
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL AND REGULATION COMMITTEE
18 April 2018

A report by the Corporate Director Economy and Highways
_____________________________________________________________________

Application Reference No. 2/18/9003

Application Type: Listed Building Consent

Location: Sebergham Bridge, Sebergham, Carlisle (CA5 7HR) 

Proposal: Construction of a concrete saddle; masonry faced training walls; repair of 
damaged masonry; repointing; and removal of vegetation.

Applicant: Cumbria County Council - Infrastructure Recovery Programme Team

Date Valid: 7 February 2018

Reason for Committee Level Decision: Application made by Corporate Director of 
Economy and Highways

_____________________________________________________________________

1.0 RECOMMENDATION
1.1 That Listed Building Consent be granted subject to the conditions set out in 

Appendix 1 to this report.

2.0 THE PROPOSAL
2.1 Listed Building Consent is sought to carry out a range of works to the Grade II 

listed Sebergham Bridge in order to effect repairs and make the structure more 
resilient to storm events. In short, the proposed interventions encompass: the 
construction of a concrete saddle; erection of masonry faced training walls; repair 
of damaged masonry; repointing; and removal of vegetation. Fuller detail of the 
proposed interventions is set out below.

2.2 The proposed saddle would be a concrete structure straddling and binding the 
masonry arches of the bridge together beneath the road surface deck. The 
creation of a concrete saddle would involve the removal of the highway surface; 
excavation of the existing gravel, stone and soil fill over the masonry arches 
down to the top of haunching at the abutments and pier (i.e. to a depth of no 
more than 0.5m); and multiple pours of concrete along the span of the structure 
so as to form a strengthening saddle over the arches. Once solidified, the 
concrete saddle would be water-proofed, a drainage layer and piping provided 
and a new road surface laid to existing alignment and levels (thus maintaining 
existing parapet wall heights). This surface water drainage would outfall via the 
existing surface water drainage pipe above the western arch on the downstream 
elevation. It is proposed to extend the projection of this vitrified clay pipe by 10cm 
so as to reduce damage to the existing bridge masonry from water discharge. A 
New back of saddle drainage outlet is also proposed to be created, with, 
drainage pipes being cored through each wingwall on the southern upstream 
elevation. These pipes would measure 15cm in diameter, and would also be 
formed of vitrified clay and project 10cm from the wingwall face.  

2.3 It is proposed to erect sandstone masonry faced mass concrete retaining/training 
walls along the eastern river bank projecting from the abutment walls so as to 
protect the riverbank (and bridge) from scour. To the northern (downstream) 
abutment this would be 4m in length. To the southern (upstream) abutment this 



 

would be 6m in length. The walls would measure approximately 1.8m in height 
extending from the junction of under-arch with the abutment down to below the 
river bed. Each wall would be topped with a sandstone coping. 

2.4 It is proposed to back the northern side of the south-eastern (upstream) wing wall 
with concrete for an 8m length below the highway surface. No part of the backing 
would be visible.

2.5 It is also proposed to provide a number of repairs to the existing masonry, 
replacing coping stones on the parapet walls, repairing various spalled pieces of 
stonework and repointing as and where necessary. It is proposed to use a 
cement-free lime mortar for all re-pointing with joint finishing to match the 
existing. For the new training walls it is proposed to set the mortar flush and 
apply a lightly brushed finish. 

2.6 The application originally proposed to also create a concrete slab invert below 
the river-bed underneath the bridge. However, following discussions with the 
Environment Agency and Natural England, the applicant no longer intends to 
pursue this particular intervention at this moment in time and has consequently 
withdrawn this element from the application – i.e. the concrete slab invert is no 
longer being applied for. 

3.0 SITE DESCRIPTION & CONTEXT
3.1 Bridge Description: Sebergham Bridge carries the B5305 road over the River 

Caldew within the middle of the small village of Sebergham. Sebergham Bridge 
is understood to have been built in 1689. It is constructed of large blocks of red 
sandstone, with two segmental arches founded on a central pier with splayed 
cutwaters. It has solid parapet walls with chamfered coping, ending to the west 
with square stone piers; those on the east side have been removed for a parapet 
extension. A number of 19th and 20th century repairs are evident to the 
structure. The bridge was listed in 1986. 

