the proposed Durdar 
Roundabout: Request that it be a planning condition that LED downlights only are 
used and that these are dimmed between 21:00 and 06:00 and that they have 
back protectors on to prevent any light spillage. 



 

A4.49 Proposed tree planting around proposed Durdar roundabout: A landowner 
considers this unnecessary and thinks the land should instead be returned for 
agricultural use so as to attempt to reduce the impact of the scheme upon their 
farming business.

A4.50 Durdar Roundabout Shared-Use Bridge Land Take: A landowner objects to the 
provision of this proposed bridge due to the increased landtake / loss of 
agricultural land that it would result in. 

A4.51 Unsafe and economically debilitating proposed new access to Peastree Farm 
from the proposed Durdar Link Road: Set out that the proposed arrangement will 
have a significant impact upon the farming business and would be extremely 
dangerous from a highway point of view. Explain that a minimum of two artic 
wagons visit the farm each day for milk collection or feed deliveries and that 
during spring/summer these activities increase significantly. Explains that the 
business makes four cuts of silage which results in 30-40 tractors with trailers per 
hour over three days per cut use the existing access lonning. That after a 
completed cut two days of slurry spreading generally follows which sees around 
10 tractors with slurry tankers per hour use the existing access lonning. 
Highlights intensified use of the access over spring/summer for various other jobs 
associated with the farm enterprise. Consider that the proposed access will 
prevent vehicle from getting to the farm safely and that when they come to leave 
they will be sat in traffic for a large amount of time as the Durdar spur road will be 
much busier than the current road. Consider that the shared-use path crossing of 
the access would also be unsafe. State that the Transport Assessment makes no 
reference to this access point. Request that a safety audit of it is provided and an 
opportunity afforded to comment on it along with it being reviewed by the 
Cumbria Highways Department. Consider that a direct access should instead be 
provided directly onto the proposed Durdar Roundabout. Considers it vital that 
the plans are changed.  A further representation in respect of this suggests 
provision of a mini-roundabout to help create a safe junction in and out of the 
farm.

A4.52 Increased journey time to access the Ivegill Road as a result of the severance of 
the Peastree lonning and proposed highway network configuration: Request that 
an overbridge is installed to provide continued access on Peastree lonning.

A4.53 Field severance north of the proposed public footpath: That a hedge to the north 
of the proposed Durdar Roundabout (and south of public footpath 129006) 
should be removed so as to reduce the impact of severance of a parcel of 
agricultural land by the proposed new Durdar Link Road spur.

A4.54 Drainage Provision to Durdar Link Road: “That there is no proposal within the 
drainage plans as to how water beyond the water shed point on the spur road will 
be dealt with. Set out that the current drainage system is not suitable to take 
increased flow rates from further tarmacked surface in this location and thus 
further works are required to either upgrade the current system or provide an 
alternative outfall. 

A4.55 Safety of Proposed Shared-Use Path along Durdar Road at its crossing of the 
entrance lane to Floshes farm: Set out that a higher than average level of usage 
of this access occurs due to the agricultural contracting operation and presence 
of a grain processing facility (which generates up to 10 HGV movements per 



 

day). Consider that insufficient visibility splays are provided so as to prevent 
collision of egressing traffic with cyclists. Consider that the cycle route should 
terminate 100m south of the farm entrance. 

A4.56 Footpath Diversion Request: A representee queries whether the existing footpath 
that passes through the floshes farmyard and heads south-west to Peastree farm 
could be diverted onto the nearby shared-use path along the proposed Durdar 
link road that runs parallel to this. 

A4.57 Impact of Footpath from Durdar to Stoneraise School on existing trees and 
hedgerows: Express concern that provision of the footpath could result in the loss 
of mature trees and hedgerows and queries how it will interact with agricultural 
accesses. Note that the applicant has indicated that no trees or hedgerows will 
be removed to allow for the installation of the footpath but no further detail is 
provided to demonstrate this. Requests that detail of this be secured via planning 
condition and the representee afforded opportunity to comment on the proposed 
detail. 

A4.58 Landscape Impact of alignment of the proposed Durdar Road Overbridge: A 
representee objects to the proposed alignment of this road overbridge off the line 
of the existing Durdar Road. Consider that this will “leave a permanent scar on 
the landscape which will look out of place for many years to come”. Consider that 
a very short-term gain of not diverting traffic around this area for the construction 
period does not outweigh the lasting impact of an offline sighted bridge. Also 
highlight that the off-line alignment means that more mature oak tree specimens 
would be lost and that this too would be detrimental to the landscape and ecology 
of the area. 

A4.59 Adequacy of drainage provision (chainage 5600 – 6140): That drainage of a field 
south of chainage 5600 is proposed to be culverted that no detail of this has been 
shown or liability for future maintenance. That a culvert is required to be placed 
under the CSLR at approximate chainage 6140 to allow the open gutter that runs 
through the land to continue to drain the land correctly.

A4.60 Use of the proposed culvert to east of the proposed Redcat Roundabout as 
Badger Tunnel: A landowner requested that full details of the exact location of 
this tunnel and provisions are disclosed prior to determination of the application 
as they are greatly concerned that badgers will be encouraged to go over their 
land when at present there have been no badgers found during the survey stage. 
Upon provision of further detail in respect of badger tunnel, badger gate and 
fencing and explanatory text the landowner removed their objection on this point.

A4.61 Stopping-up of Newbiggin Road (C1014) to the North-West of Standale: A 
landowner objects to this at it prevents them from accessing their land along the 
agricultural track running south alongside Standale and because of concerns that 
it will attract fly tipping or overnight parking by travellers. Suggest that traffic 
calming measures are employed instead. Another representee also believes this 
should be left open to local traffic and cycle traffic only, setting out that this is a 
vital westward access route to them. 

A4.62 That a proposed screen bunding (Chainage 6820 – 7200) does not extend to 
benefit a dwelling: Requested that the originally submitted proposal be amended 
so that the proposed 3m high screening bund is extended north-westwards by 



 

approximately 60m. Request that this is designed to take as little land as 
possible. Consider this would reduce slightly the noise, light and visual amenity 
impact of the scheme. Wish to see the plans amended prior to determination of 
the planning application and to be afforded the opportunity to comment on the 
revised plan when available. The applicant stated that their assessment indicated 
that this does not need to be amended on noise grounds and that the absence of 
a bund to the immediate south of this property was a deliberate response to the 
landowners previously expressed concerns regarding land take. The applicant 
subsequently revised their proposal so as to extend the bund 60m westward into 
the representee’s land-ownership so as to reflect their preference in respect of 
visual impact. The representee welcomed this change but requested that the 
bund is extended further by way of a bund or steel sound fence.

A4.63 Adverse and unacceptable impact on animal husbandry: A landowner sets out 
that the splitting of their smallholding by the road will reduce the ability to graze 
animals on the severed land to the south of the CSLR as they cannot be easily or 
safely observed and checking them will result in a 0.5mile drive. Consider that it 
will be unsafe to place animals on that land in light of the huge rise in the theft of 
equine animals in the UK.

A4.64 Ponds E & G Overflow: No details of the emergency overflow route are provided. 
Request additional details of this and how it will impact on land. 

A4.65 Ponds E & G fencing detail: Request additional details of fencing for assurance 
that it is sufficiently substantial “to prevent livestock and wildlife” in light of the 
pond depth.

A4.66 To the removal of a large row of trees (north of chainage 7000) from an 
overgrown hedgerow. A landowner sets out that it is proposed to remove these in 
association with a utility diversion. Considers these trees to provide a valuable 
visual screen to the proposed new road to the west of Langdale and does not 
consider their removal necessary. Also comment that this area appears to be 
outside of the planning boundary. Request that the retention of these trees be 
conditioned.

A4.67 That the construction and presence of the embankments, cycle bridge and 
artificial lighting around the proposed Brisco Road Roundabout will adversely 
impact living conditions at a nearby property.

A4.68 That vibrations from increased traffic on the wreay road may result in the 
instability of a historic boundary wall that forms the curtilage to a dwelling house.

A4.69 That proximity to the proposed Brisco Road roundabout and increased traffic on 
Wreay Road will make it difficult for a resident to exit their driveway safely. 

A4.70 That the proposed Brisco Road roundabout “should be sited nearer to the 
existing junction to avoid felling the trees”. 

A4.71 Reinstatement of land of demolished properties: Consider details originally 
submitted in respect of this to be limited. Requests opportunity to review and 
comment on full details so as to ensure that they do not attract antisocial 
behaviour.

A4.72 Proposed Agricultural Access to Land North of the CSLR between the WCML 



 

and River Petteril: Sets out that the block of land in question extends to 110 
acres; that it is silaged and grazed to produce winter crop for a dairy herd; and 
that it is currently accessed via a minor road from Newbiggin Road (with no 
height restriction). Recounts earlier design iterations (An underpass to Newbiggin 
View and Station House and then a dedicated access point from the CSLR). 
Raises concerns in respect of proposed underpass access underneath the 
Petteril Bridge as follows:

 That its’ proposed height/width would be restrictive to certain modern 
agricultural machinery.  Set out that a self-propelled forage harvester will just 
be able to get under the bridge, but notes that agricultural machinery is 
generally getting larger, and that combine harvesters are 4.95m in height so 
would be unable to utilise this access. This height restriction will restrict what 
farming activity can take place on this block of land which constitutes 30% of 
the owners’ landholding.

 That the access is likely to often flood as it is only 0.5m above the current river 
level – obstruction of access to the land is major animal welfare and safety 
concern. 

 Express operational and health and safety concerns in respect of shared-use 
of the track with a public footpath. Considers mixing agricultural access and 
tractor and livestock movement with the general public to present avoidable 
risks. Consider that there must be a condition that the width of the underpass 
is increased to accommodate a segregated public footpath lane.

 State that a locked gate and signage must be provided to the access track 
interface with the public highway, to prevent obstruction or misuse of the 
access. Express concern that it will attract car parking, fly tipping and anti-
social behaviour.  

Strongly object to being restricted to a single point of access to this block of land. 
Consider that the plans must be changed to accommodate an additional access 
directly off the new road to the block of land to the north (suggesting a point north 
of Pond G).

A4.73 Increased risk of flooding on fields south of the proposed River Petteril bridge: A 
representee raised concern that the proposal will result in increased frequency of 
flooding to land to the south of the proposed bridge during high river flows – 
thereby more frequently damaging crops in these fields.

c) Construction Phase Impacts and Effects

A4.74 Accommodation Works Plans: A number of landowners sets out that the 
applicant has provided them with a draft accommodation works plan and that 
none of the detail from this draft has been included within the planning 
submission. Consider it may be necessary to apply a planning condition to 
require that accommodation works must be agreed and approved by the 
landowners prior to the development commencing. That this should include water 
troughs, relocation of paddocks, handling pens and internal track amendments as 
appropriate/relevant to each farming enterprise. 

A4.75 Agricultural Bio-security: A number of landowners comment that the planning 



 

application does not cover biosecurity issues in-depth and request that a 
condition be imposed to secure a method statement to prevent this becoming an 
issue. Requests that landowners have the opportunity to review and provide 
comments on this. 

A4.76 Drainage Pre-Construction: A number of landowners request a planning condition 
be imposed to have the pre-construction drainage details designed by a 
specialist drainage contractor and approved by each individual landowner. Set 
out that drainage is a major concern and that it must be addressed correctly, as if 
it isn’t it could result in drainage systems outside the affected area being 
damaged and that this would have a large impact upon farming businesses 
already hugely impacted by this scheme. 

A4.77 Dust impact on the dwellings, buildings, farm products and land: A number of 
landowners consider there are likely to be significant dust issues which would 
adversely impact dwellings, building, farm products (such as silage quality) and 
agricultural land quality and use (e.g. ability to put-out horses in their summer or 
winter paddock). Request a planning condition be imposed that the developer 
employ an Agricultural Liaison Officer for the duration of the build to monitor dust 
generation and have direct contact with the landowners, agents and contractors. 
Also requests a planning condition be imposed to require a dust management 
plan should be submitted and adhered to prior to the construction works 
commencing.

A4.78 Soil Baseline Record: A number of landowners request that a pre-
commencement condition be imposed securing a full photographic and drone 
record of soil condition is produced along with a soil statement, soil testing and 
topsoil depths etc... for each individual landholding are carried out and shared 
with each landowner. 

A4.79 Soil Management: A number of landowners consider that the details submitted 
with the planning application in respect of soil management is limited and sets 
out that further in-depth details are need in respect of topsoil and subsoil 
stripping and storage methods. Considers that details of these, and measures to 
prevent soil mixing, need to be submitted prior to the commencement of 
development and request that this is secured via planning condition and that they 
are afforded the opportunity to review and provide comments on these 
documents.

A4.80 Soil storage and mixing: A number of landowners perceive that the application 
does not unequivocally set-out or commit to ensuring that soils stripped from 
temporary working areas are returned to the same areas at the same depths and 
quantities as prior to the scheme. Set out that mixing of soils could lead to 
significant nutrient losses as soil qualities vary greatly across the scheme. Set 
out that their needs to be distinctly separate soil handling procedure from areas 
of permanent land take and areas of temporary occupation. 

A4.81 One landowner raised specific concern over the handling of material from the 
woodland south off Peter Lane which they report is shown on plans to be a 
former ash tip. Set out that material from this area must not be stored or 
processed in any way on the agricultural land in ownership of other landowners. 
Requests that full details of the materials handling policy must be provided before 
work commences.



 

A4.82 Water Discharge from Construction Site: Request that a condition be imposed 
that there is no discharge of water from the construction site onto agricultural 
land. 

A4.83 Disruption to a livery business: Construction phase will result in many paddocks 
either being not suitable for use or lost for the duration of construction. Fear of 
loss of customer base as a result of this.

A4.84 Service Diversions east of the Proposed Cummersdale Roundabout – adverse 
impact thereof on residential amenity and farming operations: Two landowners 
consider the areas of land which are to be used for service diversions are 
excessive with one considering that they will have a significant negative impact 
on their residential property. Both comments that there are limited details within 
the planning application detailing how the works will be undertaken, timings, 
working methods, etc… Both request that details of these diversions are provided 
prior to the determination of the application and that opportunity is afforded to 
comment on them. One comments that the council seem to have had limited 
discussions with the service diversion providers. One objects to perceived access 
to these works taking place through the front-drive and garden of their property 
as they believe that the temporary works plan indicates that this is the case. 
Explains that the applicant had indicated that this would not be the case. 
Requests that the plan be amended and a planning condition be imposed to 
prohibit construction access over their driveway/gardens/amenity areas. 

A4.85 Compound No.6 Impact on Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land: A 
representee highlights that the proposed Compound area no.6 to the south-east 
of the proposed Durdar Overbridge is sited on some of the best quality and most 
versatile soils in the area and that this would result in lasting damage to soil 
structure and its cropping capacity reduced for a great many years after 
reinstatement. Consider that this would be better sited on an existing hard-
surfaced area at a nearby farm yard. 

A4.86 Loss of convenient highway access during the construction phase: That the 
construction of the Brisco Road Roundabout will at some point prevent those 
south of it on Wreay Road from accessing Newbiggin Road.  Query if they will 
need to divert via Wreay village and the A6. 

A4.87 Compound No.8: Request a condition that this compound can only be used for 
construction activities connected with the construction of the bridge over the 
River Petteril.

d) Criticism of submitted planning application documentation

A4.88 That the application documentation is misleading. Two objectors perceived the 
application documentation to be misleading as to exactly which mitigation 
measures are being proposed / brought forward in connection with the scheme 
and measures that “could” happen. One objector observes that several of the 
documents make reference to flood compensation areas on the river Caldew and 
Petteril, but these do not form part of the application proposal. 

A4.89 That cross-referenced reports are not provided. That the underpinning hydraulic 
modelling report which is relied upon to reach the conclusion that the proposed 
Caldew bridge will not have a large impact on flood levels is not provided.



 

A4.90 Adequacy of the Agricultural Impact Assessment. That the submitted Agricultural 
Impact Assessment is too broad, was carried out at a very high level and 
produced after only having 30minute meeting with each landowner affected. That 
it takes no account that there is no alternative land to rent or buy in the 
immediate area to make-up for land lost on a permanent and temporary basis. Or 
that it will result in increased demand (and therefore price) for additional short 
term and long term land in the locality. Consider that it does not adequately 
consider the impact/implications of land lost. A common example provided is for 
land which is lost that takes four silage cuts and slurry spreads and is grazed 
following the final cut; will result in the need for purchase of additional feed and/or 
for additional slurry storage facilities. 

A4.91 Noise Levels Assessment: A number of landowners set out that they believe that 
the submitted noise survey assumes that the planting scheme is fully grown, but 
in reality it will take 3-5years before this is the case, and that the proposal will 
therefore result in a much more than the predicted levels stated in the report for a 
considerable amount of time. They request clarification of this point prior to 
determination of the application.

e) Non-material considerations

A4.92 Non-material considerations that were raised in objections to the scheme 
included the adverse impact of the scheme on property prices, land values and 
loss/spoilation of private views. 

A4.93 One representation sets out that an individual who occupies a property 
approximately 450m from the east-west link road is currently in recovery from a 
serious accident that has reduced the time that they can spend away from home 
and that the enjoyment of their home in a peaceful setting is paramount to their 
recovery. Unfortunately, an individuals’ personal circumstances, in relation to a 
development proposal such as this (i.e. a development proposal that is not 
directly related to those circumstances) are not considered to be a material 
planning consideration relevant to this specific development.

A4.94 One landowner sets out that they are deeply unhappy with the conduct of the 
applicant and their representatives during the development of the scheme, 
setting out how immense pressure was placed on them to make a very quick 
decision to agree terms of a sale and that then the applicant did not subsequently 
progress the sale and are now seeking to revise the terms agreed. Relates that 
this was extremely distressing and caused unrequired stress and anxiety. 

Concerns and Comments

A4.95 This grouping includes a diversity of views and strength of feeling. It includes a 
small number who express clear support for the principle of the scheme but who 
have a number of concerns about particular details or how specific elements 
have been realised. It also includes those who have significant concerns in 
respect of details or aspects of the scheme but who do not go as far as saying 
they object. It also includes representees who comment as to aspects they would 
like to see addressed/included in the proposed scheme. 

A4.96 The content of the representations have been ordered so as to first cover 
elements that are considered to be “scheme wide” (i.e. applicable to the whole 



 

scheme) and then more geographically specific elements of the proposed 
scheme. Scheme wide concerns have been ordered alphabetically by theme. As 
before for the objections, specific elements will be presented working from west 
to east. For these a brief description of the location and in some cases reference 
to the chainage shown on the proposed plans provided to help provide further 
precision.

a) Scheme Wide Concerns / Comments

A4.97 Highway Safety: A regional representative of Cumbria Motorcycle Action Group, 
requests that, from a road safety perspective, only non-slip manhole covers, high 
grip road paint and BEAM barriers (rather than rope barriers) be used on the 
scheme. 

A4.98 Light Pollution:  That the CSLR will be lit, that this will cause light pollution and 
that this will be to the detriment of the residential amenity of nearby properties. 

A4.99 Noise Pollution: That properties in proximity to the route will experience noise 
pollution (and in some cases compound existing noise pollution such as that 
arising from the M6 Motorway) to the detriment of their residential amenity. That 
the CSLR road surface should be the type that minimises road noise. That 
properties affected by extra noise should be offered triple glazing at the expense 
of the council.

A4.100 Public Transport: As the CSLR seeks to support SCGV there should be 
plans for public transport provision along its route. In order to avoid increased 
traffic through the city centre it would be useful to include regular public bus 
services linking key points along the entire ring road (i.e. north and south). 

b) Specific Details and Elements of the Proposed Scheme 

A4.101 Support for the large area of planting proposed around Newby West 
Roundabout. Request that it be carried out at the earliest opportunity so as to 
establish and realise screening benefits. 

A4.102 Increase in Noise Levels in the vicinity of Newby West Roundabout and 
Langdale: Representees notes that the scheme will result in a moderate increase 
to noise (+5.0 to 9.9 db) in the immediate surrounding area of Newby West 
Roundabout and Langdale. Highlight the disruption that this would cause to their 
residential amenity.

A4.103 Provision of benches and stonework within the River Caldew corridor: Notes 
that the EIA mentions that benches and stoneworks could be placed along the 
public footpath but that this isn’t shown on any of the plans submitted.

A4.104 Flood Mitigation Area: A landowner welcomes the finding that a flood mitigation 
area is not required. 

A4.105 Utilities servicing: Request that a condition is imposed to ensure that should 
services be diverted that a mains electric and water connection be maintained 
to buildings associated with Langdale;

A4.106 Increase in dust, light and litter on land in the vicinity of Langdale: Consider this 
increase would be significant. Request further details are provided on how this 



 

will be managed once the road is operational and that they should be afforded 
the opportunity to comment further on this. 

A4.107 Adverse impact upon the residential dwelling of Langdale – particularly 
overlooking: Set out that the property is currently well screened from the 
existing Newbiggin Road by a small woodland planted by the owner. 
Acknowledges that whilst there is a proposal for a bund for the full length of the 
boundary of the CSLR (between chainage 6825 and 7300), it will have a cycle 
track on top of part of it rising to the overbridge on Brisco Roundabout. Consider 
that this overbridge will cause significant overlooking to this dwelling and that 
there are only limited mitigations measures put in place to try and overcome this 
and the planting proposals will take a number of years to become established. 

A4.108 Shared-Use tracks to south-west of proposed Brisco Road roundabout:  That it 
is essential that maintenance liabilities are undertaken by highways particularly 
with regard to ongoing problems with fly tipping and unauthorised use. That 
between chainages 7100 and 72000 there appears to be an unnecessary spur 
in the lonning system. 

A4.109 Drainage provision for field to north of CLSR at chainage 7400: Set out that the 
field will be cut-off by the new highway and that clear drainage arrangements 
are required as this field naturally falls in a southerly direction.

A4.110 Agricultural Access to land west of WCML south of the CSLR: A landowner sets 
out that it is essential that the proposed newly formed access route over the 
existing WCML road bridge and to the northern side of Pond F is not 
unnecessarily restricted in width given that they consider this will be the main 
access route for the Cumberland Show ground and occasional other uses in 
addition. The Cumberland Show committee also comment that the proposed 
new access track to the north of Pond F is unnecessarily narrow bearing in 
mind that this will be used as the principle access to the County Show ground in 
future.

A4.111 Random Field Tree: That the Landscape Plan shows intention to plant two 
individual trees randomly in an open area of agricultural land. Consider this to 
not be acceptable nor necessary. 

A4.112 Pond F overflow: Note that a long underground piped outfall to Woodside Beck 
is proposed from this. Requests explanation of the overflow system should the 
outfall pipe fail or be overwhelmed. 

A4.113 Visual and Noise Impact of the vertical alignment of the CSLR around the 
WCML crossing: Note that it is proposed to raise existing ground level to a 
minimum of 3m above the level of the current road (approx. chainage 7575 - 
8075) and that this will make traffic visible and more audible to residents of 
Newbiggin than it would be if it followed the gradient of Newbiggin Road (which 
currently hides traffic). Consider it unclear as to why this section is to be raised 
if Newbiggin House and Station House are to be demolished and no longer 
require underpass access provision. Request that the elevation of this section of 
road is reduced so as to reduce its visibility. That the planting mitigation 
proposed on the embankment slopes of the CSLR will take 10-15 years to 
mature and grow to a height and density sufficient to afford adequate screening 
from both the sight and sound of increased traffic flow and that this is therefore 



 

not an adequate measure. Requests advance planting of hedgerow (and 
incorporation of trees into this) to the south of the existing Newbiggin Road.

A4.114 Visual Impact Compounded by recent tree loss: Highlight that trees along the 
WCML between Station House and the group of properties at Newbiggin were 
removed by Network Rail in January 2019 and that the plans do not indicate 
any replacement planting along this line. Considers that these trees would have 
effectively screened the section of the CSLR between the WCML railway bridge 
and Brisco roundabout. 

A4.115 Screening: That the methods and extent of screening employed should ensure 
that properties at Newbiggin gain maximum benefit and protection.

A4.116 Light Pollution: Observes that Newbiggin Road is unlit. Expresses concerns 
about potential for light pollution along the section between the Brisco Road 
Roundabout and Junction 42 of the M6 due to provision of 10m high streetlights 
for the full length of this road. Recognises the need for lighting provision at 
roundabouts but queries why they are required between these (specifically 
between the WCML Bridge and Pond G). Also Queries why lighting columns are 
proposed to both sides of the road between the railway bridge and Pond G. 
Request that the number of 10m high streetlights are kept to a minimum so as 
to reduce light pollution. Another representee considers that the lighting 
(combined with traffic noise) would destroy their local environment and night-
time isolation.

A4.117 Safety of Highway Access to Newbiggin / Newbiggin Hall: Set-out that it would 
be preferable to limit traffic speed between the M6 and Brisco Road 
Roundabout to 40mph so as to allow safe exit and ingress for traffic turning into 
and leaving properties at Newbiggin. One representee sets out that they have 
been advised that it will be too dangerous to turn right onto the CSLR to junction 
42 of the M6 and that they should instead travel west up to the Brisco 
Roundabout and then come back on themselves to reach Junction 42 of the 
M6. Query what other options can be looked at here. Another representee 
states that there should be a feeder lane both ways.

A4.118 Routing: That construction of a new road between the M6 and Brisco Road 
seems unnecessary as the current Newbiggin Road could be widened along 
this stretch along the existing gradient. That if the speed limit was reduced to 
40mph from the M6, it would not be necessary to reduce then angle of the left-
hand bend on Newbiggin Road. That this would allow the existing bridges to 
take wider lanes and only additional cycle/footbridges would be necessary. 

A4.119 That properties at Newbiggin will be visible to users of the CSLR and that this 
will detrimentally affect their residential amenity. 

A4.120 That no bus-stop provision to Newbiggin is provided. Consider the CSLR ought 
to provide an opportunity to improve/provide public transport bus services, 
noting that there are currently no bus stops on Newbiggin Road. Consider bus 
stop could be utilised by such public services and for school buses should there 
be any children of school age living in properties at Newbiggin.  

A4.121 Relocated Picnic Area: One representee considers that the picnic area will be 
less visible and less accessible and therefore the dogging problems will 



 

intensify. 

A4.122 Re-use of old Newbiggin Road Link to Newbiggin Hall could attract anti-social 
behaviour. Expresses fear that this may create potential for use of this road by 
boy racers and other undesirables congregating here which may lead to other 
types of antisocial behaviour.  Another representee considers that the access 
road from the CSLR will likely increase antisocial behaviour and overnight 
parking and bring with it a massive additional anxiety for residents. Considers 
this to be the biggest challenge for the local community at Newbiggin and sets 
out that it must be properly addressed. 

c) Construction Phase Impacts and Effects

A4.123 Pond E Drainage Outfall: That no appropriate accommodation works are shown 
for the eventual drainage outfall from Pond E into Woodside Beck.

A4.124 Reinstatement of Agricultural Land and Drainage to field to the north-west of the 
proposed Brisco roundabout: A landowner notes that this field which would be 
severed by the roundabout is identified for soil storage and falls to the north. 
Sets out that this area is drained and requires completely re-draining on 
completion. 

A4.125 Displacement of the Cumberland Show: Note that the Cumberland Show has 
taken place on land south of Newbiggin Road (and east of Brisco/Wreay Road) 
[between Chainage 7300 to 7800] for a number of years and that it was hoped 
this site would be the show’s permanent home. Consider that access to the site 
would be totally impractical during the build programme, with the major main 
proposed temporary construction compound (No. 7) situated on a significant 
area of the show ground itself and a balance pond and associated outfall 
drainage proposed to be constructed. Sum that “the result of this is that it will be 
totally impractical to hold the Cumberland Show on its present site during the 
whole of the construction works and during the restoration period. We do 
however believe that following the completion of the works and formal 
restoration the show will be able to return to this venue”. Consider that this 
application proposal will result in the Cumberland Show being displaced for a 
period of or five years. Set out that the Cumberland Show has moved before but 
by the time work is scheduled to commence in 2021, the show will have been at 
is present and preferred home for four successful seasons. Relocating is likely 
to be costly and undoubtedly will impact on the show attendance and support 
during these nomad years. Request that a planning condition should be 
imposed to ensure that the Cumberland Show is supported in finding an 
alternative short-term location and that it should not be adversely financially 
affected by the road scheme. 

A4.126 Disruption to dwellings at Newbiggin: That the disruption and inconvenience 
that residents at Newbiggin will have to live with and endure on a day to day 
basis during the construction of the CSLR will be colossal, with up to 200 lorry 
movements per day at the eastern end of the development. One representee 
states that consideration must be given to some form of financial compensation 
to those affected.  That detail is needed in respect of how their uninterrupted 
access will be provided during the construction phase.



 

Appendix 5
Ref No. 1/19/9012

Development Control and Regulation Committee – 9 October 2020

Appendix 5 – List of Policies and Guidance Relevant to the Consideration of the 
Application 

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICIES

Carlisle District Local Plan 2015-2030

A5.1 The key planning policies of the Carlisle District Local Plan 2015-2030 that are 
considered to be relevant to the consideration of this application are:-

 Policy SP 1 - Sustainable Development;
 Policy SP 3 - Broad Location for Growth: Carlisle South;
 Policy SP 5 - Strategic Connectivity;
 Policy SP 6 - Securing Good Design;
 Policy SP 7 - Valuing our Heritage and Cultural Identity;
 Policy SP 8 - Green and Blue Infrastructure;
 Policy SP 9 - Healthy and Thriving Communities;
 Policy EC 1 - Employment Land Allocations;
 Policy EC 9 - Arts, Culture, Tourism and Leisure Development;
 Policy HO 1 - Housing Strategy and Delivery;
 Policy IP 2 - Transport and Development;
 Policy CC 3 - Energy Conservation, Efficiency and Resilience;
 Policy CC 4 - Flood Risk and Development;
 Policy CC 5 - Surface Water Management & Sustainable Drainage Systems;
 Policy CM 4 - Planning Out Crime;
 Policy CM 5 - Environmental and Amenity Protection;
 Policy HE 2 - Scheduled Ancient Monuments and Non-Designated 

Archaeological Assets;
 Policy HE 3 - Listed Buildings;
 Policy HE 7 - Conservation Areas;
 Policy GI 1 - Landscapes;
 Policy GI 3 - Biodiversity & Geodiversity;
 Policy GI 5 - Public Rights of Way;
 Policy GI 6 - Trees and Hedgerows

Dalston Parish Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2030

A5.2 The key planning policies of the Dalston Parish Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2030 
that are considered to be relevant to the consideration of this application are:-

 Policy DNP-E1 - Landscape, habitats, rural character
 Policy DNP-E3 - Historic Boundary Walls

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY AND GUIDANCE 

A5.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in a revised form 
in February 2019. The national online Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) suite 
was launched in March 2014 and is continually updated. Both are material 

https://www.carlisle.gov.uk/Portals/24/Documents/Local_Plan/Carlisle%20District%20Local%20Plan%202015-2030/Carlisle%20District%20Local%20Plan%202015-2030.pdf?timestamp=1554201280128
https://www.carlisle.gov.uk/Portals/24/Documents/Local_Plan/Carlisle%20District%20Local%20Plan%202015-2030/Carlisle%20District%20Local%20Plan%202015-2030.pdf?timestamp=1554201280128
https://www.carlisle.gov.uk/Portals/24/Documents/Neighbourhood_and_Rural_Planning/Dalston%20Neighbourhood%20Plan/Dalston%20Neighbourhood%20Plan%20-%20Adopted.pdf?timestamp=1554200330316
https://www.carlisle.gov.uk/Portals/24/Documents/Neighbourhood_and_Rural_Planning/Dalston%20Neighbourhood%20Plan/Dalston%20Neighbourhood%20Plan%20-%20Adopted.pdf?timestamp=1554200330316
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/policy/
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/


 

considerations in the determination of planning applications. The following 
sections and paragraphs of the NPPF are considered to be relevant to the 
determination of this application:

 Section 2 - Achieving sustainable development (Paragraphs 7-12);
 Section 6 - Building a strong, competitive economy (Paragraph 80);
 Section 8 - Promoting healthy and safe communities (Paragraphs 91, 92 & 

95);
 Section 9 - Promoting sustainable transport (Paragraphs 102, 103, 108, 109 

and 110);
 Section 11 - Making effective use of land (Paragraphs 117, 118, & 119);
 Section 12 - Achieving well-designed places (Paragraphs 124, 127, 128, 130 

& 131);
 Section 14 - Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal 

change (Paragraphs 148, 150, 153, 155, 163 & 165);
 Section 15 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment (Paragraphs 

170, 175, 177, 178, 180, 181 & 183);
 Section 16 - Conserving and enhancing the historic environment (Paragraphs 

184, 189, 190, 192, 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 200 and 201. 

A5.4 Sections of the PPG of particular relevance to these proposals are considered to 
be the following:

 Air Quality

 Before submitting an application 

 Climate Change

 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment

 Design

 Environmental Impact Assessment

 Flood risk and coastal change

 Land affected by Contamination

 Light Pollution

 Natural environment

 Noise

 Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and Statements

 Use of planning conditions

 Water supply, wastewater and water quality

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/2-achieving-sustainable-development
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/6-building-a-strong-competitive-economy
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/8-promoting-healthy-and-safe-communities
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/9-promoting-sustainable-transport
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/11-making-effective-use-of-land
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/12-achieving-well-designed-places
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/14-meeting-the-challenge-of-climate-change-flooding-and-coastal-change
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/14-meeting-the-challenge-of-climate-change-flooding-and-coastal-change
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/15-conserving-and-enhancing-the-natural-environment
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/16-conserving-and-enhancing-the-historic-environment
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/air-qualit
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/before-submitting-an-application
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/climate-change
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/conserving-and-enhancing-the-historic-environment
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/design
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/environmental-impact-assessment
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/land-affected-by-contamination
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/light-pollution
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/natural-environment
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/noise--2
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/travel-plans-transport-assessments-and-statements
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/use-of-planning-conditions
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/water-supply-wastewater-and-water-quality
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Appendix 6 – Proposed Planning Conditions

Time Limit for Implementation of Permission
1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of five 

years from the date of this permission.

Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as 
amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004. A five year period is considered to be warranted in this instance in 
order to assist in the delivery of this relatively complex linear development 
project with a large geographic footprint and in order to provide added 
flexibility in light of the COVID-19 pandemic and related economic 
recession. A five year period is also considered appropriate in light of the 
proposal’s compliance with strategic objectives and policies of the Carlisle 
District Local Plan 2015-2030 (CDLP). So as to ensure sufficient time is 
provided for all the necessary preparations to be completed prior to 
development commencing.  

Approved Scheme
2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out, except where modified by the 

conditions to this permission, in accordance with the following: 

a. The submitted Full Planning Application Form – dated 9 October 2019;
b. Volumes 1 – 4 of the Environmental Statement (ES);
c. Planning Supporting Statement - Rev.P01 – dated October 2019 [RP01];
d. Design and Access Statement - Rev. P01 – dated October 2019 [RP02];
e. Flood Risk Assessment - Rev. P04 - dated July 2020 [RP11]; 
f. Bridge Design Details Report - Rev. P01 – dated October 2019 [RP05];
g. Drainage Impact Assessment - Rev. P01 – dated October 2019 [RP06];
h. Lighting Strategy and Assessment - Rev. P01 – dated October 2019 [RP08];
i. Plans named and numbered:

General Arrangement Plans (including levels)

 Site Plan - Red Line Boundary - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-0203-Rev.P01 [D01];
 General Arrangement (Sheet 1 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-C-0211-Rev.P02 [D04];
 General Arrangement (Sheet 2 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-C-0212-Rev.P02 [D04];
 General Arrangement (Sheet 3 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-C-0213-Rev.P02 [D04];
 General Arrangement (Sheet 4 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-C-0214-Rev.P02 [D04];
 General Arrangement (Sheet 5 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-C-0215-Rev.P02 [D04];
 General Arrangement (Sheet 6 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-C-0216-Rev.P02 [D04];
 Proposed and Existing Contour Plan (Sheet 1 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-HGN-00-DR-C-0211-Rev.P01 

[D05];
 Proposed and Existing Contour Plan (Sheet 2 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-HGN-00-DR-C-0212-Rev.P01 

[D05];
 Proposed and Existing Contour Plan (Sheet 2 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-HGN-00-DR-C-0212-Rev.P01 

[D05];
 Proposed and Existing Contour Plan (Sheet 3 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-HGN-00-DR-C-0213-Rev.P02 

[D05];
 Proposed and Existing Contour Plan (Sheet 4 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-HGN-00-DR-C-0214-Rev.P01 

[D05];



 

 Proposed and Existing Contour Plan (Sheet 5 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-HGN-00-DR-C-0215-Rev.P01 
[D05];

 Proposed and Existing Contour Plan (Sheet 6 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-HGN-00-DR-C-0216-Rev.P01 
[D05];

 Typical Sections Overview - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-3000
 Typical Sections Sheet 1 - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-3001-Rev.P01 [D07];
 Typical Sections Sheet 2 - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-3002-Rev.P01 [D07];
 Typical Sections Sheet 3 - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-3003-Rev.P01 [D07];
 Typical Sections Sheet 4 - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-3004-Rev.P01 [D07];
 Typical Sections Sheet 5 - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-3005-Rev.P01 [D07];
 Typical Sections Sheet 6 - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-3006-Rev.P01 [D07];
 Typical Sections Sheet 7 - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-3007-Rev.P01 [D07];
 Typical Sections Sheet 8 - CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-3008-Rev.P01 [D07];
 Main Line Long Section (Sheet 1 of 12) - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0201-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Main Line Long Section (Sheet 2 of 12) - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0202-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Main Line Long Section (Sheet 3 of 12) - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0203-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Main Line Long Section (Sheet 4 of 12) - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0204-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Main Line Long Section (Sheet 5 of 12) - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0205-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Main Line Long Section (Sheet 6 of 12) - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0206-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Main Line Long Section (Sheet 7 of 12) - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0207-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Main Line Long Section (Sheet 8 of 12) - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0208-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Main Line Long Section (Sheet 9 of 12) - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0209-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Main Line Long Section (Sheet 10 of 12) - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0210-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Main Line Long Section (Sheet 11 of 12) - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0211-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Main Line Long Section (Sheet 12 of 12) - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0212-Rev.P01 [D08];
 A595 Wigton Road South Long Section - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0301-Rev.P01 [D08];
 A595 Wigton Road North Long Section - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0302-Rev.P01 [D08];
 B5299 Dalston Road South Long Section - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0303-Rev.P01 [D08];
 B5299 Dalston Road North Long Section - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0304-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Buckabank Road and Durdar Link Road Long Section (1 of 2) - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-

0305-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Buckabank Road and Durdar Link Road Long Section (2 of 2) - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-

0306-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Durdar Road and Bridge Long Section - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0307-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Scalegate Road Long Sections- CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0308-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Brisco and Wreay Road Long Sections - CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0309-Rev.P01 [D08];
 Grace Lane Access Track Widening – CSLR-CAP-HGN-12-SK-CH-0005-Rev.P01;

Landscape Plans

 Landscape Plan (Sheet 1 of 3) - CSLR-CAP-ELS-00-DR-L-3101-Rev.P02 [D09];
 Landscape Plan (Sheet 2 of 3) - CSLR-CAP-ELS-00-DR-L-3102-Rev.P02 [D09]
 Landscape Plan (Sheet 3 of 3) - CSLR-CAP-ELS-00-DR-L-3103-Rev.P02 [D09]
 Planting Details (Sheet 1 of 2) - CSLR-CAP-ELS-00-DR-L-3201-Rev.P01 [D09];
 Planting Details (Sheet 2 of 2) - CSLR-CAP-ELS-00-DR-L-3202-Rev.P01 [D09];

Lighting Plans

 Preliminary Street Lighting Layout (1 of 9) - CSLR-CAP-HLG-00-DR-C-0101-Rev.P01 [D10];
 Preliminary Street Lighting Layout (2 of 9) - CSLR-CAP-HLG-00-DR-C-0102-Rev.P01 [D10];
 Preliminary Street Lighting Layout (3 of 9) - CSLR-CAP-HLG-00-DR-C-0103-Rev.P01 [D10];
 Preliminary Street Lighting Layout (4 of 9) - CSLR-CAP-HLG-00-DR-C-0104-Rev.P01 [D10];
 Preliminary Street Lighting Layout (5 of 9) - CSLR-CAP-HLG-00-DR-C-0105-Rev.P01 [D10];
 Preliminary Street Lighting Layout (6 of 9) - CSLR-CAP-HLG-00-DR-C-0106-Rev.P01 [D10];
 Preliminary Street Lighting Layout (7 of 9) - CSLR-CAP-HLG-00-DR-C-0107-Rev.P01 [D10];
 Preliminary Street Lighting Layout (8 of 9) - CSLR-CAP-HLG-00-DR-C-0108-Rev.P01 [D10];
 Preliminary Street Lighting Layout (9 of 9) - CSLR-CAP-HLG-00-DR-C-0109-Rev.P01 [D10];

Miscellaneous Detail Plans

 Fencing Standard Details Sheet 1 - CSLR-CAP-HFE-00-DR-C-2001-Rev.P01 [D11];
 Fencing Standard Details Sheet 2 - CSLR-CAP-HFE-00-DR-C-2002-Rev.P01 [D11];

https://planning.cumbria.gov.uk/Document/Download?recordNumber=6521&imageNumber=10060&fileName=D08%20CSLR-CAP-HML-00-DR-C-0301_S4_P01.pdf&module=PLA&isPlan=True&imageId=51087.0000


 

 Field Access and Access Gates Standard Details2 - CSLR-CAP-HFE-00-DR-C-2003-Rev.P01 
[D11];

Construction Phase Plans

 Construction Compounds: Temporary Work Areas and Key Utility Diversion Locations - CSLR-
CAP-LPN-00-DR-Z-0202-Rev.P01 [D12];

 Traffic Management Plan - CSLR-CAP-HGN-00-DR-C-1001-Rev.P01 [D12];

Drainage Plans

 Drainage Layout (Sheet 1 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0502-Rev.P01 [D13];
 Drainage Layout (Sheet 2 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0503-Rev.P01 [D13];
 Drainage Layout (Sheet 3 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0504-Rev.P01 [D13];
 Drainage Layout (Sheet 4 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0505-Rev.P01 [D13];
 Drainage Layout (Sheet 5 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0506-Rev.P01 [D13];
 Drainage Layout (Sheet 6 of 6) - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0507-Rev.P01 [D13];
 Pond A Plan and Section - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0510-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond B Plan and Section - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0511-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond C Plan and Section - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0512-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond D Plan and Section - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0513-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond E Plan and Section - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0514-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond F Plan and Section - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0515-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond G Plan and Section - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0516-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond H Plan and Section - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0517-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Typical Drainage Details (Sheet 1 of 2) - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0518-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Typical Drainage Details (Sheet 2 of 2) - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0519-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond A General Arrangement - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0520-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond B General Arrangement - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0521-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond C General Arrangement - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0522-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond D General Arrangement - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0523-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond E General Arrangement - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0524-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond F General Arrangement - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0525-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond G General Arrangement - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0526-Rev.P01 [D14];
 Pond H General Arrangement - CSLR-CAP-HDG-00-DR-D-0527-Rev.P01 [D14];

Bridge Plans

 Caldew River and Railway Bridge General Arrangement Sheet 1 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-RB1-
DR-S-0001-Rev.P01 [D15];

 Caldew River and Railway Bridge General Arrangement Sheet 2 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-RB1-
DR-S-0002-Rev.P01 [D15];

 Durdar Road Bridge General Arrangement Sheet 1 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-RB2-DR-S-0001-
Rev.P01 [D16];

 Durdar Road Bridge General Arrangement Sheet 2 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-RB2-DR-S-0002-
Rev.P01 [D16];

 New Brisco Railway Bridge General Arrangement Sheet 1 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-RB3-DR-S-
0001-Rev.P01 [D17];

 New Brisco Railway Bridge General Arrangement Sheet 2 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-RB3-DR-S-
0002-Rev.P01 [D17];

 River Petteril Bridge General Arrangement Sheet 1 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-RB5-DR-S-0001-
Rev.P01  [D18] as modified by River Petteril Bridge Access Track Sketch – CSLR-CAP-SBR-
RB5-SK-S-0003-Rev.PL02 [C83];

 River Petteril Bridge General Arrangement Sheet 2 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-RB5-DR-S-0002-
Rev.P01  [D18];

 A595 Wigton Rd Footbridge General Arrangement Sheet 1 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-FB1-DR-S-
0001-Rev.P01  [D19];

 A595 Wigton Rd Footbridge General Arrangement Sheet 2 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-FB1-DR-S-
0002-Rev.P01  [D19];

 Dalston Road Footbridge General Arrangement Sheet  1 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-FB2-DR-S-
0001-Rev.P01  [D20];

 Dalston Road Footbridge General Arrangement Sheet 2 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-FB2-DR-S-
0002-Rev.P01  [D20];



 

 Buckabank Footbridge General Arrangement Sheet 1 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-FB3-DR-S-0001-
Rev.P01  [D21];

 Buckabank Footbridge General Arrangement Sheet 2 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-FB3-DR-S-0002-
Rev.P01  [D21];

 Brisco Road Footbridge General Arrangement Sheet 1 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-FB4-DR-S-0001-
Rev.P01  [D22];

 Brisco Road Footbridge General Arrangement Sheet 2 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-FB4-DR-S-0001-
Rev.P01  [D22];

 Peastree Accommodation Footbridge Sheet 1 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-FB5-DR-S-0001-Rev.P01  
[D23] as modified by Peastree Accommodation Bridge Badger Fence Arrangements - CSLR-
CAP-HAW-AB1-SK-C-1000-Rev.P01 [C31, C32 & C33];

 Peastree Accommodation Footbridge Sheet 2 of 2 - CSLR-CAP-SBR-FB5-DR-S-0001-Rev.P01  
[D23];

j. Addendum: Updated Mitigation Schedule: Archaeology;
k. Mitigation Schedule Addendum (Appendix 17.1) – Rev. P01 – March 2020;
l. Biodiversity Impact Assessment Report – Rev. P02.0 – dated April 2020;
m. Method Statement for the Translocation of Hedgerows – Rev. P02 – dated July 

2020;
n. Tree Survey and Arboricultural Impact Assessment Addendum – Rev. P01 – 

March 2020
o. The details or schemes approved in accordance with the conditions attached to 

this permission. 

Reason: To ensure the development is carried out to an approved appropriate standard 
and to avoid confusion as to what comprises the approved scheme.

Advance Enabling Works
3. No Advance Enabling Works shall commence until details of the nature and extent of 

the proposed Advance Enabling Works and measures proposed to ameliorate their 
impact have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. Any such details submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval 
shall include plans at an appropriate scale which show the proposed works in 
context, both existing and as proposed. 
The Advance Enabling Works shall be carried out in accordance with those 
approved details. 
For the avoidance of doubt, the Approved Advance Enabling Works may be 
undertaken prior to the submission or approval of certain details or schemes 
reserved by pre-commencement conditions (i.e. where a condition specifies no 
development other than Advance Enabling Works). More than one set of 
submissions can be made under this condition.

Reason: To allow for the submission and approval (and thereby implementation) of 
Advance Enabling Works before specific pre-commencement conditions 
matters submission and approval.

SUBMISSIONS REQUIRED PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF ANY ASPECT OF 
DEVELOPMENT 

> SCHEME DESIGN

Detailed Scheme Design
4. No development other than the Approved Advance Enabling works shall take 

place until plans showing the detailed design of the scheme, as informed by a 



 

Stage 2 Road Safety Audit (RSA) and further Walking, Cycling and Horse-riding 
Assessment and Review (WCHAR) have been submitted to and approved by the 
Local Planning Authority. The detailed scheme design shall be consistent with 
and not materially different from the preliminary scheme design shown on the 
approved general arrangement plans and sections listed in Condition 2. The 
submission shall include:
a. layout plans showing the proposed scheme and how this interfaces with the 

existing highway and footpath alignments including details of the carriageway 
markings and lane destinations and highway visibility splays achieved at all 
junctions; 

b. detailed plans showing the passing place provision proposed on Grace Lane 
and details of how equestrian usage of Grace Lane has been catered for in 
the detailed scheme design;

c. confirmation of compliance with appropriate highway standards (such as 
Highways England’s current ‘Design Manual for Roads and Bridges) or 
highways policies;

d. confirmation that the scheme has been informed by a Stage 2 RSA and that it 
also takes into account the Stage 1 RSA recommendations;

e. a copy of the further WCHAR;
f. details of inclusive access provisions embedded and incorporated into the 

scheme;

The development shall be implemented in full as approved.

Reason: To secure scrutiny of the detailed design in the interests of highway safety.

Detailed Surface Water Drainage Scheme
5. No development other than the Approved Advance Enabling works shall take 

place until a Detailed Surface Water Drainage Scheme (DSWDS) that is in 
accordance with the principles set out in the submitted Drainage Impact 
Assessment Rev. P01 – dated October 2019 [RP06] and Flood Risk 
Assessment Rev. P04 - dated July 2020 [RP11] has been submitted to and 
approved by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall include (but not be 
limited to):

a. full engineering details of the proposed drainage infrastructure including 
detailed plans of drainage arrangements - for the avoidance of doubt this 
shall include full details of existing drainage infrastructure that the scheme 
connects into and shall cover the northern end of the new Durdar Link Road 
and Fairy Beck;

b. a review of calculations and details to demonstrate that the proposed 
drainage system will not result in flooding as a result of a 1in100 year storm 
event incorporating a 40% uplift for climate change;

c. explanation of how the details of existing land drainage systems obtained as 
part of Condition 17 have been taken into account in the development of the 
proposed drainage infrastructure;

d. details of the engagement undertaken with all affected agricultural tenants 
and landowners in respect of the proposed detailed drainage design prior to 
the submission of this scheme and details of how responses/feedback from 
agricultural tenants and landowners have been addressed and where they 
have not been incorporated into the DSDWS, the reasons why their 
responses have not been reflected in the submitted details;

e. details of the flood relief culvert through the eastern Caldew Bridge 



 

embankment;
f. explanation of how the scheme design ensures that no surface water falling 

onto the new highway infrastructure shall drain directly or indirectly into any 
public sewer system;

g. Provision to revisit the scheme in light of the record log of existing drainage 
infrastructure and the construction phase drainage infrastructure provided;

h. a construction quality control procedure for the drainage infrastructure;
i. detail of how the proposed drainage system shall be maintained and 

managed after completion.

The surface water drainage system must be constructed in accordance with the 
approved scheme unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning 
authority. 

The development shall be maintained and managed in accordance with the 
approved scheme thereafter.

Reason: To promote sustainable development, secure proper drainage and to 
manage the risk of flooding and pollution. This condition is imposed in light 
of policies within the National Planning Policy Framework, National 
Planning Practise Guidance and policies CM 5, CC 4 and CC 5 of the 
CDLP.

Groundwater Monitoring Report and Impact Assessment
6. No development other than the Approved Advance Enabling works shall take 

place until a Groundwater Monitoring Report and Impact Assessment (GMRIA) 
has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The GMRIA 
shall include (but not be limited to):
a. Details of the location of all Groundwater Monitoring Boreholes and records of 

groundwater levels within these over a minimum of a two year period;
b. Results of further targeted site investigation of groundwater levels in areas of 

deep cutting;
c. An assessment of the potential impact of areas of cutting on groundwater flow 

regimes, flood risk and local water supply boreholes;
d. An assessment of whether the proposed scheme would increase potential for 

groundwater flood risk;
e. A programme of mitigation measures to address any potential adverse impacts 

identified in the above assessments (c. and d.);
f.  Provision for a continued programme of Groundwater Monitoring throughout 

the construction phase and for the initial years of operation of the 
development.

The GMRIA shall be implemented as approved and adhered to through-out the 
construction of the development and initial years of operation.

Reason: To assess the risks of effects arising from changes in groundwater levels 
and to secure appropriate mitigation in order to comply with Policies CC 4 
and CM 5 of the CDLP.

Hedgerow, Tree and Woodland Protection
7. No development or vegetation clearance other than the Approved Advance 

Enabling works shall take place until detailed Hedgerow, Tree and Woodland 
Protection Plans that are in general accordance with Figures 9.5 to 9.36 (Rev. 



 

P02) held within Volume 2 of the Environmental Statement and that comply with 
‘British Standard BS5837:2012 Trees in Relation to Design, Demolition and 
Construction’ have been submitted and approved by the Local Planning 
Authority.
The Protection Plans shall clearly identify hedgerows, trees and areas of 
woodland to be removed, pruned and/or retained. For those proposed to be 
retained it shall show the measures proposed for protecting them during the 
construction of the development.
It shall also include a scheme for the phased implementation of the tree 
protection measures prior to development commencing in the vicinity of trees 
that require protection measures. The tree protection measures shall be retained 
in place throughout the undertaking of development within their vicinity.
For the avoidance of doubt, no construction activity – including material storage 
or temporary compound establishment shall take place within the root protection 
areas of any trees without the oversight of a qualified Arborist to oversee the 
works and ensure damage to tree roots is either avoided or minimised.  

Reason: To secure the retention of as many existing trees and hedgerows of healthy 
conditions as possible in the interests of visual amenity and preservation 
of existing habitats in line with CDLP Policies CM 5, GI 3 and GI 6. 

Detailed Landscaping Scheme and Plans
8. No development other than the Approved Advance Enabling works shall take 

place until a Detailed Landscaping Scheme and Plans that are substantially in 
accordance with the submitted Landscape Plans 1-3 (Drawing Nos. CSLR-CAP-
ELS-00-DR-L-3101-Rev.P02, CSLR-CAP-ELS-00-DR-L-3102-Rev.P02 and 
CSLR-CAP-ELS-00-DR-L-3103-Rev.P02) and Landscape Strategy Rev. P01 
dated October 2019 [Contained within Volume 4 of the ES] have been submitted 
to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme and plans must 
include details of hard and soft landscaping works, including—
a. location, number, species, size and planting density of any proposed planting; 
b. cultivation, importing of materials and other operations (including general 

management and maintenance) to ensure plant establishment; 
c. proposed finished ground levels; 
d. hard surfacing materials; 
e. details of existing trees and hedgerows retained, including root protection 

areas and tree canopy spreads; 
f. the locations of existing retained utilities and the alignments of diverted 

utilities;
g. demonstration of how elements of the scheme in proximity to pipelines 

conforms with the advice provided in United Utilities’ Standard Conditions 
for Works Adjacent to Pipelines (Document Ref. 90048 - Issue 3.1 – dated 
July 2015);

h. provision of advanced planting to the south of Newbiggin Road between 
chainages 7850 and 7950 (as shown on General Arrangement Sheet 6 of 6 
– Drawing CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-C-0216-Rev. P02);

i. implementation timetables for all landscaping works;

The detailed landscaping scheme and plans shall be implemented in full as 
approved with landscaping works carried out to a reasonable standard in 
accordance with the relevant recommendations of appropriate British Standards 



 

or other recognised codes of good practice. 
Any tree or shrub planted as part of the landscaping scheme that, within a period 
of 5 years after planting, dies or becomes, in the opinion of the local planning 
authority, seriously diseased, must be replaced in the first available planting 
season with a specimen of the same species and size as that originally planted, 
unless an alternative plant size and species have been agreed in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensuring the early establishment of the landscape planting scheme in 
the interests of promptly reducing the visual and landscape impact of the 
scheme and to ensure the prompt delivery of biodiversity benefits in 
accordance with CDLP policies CM 5, GI 1, GI 3 and GI 6. 

Protection of European Protected Species (Bats and Otters)
9. No development, vegetation clearance or removal of any hedgerows or trees 

except for the Approved Advance Enabling works shall take place until a 
detailed scheme of protection, mitigation and enhancement measures for Bats 
and Otters (and any other European Protected Species that may subsequently 
found to be present) during the construction and operational phases of the 
scheme that is in broad accordance with paragraphs 8.8.2 to 8.88; 8.8.69 to 
8.8.76 and 8.8.98 to 8.8.101 of Volume 1 of the Environmental Statement has 
been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. This shall 
include full details of any European Protected Species licenses issued by 
Natural England. For the avoidance of doubt, the scheme shall include for 
checks for otter presence under and around construction plant and stored 
construction materials present in proximity to watercourses and set-out 
measures to ensure mammals do not become trapped in excavations.

The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved 
scheme.

Reason: To secure agreement of detailed protection, mitigation and enhancement 
measures for European Protected Species in line with the submitted 
Environmental Statement, Policy GI 3 of the CDLP and the Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2017.

Protection of Badgers
10. No development or clearance of woodland or hedgerows except for the 

Approved Advance Enabling works shall take place until a detailed scheme of 
protection and mitigation measures for Badger during the construction and 
operational phases of the scheme that is in broad accordance with paragraphs 
8.8.57 to 8.8.64 of Volume 1 of the Environmental Statement has been 
submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. This shall include full 
details of any sett exclusion and/or destruction licenses issued by Natural 
England.

The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved 
scheme.

Reason: To secure agreement of detailed protection and mitigation measures for 
Badgers in line with Policy GI 3 of the CDLP and the Protection of 
Badgers Act (1992).

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/1012/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/1012/contents/made


 

Breeding Bird Mitigation
11. No development, vegetation clearance or removal of any hedgerows or trees 

except for the Approved Advance Enabling works shall take place until a 
detailed scheme for bird nest box provision for farmland bird species has been 
submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall 
include details of the types of boxes proposed, their numbers, plans of their 
proposed siting and a timetable for their provision.

The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved 
scheme.

Reason: To secure agreement of mitigation measures in line with the submitted 
Environmental Statement and Policy GI 3 of the CDLP.

> CONSTRUCTION PHASE MANAGEMENT AND LAND REINSTATEMENT 
MATTERS

Construction Phasing Plans 
12. No development other than the Approved Advance Enabling works shall take 

place until Construction Phasing Plans have been submitted to and approved by 
the Local Planning Authority. The plans shall set out the proposed geographic 
sequencing of development and any associated temporary operations (including 
the set-up and demobilisation of temporary construction compounds). The plans 
shall include details of all on-site construction works, post-construction 
reinstatement, drainage, mitigation, and other restoration works, together with 
details of their timetabling. 
Once approved the phasing plan shall be adhered to unless otherwise agreed in 
writing with the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: In the interests of local amenity, highway safety and minimising the impact 
on habitats and species in accordance with policies CM 5, IP 2, GI 3, GI 6 
of the Carlisle District Local Plan 2015-2030 (CDLP).

Detailed Construction Environmental Management Plan
13. No development other than the Approved Advance Enabling works shall take 

place until a detailed Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), that 
is based upon the ‘Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan – 
Rev.P01 – dated October 2019’ contained within Volume 4 of the Environmental 
Statement, has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. 
The detailed CEMP shall include (but not be limited to):-
a. plans of all the sensitive environmental features and nearby properties that 

have the potential to be affected by the construction of the proposed 
development;

b. the avoidance, mitigation and control measures detailed in the Environmental 
Statement (ES), adopted Habitats Regulations Assessment, all the submitted 
addendum reports and the outline CEMP;

c. the following Environmental Control Plans (ECPs):
i. Agricultural Biosecurity Plan and Protocols for Access to Severed 

Agricultural Land [See Condition 17];
ii. Arboricultural Method Statement (including Tree and Hedgerow Protection 

Plans) [See Condition 7];



 

iii. Carbon Emission Reduction Plan
iv. COSHH Material, Waste Storage and Refuelling Plan; 
v. Community and Landowner Relations Strategy; 
vi. Construction Traffic Management Plan [See Condition 15];
vii. Contaminated Land Management Plan [reflecting the findings of Condition 23];
viii. Dust Management Plan;
ix. Ecological Habitat and Species Protection Plans (including detail of how 

damage will be avoided to areas of Lowland Meadow Habitat of Principle 
Importance in line with paragraph 8.8.18 of Volume 1 of the 
Environmental Statement) [reflecting the requirements of Conditions 9, 10, 25, 26, 
27, 30, and 36];

x. Groundwater Monitoring and Management Plan [reflecting the requirements of 
Condition 6];

xi. Invasive Species Management Plan;
xii. Lighting Management Plan;
xiii. Noise and Vibration Management Plan;
xiv. Pedestrian, Cyclist, Public Rights of Ways and River Corridor Recreation 

Management Plans;
xv. Pollution Prevention Plan and Pollution Incident Control Plan;
xvi. Site Waste Management Plan; 
xvii. Soil and Earth Materials Management Plan [See Condition 18];
xviii. Surface Water and Silt Management Plan [See Condition 19];
xix. Working Methods in Relation to Utilities [reflecting the requirements of Condition 

21].
For the avoidance of doubt, each of the above ECPs shall include the 
relevant management and mitigation measures and working methods set out 
in corresponding chapter of the Environmental Statement and the Outline 
CEMP.
N.B. Further detail in respect of the content and requirements of some of the 
above ECPs are set out in other planning conditions associated with this 
permission. Where this is the case a cross-reference has been provided in 
squared brackets.

d. Provide key site contact details of the Ecological/Environmental Clerk of 
Works, Agricultural Liaison Officer, Community Liaison Manager, Project 
Manager and any other relevant specialists responsible for oversight of the 
ECPS.

The approved detailed CEMP shall be adhered to throughout the construction 
phase.

Reason: To minimise the impact of the undertaking of the development upon the 
environment and in the interests of local residential amenity in 
accordance with Policies CM 5, GI1, GI 3, GI 5, GI 6 of the CDLP.

Temporary Construction Compound and Bridge Construction Area Plans
14. No development other than the Approved Advance Enabling works shall take 

place until detailed plans of all proposed temporary construction compounds and 
temporary works areas for bridge construction and other works related activities 
have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The plans 
shall be at an identified standard metric scale, include the direction of north and:
a. Show the location and extent of each compound and temporary works area for 

bridge construction in relation to their neighbouring context – including all 



 

buildings, boundaries, public rights of way; and the positioning of the 
approved tree and hedgerow protection fencing;

b. Stipulate the extent, type, height and any additional finishes / signage to all 
boundary fencing/security hoarding; 

c. Specify the construction details and surfacing treatments to each site 
compound and bridge construction area;

d. Specify the proposals for existing soil resource underneath each site 
compound and bridge construction area;

e. Provide details of their site access construction and layout and include details 
of visibility splays where these connect directly onto the public highway 
network;

f. Provide details of the formation of any temporary access tracks to each 
compound and temporary works area;

g. Specify measures for the monitoring and cleaning of site entrances and the 
adjacent public highway; 

h. Specify the location of wheel washing facilities / wash-down areas for 
vehicles/plant;

i. Show sufficient onsite parking provision for all site operatives and visitors;
j. Demonstrate on-site turning/manoeuvring space that is sufficient to allow 

vehicles to enter and exit the temporary construction compounds in a forward 
direction of travel and commitment to the retention of this at all times;

k. Delineate areas reserved for the loading and unloading of plant and materials;
l. Delineate areas for storage of plant, machinery and materials;
m. Delineate the location and extent of any temporary soil storage mounds within 

these areas;
n. Specify the maximum height of stored materials or soils within each area;
o. Detail the surface water drainage management arrangements for each site;
p. Provide details of security measures to discourage criminal activity and 

antisocial behaviour.

The temporary construction compounds and temporary works areas shall be 
implemented and maintained as approved. They shall be removed as soon as 
reasonably practicable after the construction works they are required for have 
been completed. Where they are situated on land to be returned to agricultural 
use, then all hard-standing surfaces shall be removed, the land underneath them 
decompacted, any stripped soils re-spread and graded and then re-seeded in the 
first available sowing season. The above restoration operations shall be 
undertaken in line with sheets 4, 7, 8, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18 and 19 of the MAFF 
Good practice guide for handling soils (April 2000).

Reason: In the interests of amenity, highway safety, protecting the environment and 
minimising the impact of the construction of the scheme on agricultural 
businesses in line with policies CM 5, IP 2, GI 3, GI 6 of the CDLP. 

Construction Traffic Management Plan
15. No development other than the Approved Advance Enabling works shall take 

place until a Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) has been submitted 
to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The CTMP shall include details 
of:

a. measures for the management of traffic within and accessing the site;
b. haulage routes within the red line planning application area (and details of 

how they have been selected to protect flora and fauna and minimise any 

https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090317221756/http:/www.defra.gov.uk/farm/environment/land-use/soilguid/index.htm
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090317221756/http:/www.defra.gov.uk/farm/environment/land-use/soilguid/index.htm


 

disturbance to residential dwellings);
c. measures to prevent spillage or deposit of spoil or any other materials on the 

highway;
d. an inspection protocol to ensure that no vehicles leave the development site 

and re-join any publicly open section of highway in a condition that could 
give rise to the deposit of mud, dust or other debris on the public highway or 
surrounding land;

e. construction vehicle routing including details of the location of temporary 
directional signage;

f. the management of junctions to and crossings of the public highway and 
other public rights of way/footway;

The approved CTMP shall be adhered to throughout the construction phase.

Reason: To ensure construction traffic does not adversely impact local residential 
amenity to an unacceptable degree or compromise highway safety in 
accordance with CDLP policies CM 5 and IP 2. 

Soil Baseline Survey and Record of Agricultural Land Condition
16. No development or vegetation clearance except for the Approved Advance 

Enabling works shall take place on any agricultural land until a detailed baseline 
Soil Survey and Record of Agricultural Land Condition has been submitted to 
and approved by the Local Planning Authority. 

The detailed Soil Survey work shall be undertaken by a suitably 
competent/qualified person (for example a Soil Scientist). The Soil Survey shall 
identify the physical characteristics of profiles at regular intervals and targeted 
soil pits on areas of land to be disturbed temporarily by the development and 
which are intended to be returned to agricultural use on completion of the 
development. The survey shall ensure that each individual existing field unit is 
surveyed and shall include a plan showing all the areas surveyed relevant to 
each farm and individual landowner. The survey shall provide information on the 
following soil characteristics:- 
a. Horizon depths for topsoil and subsoil; 
b. Textures of all horizons;
c. Colour; 
d. Wetness (e.g. presence and characteristics of mottling and/or presence of 

manganese concretions); 
e. Stone Content (estimated from augering and confirmed by soil pit excavation 

and/or sample analysis); and 
f. identification of gleyed horizons, slowly permeable layers and impenetrable 

rock layers. 

The Record of Agricultural Land Condition shall be undertaken for each field unit 
that is intended (in whole or in part) to be returned to agricultural use. It shall 
record: 
g. Existing crop regimes and yields; 
h. Quality of grazing land; 
i. The existing weed burden; 
j. The location and extent of any areas prone to waterlogging; 
k. The location and type of existing private water supplies; and 
l. The position and condition of existing field boundaries and 
m. Access points, access track form/condition and access arrangements.



 

Reason: To provide a detailed baseline of agricultural land and soil condition against 
which the restored agricultural land can be assessed so as to ensure that 
reinstated land does not adversely impact agricultural productivity / the 
local farming economy.

Management of Agricultural Interests during the Construction Phase
17. No development other than the Approved Advance Enabling works shall take 

place until a scheme for managing the impact of the construction phase on 
directly affected agricultural enterprises has been submitted to and approved by 
the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall include: 
a. Details of the engagement undertaken by the applicant (or their 

representatives) with all directly affected agricultural tenants and landowners 
in respect of:

i) ascertaining their existing infrastructure and needs in terms of land and stock 
management and land access (for example in connection with land/field 
drainage provisions, agricultural water supplies, bio-security, stock 
movement and stock handling requirements etc…)

ii) the proposed accommodation works for addressing the needs of farm units 
so as to facilitate the continuation of farming practises during the 
construction phase;

iii) the proposed bio-security measures to be employed;
iv) the proposed role and responsibilities of the Agricultural Liaison Officer 

(ALO);
b. Details of how responses/feedback from agricultural tenants and landowners in 

respect of the matters in sub-points i to iv of a. above have been addressed 
and where they have not been incorporated, the reasons why their responses 
have not been reflected in the submitted details;

c. Details of steps undertaken to limit land take during the construction of the 
scheme (for example phased construction and return of land);

d. Measures and management arrangements to provide access to severed land;
e. A method statement detailing agricultural bio-security measures to be 

employed;
f. Provisions to appoint an individual with appropriate experience to act as an 

ALO in advance of the Commencement of Development and for them to 
remain in place for at least one year from the completion of construction 
operations;

g. Detailed specification of the roles and responsibilities of the ALO.

Once approved the scheme shall be adhered to throughout the construction 
phase.

Reason: In the interests of minimising the impact of the construction of the scheme 
on the local agricultural economy. 

Soil and Earth Material Management Plan
18. No development or vegetation clearance, except for the Approved Advance 

Enabling works, shall take place until a detailed Soil and Earth Material 
Management Plan has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 
Authority. The plan shall follow the DEFRA (2009) Construction Code of Practice 
for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites and MAFF (2000), Good 
Practice Guide for Handling Soils (version 04/00). FRCA, Cambridge. The plan 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/716510/pb13298-code-of-practice-090910.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/716510/pb13298-code-of-practice-090910.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090317221756/http:/www.defra.gov.uk/farm/environment/land-use/soilguid/index.htm
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090317221756/http:/www.defra.gov.uk/farm/environment/land-use/soilguid/index.htm


 

shall include (but not be limited to):
a. Detailed Soil Movement and Storage Proposal Plans which include details of 

the location, form and maximum height of temporary storage stockpiles that 
reflects soil types;

b. Details of how both i) unstripped in-situ soils and ii) stripped and temporarily 
stored soils will be protected and managed during the construction phase 
(including management measures to ensure that all soils and soil-making 
material are protected from being traversed by machinery and kept free 
from noxious weeds throughout the construction phase); 

c. Management measures to ensure no mixing of top or sub-soils stripped from 
different landholdings;

d. Measures to ensure that all topsoil, subsoil, soil-making material and other 
earth material shall be stacked separately and prevented from mixing prior 
to placement for agricultural land restoration and/or scheme formation;

e. Measures to manage the condition of temporary soil stockpiles;
f. Management procedures to ensure that the stripping, movement and  re-

spreading of topsoil and/or subsoil shall be restricted to occasions when the 
topsoil and/or subsoil is in a suitable dry and friable condition and the 
ground is sufficiently dry to allow the passage of heavy vehicles and 
machinery over it without damage to the topsoil and/or subsoil so that the 
topsoil and/or subsoil can be separated without difficulty;

g. Commitment to not handling or moving soil to be used for agricultural 
restoration between the 1 November and 1 March in any year without the 
prior written consent of the Local Planning Authority;

h. Confirmation that no soil is to be sold or otherwise removed from the red line 
planning application area without the prior written consent of the local 
planning authority.

i. Specific provisions for the management of any contaminated soils. 

The Soil and Earth Material Management Plan shall be implemented as 
approved and adhered to through-out the construction and restoration phases of 
the development.

Reason: To safeguard soil resources.

Construction Phase Surface Water and Silt Management Plan
19. No development other than the Approved Advance Enabling works shall take 

place until a Construction Phase Surface Water and Silt Management Plan 
(CPSW&SMP) has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 
Authority. The CPSW&SMP shall include:
a. details of measures for the collection, treatment and disposal of all water and 

silt entering or arising on the construction land so as to ensure that no 
untreated water is discharged from the construction site onto surrounding 
land or into any watercourse, soakaway or surface water sewer;

b. drainage arrangements proposed for neighbouring land where existing flow 
paths are interrupted/severed by construction works;

c. details of the sequence of provision of the above drainage infrastructure;
d. explanation of how the details of existing land drainage systems obtained as 

part of Condition 17 have been taken into account in the development of the 
proposed arrangements for a and b.

e. details of the engagement undertaken with all affected agricultural tenants 
and landowners in respect of the proposed construction phase drainage 



 

arrangements, and details of how their responses/feedback have been 
addressed and where they have not been incorporated into the 
CPSW&SMP, the reasons why their responses have not been reflected in 
the submitted details;

f. procedures for recording and logging all existing agricultural drainage and 
other drainage infrastructure (both known and previously unknown) 
encountered during the construction phase – including their geographic 
location (e.g. GPRS co-ordinates), their condition and characteristics (e.g. 
depth of installation, pipe type and diameter).

g. Measures for the management, monitoring and maintenance of the 
construction phase drainage system;

The CPSW&SMP shall be implemented as approved and adhered to through-
out the construction of the development unless otherwise agreed in writing by 
the local planning authority.
Construction phase silt management facilities associated with any specific 
section or phase of the Works shall be retained and maintained until such time 
that construction works for the associated section of phase are completed and 
the facilities are no longer receiving flows from any areas of construction work or 
associated activity.

Reason: To secure proper drainage and to manage the risk of flooding during the 
undertaking of the development in accordance with CDLP policies CM 5, 
CC 4 and CC 5.

Agricultural Land Reinstatement Scheme 
20. No development or vegetation clearance, except for the Approved Advance 

Enabling works, shall take place on any agricultural land until an Agricultural 
Land Reinstatement Scheme has been submitted to and approved by the Local 
Planning Authority. The scheme shall include (but not be limited to):
a. Details of proposed land levels and drainage arrangements for each field and 

how these have been informed by the proposed final scheme levels and 
drainage arrangements and how they relate to pre-development levels and 
drainage arrangements;

b. Details of the proposed sequencing of land drainage works;
c. The proposed depth of replaced soil stratas (i.e. top-soils and subsoils) for 

each field that reflect the Soil Baseline Survey;
d. measures to ensure replaced soils are those that originate from the specific 

landholding to be restored;
e. Methodologies for re-soiling (including ripping and any de-compaction 

required);
f. Initial aftercare cultivations for each field unit;
g. Method of cultivation and seeding operations to be employed;
h. Details of any secondary treatments (fertilisers, lime, weed suppressants, 

etc…) to be applied;
i. Protocol for stone-picking and/or removal of rocks or other materials capable 

of impeding cultivation where excessive stone volumes have become 
incorporated in reinstated soil areas;

j. Provisions for the monitoring of physical soil characteristics and soil nutrient 
levels of restored agricultural land;

k. A strategy for the aftercare of restored agricultural land including provision for 
the undertaking of a review of each field returned to agricultural land 



 

(comprising a review of the previous years’ management, assessment of its 
current condition and a detailed programme of aftercare management for 
the forthcoming year) 12 to 18 months after its initial restoration and details 
of ongoing aftercare arrangements after this point;

l. Details of the engagement undertaken with all affected agricultural tenants 
and landowners in respect of this scheme and how responses/feedback 
from agricultural tenants and landowners in respect of the proposed 
Agricultural Land Reinstatement and Aftercare Strategy have been 
considered/addressed in the formulation of the completed submission;

The Agricultural Land Reinstatement scheme shall be implemented in full as 
approved.

Reason: To ensure land to be returned to agricultural use is returned to a similar 
condition to that present Prior to the Commencement of Development. In 
the interest of the local rural economy. 

Protection of Utility Infrastructure – Risk Assessment Method Statement
21. No development other than the Approved Advance Enabling works shall take 

place above existing underground utility infrastructure until a Risk Assessment 
Method Statement (RAMS) detailing the potential impacts on underground utility 
infrastructure and the mitigation measures to protect and prevent any damage to 
at risk infrastructure is submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 
Authority. The RAMS shall consider risks associated with site investigation work; 
the construction and demobilisation phases; and the future day to day operation 
and maintenance of the scheme. The mitigation measures identified in the 
RAMS must include proposals for reinforcements of any crossing points to 
ensure assets are protected from heavy loads during and after construction. 
The development shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved RAMS.

Reason: To afford appropriate protection to utility infrastructure that crosses the site 
in accordance with policy IP 1 of the CDLP.

SUBMISSIONS REQUIRED PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF 
GEOGRAPHICALLY SPECIFIC ELEMENTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT 

Archaeological Work
22. No development shall commence within the areas that require archaeological 

mitigation as catalogued within the document entitled Addendum: Updated 
Mitigation Schedule: Archaeology and shown in purple hatching on the 
Environmental Statement Mitigation Plans (Figure Refs. 17.1, 17.2, & 17.3 – all 
Rev. P02) contained within Volume 2 of the Environmental Statement until the 
applicant has secured the implementation of a programme of archaeological 
work in accordance with written schemes of investigation which have first been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To afford reasonable opportunity for an examination to be made to determine 
the existence of any remains of archaeological interest within the site and for 
the examination and recording of such remains in accordance with CDLP 
Policy HE 2.

Contaminated Land
23. No development shall take place:- 



 

i. within the wood south of Peter Lane and the immediately surrounding fields 
[between chainages 900 to 1400 as shown on General Arrangement Sheet 
1 of 6 Drawing No. CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-C-0211-Rev.P02]; 

ii.  on land at or immediately around Pond C (that formerly hosted a dye works);
iii. on land between the Cumbria Coast Railway Line and the proposed access 

track to Pond D (that formerly hosted a rifle-range) [between chainages 
2950 to 3300 as shown on General Arrangement Sheet 3 of 6 Drawing No. 
CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-C-0213-Rev.P02]; or

iv. on the Durdar Farm Landfill land extent south of the proposed Durdar 
Roundabout as shown on Figure 15.1 held within Volume 2 of the 
Environmental Statement;

until an updated risk assessment and remediation strategy to deal with the risks 
associated with contamination on these parcels of land has been submitted to, 
and approved in writing by, the local planning authority. This document will 
include the following components: 
a. A preliminary risk assessment which has identified: 

 all previous uses 
 potential contaminants associated with those uses 
 a conceptual model of the site indicating sources, pathways and receptors 
 potentially unacceptable risks arising from contamination at the site 

b. A site investigation scheme, based on (a.) to provide information for a 
detailed assessment of the risk to all receptors that may be affected, 
including those off-site;

c. The results of the site investigation and the detailed risk assessment referred 
to in (b.) and, based on these, an options appraisal and remediation strategy 
giving full details of the remediation measures required and how they are to 
be undertaken. 

d. A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in order to 
demonstrate that the works set out in the remediation strategy in (c.) are 
complete and identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring of 
pollutant linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action. 

Any changes to any of the above components shall require the written consent 
of the local planning authority. 
The scheme shall be implemented as approved. 

Reason: To ensure that the development does not contribute to, and is not put at 
unacceptable risk from or adversely affected by contaminated land or result in 
unacceptable levels of water pollution in accordance with Policy CM 5 of the 
CDLP and paragraphs 170 and 178 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF). 

Updated and Finalised Hydraulic Model
24. No development shall take place within the Environment Agency defined flood 

risk zone 3 until an updated final version of the hydraulic model has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
updated hydraulic model will be based on the detailed bridge construction 
design and incorporate all necessary changes and updates identified in previous 
versions of the hydraulic model. 

Reason: To ensure that the final detailed design of the river bridge crossings will be 



 

safe without increasing flood risk elsewhere for the lifetime of the development 
and to facilitate any updates of the flood map for planning.

Cummersdale Shingle Banks Site of Invertebrate Significance Protection 
Measures
25. No development or vegetation clearance shall take place between chainage 

3000 to 3300 (as shown on General Arrangement Sheet 3 of 6 Drawing No. 
CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-C-0213-Rev.P02) until a detailed scheme for the 
protection of the Cummersdale Shingle Banks Site of Invertebrate Significance 
(CSB-SIS) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The scheme shall include details of (but not be limited to):
a. Measures to clearly demarcate the extent of the CSB-SIS area of within the 

red line planning application area prior to the Commencement of 
Development or vegetation clearance works in the CSB-SIS;

b. How the scheme and construction works programme has been designed to 
avoid impact upon the CSB-SIS;

c. Plans of the areas of the CSB-SIS to be cleared to facilitate the construction 
of the scheme;

d. Invertebrate Search, Clearance and Relocation Measures and Methodologies 
for Invertebrates in areas of vegetation clearance;

e. Methodology for vegetation clearance within the extent of the CSB-SIS area;
f. Active monitoring of all works within the CSB-SIS by an Ecological Clerk of 

Works (ECoW).

The approved scheme shall be adhered to throughout the Construction Phase.

Reason: To ensure the impact of the scheme on the CSB-SIS is minimised in line 
with the submitted Environmental Statement and Policy GI 3 of the CDLP.

Peastree Stream and Woodland Clough Mitigation Scheme
26. No development shall take place between chainages 3000 to 4000 (as shown on 

General Arrangement Sheet 3 of 6 Drawing No. CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-C-
0213-Rev.P02) until a detailed scheme setting out the mitigation measures 
proposed to reduce the hydrological impact of the scheme upon the Peastree 
stream and its associated woodland clough has been submitted to and approved 
by the local planning authority. The scheme shall include, but not be limited to:
a. Details of the existing catchment and hydrological regime (including 

groundwater) supporting the Peastree stream and woodland clough;
b. Details of existing flow levels in the stream;
c. Calculations of likely average flow levels as a result of the proposed 

development without mitigation;
d. Calculations of likely average flow levels as a result of the proposed 

compensatory catchment provided by cut-off and embankment drainage; 
e. An assessment of the residual impact of the scheme on flow levels in the 

stream and upon the woodland clough;
f. Details of any further mitigation measures proposed and a further residual 

impact assessment.
The scheme shall be implemented as approved.

Reason: To ensure adverse impacts of the scheme upon existing habitats of 
principle importance is sufficiently minimised in line with policy GI 3. 



 

Peastree Stream Woodland Clough Ground Flora Translocation Methodology and 
Plan and Further NVC Survey
27. No development, vegetation clearance or translocation shall take place between 

the River Caldew and Peastree Farm (chainages 3000 to 3900 as shown on 
General Arrangement Sheet 3 of 6 Drawing No. CSLR-CAP-LPN-00-DR-C-
0213-Rev.P02)  until a Translocation Methodology and Plan for the Peastree 
Stream Woodland Clough ground flora, underpinned by a comprehensive 
updated National Vegetation Classification Survey (NVC), has been submitted to 
and approved by the local planning authority. The updated NVC survey shall re-
survey the quadrats surveyed in 2018 (reported in the National Vegetation 
Classification Survey Report dated October 2019 and held as Appendix 8.13 
within Volume 3 of the Environmental Statement) and shall also intensively 
survey the areas of woodland to be lost to the scheme. The translocation 
methodology shall include provision for the works to be directed and overseen 
by an ecological clerk of works. 

No development shall take place between chainages 3000 to 3900 until the 
ground flora translocation has been completed in accordance with the approved 
Translocation Methodology and Plan and the receptor area fenced off to prevent 
construction vehicles traversing it. 

Reason: To provide further baseline survey information and agree a methodology so 
as to seek to ensure the successful establishment of transplanted ancient 
woodland indicator species ground flora in line with the mitigation and 
monitoring measures set out in paragraphs 8.8.23 and 8.8.29 of Volume 
1 of the Environmental Statement.  

SUBMISSIONS REQUIRING APPROVAL PRIOR TO THE PROVISION OF SPECIFIC 
ELEMENTS OR UNDERTAKING OF SPECIFIC ACTIONS

Building Materials – Stone Masonry to Bridges
28. The bridge elevations illustrated on the approved drawings as being faced with 

masonry shall be completed using natural sandstone of a colour and texture 
matching or similar to the sandstones quarried within the county of Cumbria. A 
sample panel (or sample panels if differently sourced sandstones, face finishes, 
coursing arrangements or pointing styles are proposed for different structures) 
shall be erected on the site for the further written approval of Local Planning 
Authority before stone-facing is applied to any of the bridge structures. The 
sample panel(s) of the proposed stonework shall demonstrate the colour, texture 
and face-finish of the stone, the coursing pattern and the colour, texture, finish 
and joint size of the mortar.
The development shall thereafter be constructed in accordance with the 
approved sample panel(s) and a record of the approved materials maintained in 
order to facilitate closely matching repair work in the future.

Reason: To promote and respect local character and distinctiveness within the 
scheme design and secure an appropriate external appearance in line 
with policy SP 6. 

Outfalls
29. No outfalls shall be constructed until a Detailed Outfall Scheme has been 



 

submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall 
include:
a. A morphological assessment of the areas of the rivers Caldew and Petteril 

where outfalls are proposed and the impact of the outfalls upon river 
morphology;

b. Assessment of the potential to move the outfall of Pond D further away from 
the river Caldew;

c. Detailed plans confirming the micro-siting of the outfalls and their form and 
materials;

d. Hydromorphological modelling to assess future avulsion and scour risks;
e. Detailed designs which reflect the findings of the morphological assessment 

and modelling and the characteristics of the exact location where they are 
proposed to be installed;

f. Mitigation measures to address any potential impacts the final design and 
siting may have upon hydro-morphology and habitats.

The outfalls shall be constructed in accordance with the approved detailed 
outfall scheme. 

Reason: To prevent any adverse ecological, morphological or visual effects on the 
principle main rivers of the Caldew and Petteril and to ensure surface 
water outfalls are robust.

Detailed Lighting Scheme
30. No fixed operational highway lighting shall be installed until a detailed lighting 

scheme that is substantially in accordance with the Lighting Strategy and 
Assessment dated October 2019 (Document Ref CSLR-CAP-HLG-00-RP-C-
1001_S4 – Rev.P01) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The lighting scheme shall include details of:

a. how the lighting has been sited and designed to ensure it does not adversely 
impact upon the amenity of nearby properties; ecological interests and the 
wider landscape. Relevant ecological interests include, but are not limited 
to, the River Petteril, other watercourses, woodland, hedgerows (existing 
and proposed), existing (and any compensatory) bat roost areas; existing 
and compensatory otter holts; and barn-owl nesting areas;

b. how it takes into account Tables 1 & 2 of the Institute of Lighting 
Professionals Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light 
GN01:2011 regarding Environmental Zones and associated recommended 
limitations;

c. the design, material, colour and height of lighting columns;
d. luminaire type(s) and their dimensions, finish and numbers;
e. light sources (lamp type) along with their proposed level of 

brightness/luminance in Lux, colour rendition values and energy efficiency;
f. plans showing the location/position of all new lighting units and their beam 

orientation (with the plans illustrating proximity to the site boundary, the 
highway, any nearby residential properties and any existing/proposed 
planting);

g. overspill contours (i.e. an Isolux diagram) of maximum, minimum and 
average levels of illuminance (measured in lux) in the horizontal and vertical 
plane and overspill beyond the site boundary;

h. details of any backplates, cowls, hoods, shades or baffles proposed to control 
light spill and glare, including their number, fixing, dimensions, finish and 



 

location;
i. any other measures for reducing light intrusion, glare and skyglow;
j. uniformity levels of lighting being maintained in any dimmed state;
k. commitment to ensuring that any damaged lighting units that need 

replacement at any point replicate the mitigatory measures identified and 
assigned to them within this scheme.

The scheme shall thereafter be implemented in full as approved, with no section 
of the road coming into use until it has been lit in accordance with the scheme.

Reason: To require further detail not submitted with the application to ensure 
provision of adequate lighting whilst minimising light spillage / intrusion 
and reducing the potential impact of light pollution. To ensure that the 
visual and landscape impact of the lighting is minimised.

River Petteril Gauging Station
31. No obstruction of the existing access arrangements to the Environment Agency 

gauging station adjacent to the River Petteril to the south of the Newbiggin Road 
car park shall take place until a scheme for vehicular access to this gauging 
station has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. 
The scheme shall demonstrate how the vehicular access to the gauging station 
will be provided and maintained for the lifetime of the development. The 
approved scheme shall be fully implemented and subsequently maintained, in 
accordance with the scheme’s arrangements.

Reason: To ensure access to the gauging station is retained throughout the 
construction and operational phases of the development in the interests 
of managing flood risk.

Private Roads and Access Tracks
32. No access track or private access road hereby permitted to be created and 

thereafter retained as part of the completed development, other than those 
forming part of Approved Advance Enabling works, shall be constructed until 
details of their precise alignment, construction, drainage, levels relevant to 
surrounding ground levels and surface finish have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
The scheme shall thereafter be implemented in accordance with the approved 
details/plan(s).
For the avoidance of doubt, details of all tracks and/or private roads do not have 
to be submitted at once. A single track or private road or a number of tracks and 
private roads can be applied for and the obligation of this condition discharged in 
so far as it relates to the tracks and/or private roads in question. 

Reason: To require further detail not submitted with the application to ensure the 
visual and drainage impact of these ancilary elements of the scheme is 
adequately mitigated.

CONSTRUCTION PHASE REQUIREMENTS & RESTRICTIONS

Construction Phase Working Hours
33. No construction, excavation or other earthwork; including start-up of generators 

or other plant and/or machinery and the deliveries of equipment and materials; 



 

shall take place outside the hours specified below:
07.00 to 19.00 on Mondays to Fridays
07.30 to 14.00 on Saturdays. 

No work shall be carried out on Sundays or public and/or bank holidays. 

This condition shall not operate so as to prevent working outside of these times 
in relation to:  
a. works associated with railway possession restrictions;
b. bridge beam lifts and tie-ins; 
c. works on or adjoining junction 42 of the M6 Motorway;
d. junction tie-in works;
e. any oversize deliveries or abnormal loads;
f. the operation of any traffic control systems; 
g. the carrying out of essential maintenance to plant, machinery or drainage 

used in the construction works or 
h. any emergency works; or
i. any other matters as otherwise agreed by the local planning authority in 

writing in advance.

Reason: In the interests of residential and local amenity.

Hedgerow, Scrubland, Shrub and Tree Clearance (Protection of Breeding Birds)
34. No Hedgerow, Scrubland, Shrub, Tree or any other form of woody vegetation 

shall be removed, pruned or otherwise cleared between the 1st March and 31st 
August inclusive in any year unless they have been first checked by a qualified 
ecologist for breeding birds in accordance with Natural England’s Guidance. In 
the event that breeding birds are found to be present an appropriate exclusion 
zone shall be set up around the habitat in question.  No work shall be 
undertaken within the exclusion zone until a qualified ecologist has confirmed 
that nesting birds have fledged and the nest is no longer in use. 

Reason: To ensure appropriate protection for breeding / nesting birds under 
Section 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the Local Planning 
Authority’s biodiversity duty under The Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act (NERC) 2006 and in accordance with GI 3 of the CDLP.

CONSTRUCTION PHASE CONTINGENCY REQUIREMENTS 

Encounters with Unsuspected Contamination
35. In the event that contamination not previously identified is found at any time 

when carrying out the approved development, it must be reported in writing 
immediately to the Local Planning Authority. Development on the part of the site 
affected must be halted and an investigation and risk assessment must be 
undertaken and submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.   Where unacceptable risks are found remediation and verification 
schemes shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. These shall be implemented prior to the relevant area of the 
development being brought into use. All work shall be undertaken in accordance 
with current UK guidance, including CLR11 (or any successor to this). Following 
completion of measures identified in the approved remediation scheme a 
verification report must be prepared and submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority.



 

Reason: To protect the health of construction workers and end-users and to 
protect and prevent the pollution of nearby land-uses and controlled 
waters from potential pollutants in line with CDLP Policy CM 5; National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraphs 170, 178, 179 and 
Environment Agency Groundwater Protection Position Statements.

Protected Species
36. In the event that any protected species (including nesting birds) which were not 

previously identified in the Environmental Statement are found at any time when 
carrying out the authorised development the construction works must cease and 
the encounter reported immediately to the Ecological Clerk of Works to 
investigate and verify. If protected species presence is verified by the Ecological 
Clerk of Works, the contractor must prepare a written scheme for the protection 
and mitigation of impacts upon the hitherto discovered protected species. 
The contractor must implement the written scheme immediately and construction 
in the area specified in the written scheme must not recommence until any 
necessary licences are obtained to enable mitigation measures to be 
implemented.

Reason: To ensure appropriate protection for protected species in line with the 
Local Planning Authority’s biodiversity duty under The Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities Act (NERC) 2006 and in 
accordance with CDLP policy GI 3.

Significant Archaeological Remains Eventuality – Post Excavation Assessment
37. Where significant archaeological remains are revealed by the programme of 

archaeological work, there shall be carried out within one year of the completion 
of that programme on site, or within such timescale as otherwise agreed in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority: an archaeological post-excavation 
assessment and analysis, the preparation of a site archive ready for deposition 
at a store, the completion of an archive report, and the preparation and 
submission of a report of the results for publication in a suitable specialist 
journal.

Reason: To ensure that a permanent and accessible record by the public is made of the 
archaeological remains that have been disturbed by the development in 
accordance with CDLP Policy HE 2.

PRE-COMMENCEMENT OF USE OF ANY ELEMENT OF DEVELOPMENT 

Artwork and Recreational Enhancement Scheme
38. No use of the development hereby approved shall take place until a scheme for 

the provision of artwork and recreational enhancements has been submitted and 
approved by the local planning authority. The scheme shall include:
a. details of provisions at roundabouts, within publicly accessible balancing 

ponds, within the Caldew river corridor and at any other locations 
considered suitable for such provision;

b. scale drawings of the proposed siting and design of all artwork, benches, 
interpretation board mounts and any other structures; 

c. a written record of the public and landowner engagement undertaken in 
respect of the siting and design of each proposed enhancement and how 



 

feedback received from the public and landowners has been taken into 
account in the production of this scheme;

d. A timetable for the provision of the enhancements.

The scheme shall be implemented as approved.

Reason: To aid and enhance the promotion, enjoyment, understanding and 
interpretation of the character, appearance, archaeological, historic and 
environmental value and significance of the areas’ natural heritage and 
undesignated historic heritage assets and contribute to creating a 
distinctive sense of place in line with policies SP 7, SP 6 and EC 9 of the 
CDLP.

Habitat and Species Monitoring and Habitat Maintenance Scheme
39. No use of the development hereby approved shall take place until a scheme for 

monitoring of habitats and species and for the management of new habitats 
created has been submitted and approved by the local planning authority. The 
scheme shall include:
a. Details of measures to be undertaken for the management of newly created 

habitats for a period of at least five years from the completion of the 
development (including an implementation timetable);

b. Details of the habitats and species to be surveyed; the survey methodologies 
to be employed; the frequency of survey for each habitat/species and a 
timetable for the undertaking of all survey work;

c. Provision to undertake annual National Vegetation Classification Surveys 
(NVC) and condition assessments of the High Forest Woodland Transplants 
and Planting and the ground flora and tree condition of directly unaffected 
areas of the Peastree Stream Woodland Clough following completion of the 
Durdar Roundabout to Caldew Bridge section of the route for a period 
extending at least 5 years beyond the completion of the full extent of the 
development;

d. That the condition assessment related to c. above shall consider the need for 
further interventions and set out a programme of works to be undertaken in 
the upcoming year to promote the successful establishment of transplants 
and planting;

e. Provision for the undertaking of a number of biodiversity audits at appropriate 
junctures to calculate the amount and quality of habitats created so as to 
facilitate comparison with the Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculation 
and in order to form recommendations for further habitat maintenance works 
and interventions necessary to achieve the habitat and linear Biodiversity 
Net-Gains calculated in the Biodiversity Impact Assessment Report – Rev. 
P02.0 – dated April 2020;

f. Confirmation that all surveys, audits and assessments will be undertaken by 
appropriately qualified ecologists;

g. Provision to submit the results of all surveys, Biodiversity Audits and 
Condition Assessment to the Local Planning Authority within three months 
of their undertaking.

The surveys and habitat maintenance scheme shall be undertaken as approved. 

The recommendations from the Biodiversity Audits and Condition Surveys shall 
be implemented in full in the first appropriate season following the completion of 
each report. 



 

Reasons: To ensure that the Biodiversity Net Gain proposed is delivered in line with 
the submitted application proposals and in accordance with paragraphs 
170 and 175 of the NPPF and Policy GI 3 of the CDLP.

To ascertain similarity or difference between the clough woodland and the 
additional planted woodland and seek to ensure the successful 
establishment of transplanted ancient woodland indicator species ground 
flora and new high forest woodland in line with the mitigation and 
monitoring measures set out in paragraphs 8.8.23 and 8.8.29 of Volume 
1 of the Environmental Statement and in accordance with Policy GI 3 of 
the CDLP.

Stage 3 Highway Safety Audit
40. No part of any newly constructed highway shall come into public use until a 

Stage 3 Highway Safety Audit has been carried out and agreed with the Local 
Highway Authority. 

Reason: In the interests of Highway Safety.

POST COMPLETION REQUIREMENTS

Stage 4 Highway Safety Audit
41. Within 15 months of the commencement of use of any part of any new road 

constructed as part of this permission, a Stage 4 Highway Safety Audit shall be 
carried out and agreed with the Local Highway Authority. 

Reason: In the interests of Highway Safety.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Advance Enabling Works
Means enabling infrastructure and works required for the development as agreed with 
the Local Planning Authority pursuant to Condition 3. Such works could comprise, but 
may not be limited to: demolition works; utility diversions; existing junction modifications; 
spatially limited site clearance; establishment of some small temporary working 
compounds; some spatially limited accommodation works to facilitate agricultural and 
other business being able to operate (such as the provision of fencing, tracks, 
temporary water supplies and land drainage); facilitation of access to Network Rail land; 
diversionary works to Network Rail equipment; and fulfilment of ancillary works 
associated with Network Rail possessions. 
For the avoidance of doubt works to erect new bridges, construct new junctions or build 
any substantial element of the east-west link road would not constitute advance 
enabling works. 
The Approved Advance Enabling Works may be undertaken prior to the submission or 
approval of certain details or schemes reserved by pre-commencement conditions (i.e. 
where a condition specifies no development other than advance enabling works).

Commencement of Development 
For the purposes of defining the implementation of the planning permission - the date 
on which any material operation (as defined in Section 56(4) of the 1990 Act) forming 
part of the development begins to be carried out (or any component stage thereof, as 
the context permits) other than operations consisting of: 



 

a) the demolition of Station House and Newbiggin View and clearance of their 
curtilages;

b) archaeological investigation; 
c) ground investigation and site survey work; 
d) the erection of temporary fencing;
e) land remediation works; and 
f) advance ecology works. 