3.2 Bridge Condition: Following the December 2015 Storm/Flood events, 
Sebergham Bridge was identified as requiring strengthening works as the right 
abutment and upstream cutwater experienced scoured by 600mm (but were not 
undercut) and the concrete apron to the upstream side of the structure was badly 
damaged due to displacement of previous scour protection measures. A number 
of areas of open joints and poor pointing across the structure were also noted. 
Emergency repairs with rock rolls were carried out at this structure but the scour 
risk to this bridge is judged to remain high. 

3.3 Bridge Locale: To the eastern/north-eastern side of the bridge is a loose group 
of three detached properties each of which is Grade II listed and whose names 
reference the bridge. To the south-western side of the bridge are two properties. 
The bridge also provides links to two different bridleway routes on either side of 
the Caldew. The River Caldew forms part of the European designated River 
Eden Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and part of the nationally designated 
River Eden & Tributaries Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). The 
application site is located within Flood Risk Zone 3.

4.0 CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS
4.1 Allerdale Borough Council Planning Department: No response received.

4.2 Sebergham & Welton Parish Council: No comment.



 

4.3 Allerdale Borough Council Conservation Officer: Considers the proposed works 
“wouldn’t cause any (additional at least) potential harm to the previous situation 
and so would meet NPPF requirements and the provisions of Policy S27 of the 
Allerdale Local Plan. Comments that the proposed re-pointing and visible works 
should improve the appearance of the bridge and as such all other guidance and 
local plan policies should be met.  

4.4 Cumbria County Council Highway & Lead Local Flood Authority: No objection. 

4.5 Historic England: State that they are not statutorily required to be consulted and 
notified in in respect of this application and that they therefore have no comment. 

4.6 Cumbria County Council Historic Environment Officer: The proposal seeks to 
remove a considerable amount of internal historic fabric from the bridge and 
replace it with concrete.  The heritage statement suggests that this approach is 
standard practice for bridge strengthening but I do suggest you check whether 
this is the case. Other than that point, I confirm that I do not wish to make any 
recommendations or comments.

4.7 Environment Agency: No objection. Report that an Environmental Permit (Ref. 
EPR/GB3590QA) has been granted for Flood risk activity compromising bank 
protection and bridge repair works at Sebergham Bridge. Also report that an 
Assessment of Likely Significant Effect was undertaken in accordance with the 
Habitat Regulations in respect of these works in August 2016 and that this has 
concluded that there would be no significant effect as a result of the proposed 
works. 

4.8 Natural England: Highlight the need for a Habitats Regulations Assessment of all 
works proposed to be undertaken prior to the granting of any consent. Consider 
that the repair to the bridge (re-pointing etcetera) and immediate scour protection 
using rock rolls are acceptable provided that adequate biosecurity and pollution 
control measures are addressed, as non-native crayfish are present at this site 
and there is the risk of spreading crayfish plague to other parts of the river 
system. Consider that these can be secured as part of the Environmental permit 
process. Raised serious concerns about the proposed construction of the 
concrete invert. Note that the age and structure of the bridge may offer potential 
for bat roosts.

4.9 Cumbria County Council Ecological Consultant: No response received.

4.10 Cumbria Constabulary Crime Prevention Design Advisor: No observations or 
comments.

4.11 Cumbria Fire and Rescue Service - Fire Protection Unit: No response received.

4.12 British Telecom: No response received.

4.13 Electricity Northwest: No response received.

4.14 Northern Gas Networks: No objection.

4.15 United Utilities Water Ltd: No response received.

4.16 The County Councillor for Thursby Electoral Division - Mr DS Fairbairn has been 
notified of the application.



 

4.17 Two representations providing general comments have been received from one 
individual as a result of the publicity undertaken on the application. The 
representee does not object to the proposed listed building consent application. 
The comments they raise are as follows:

 Verges: Request that the vegetation to the side of the carriageway be 
removed for the full length of the bridge and replaced with hard-surfacing. 
They highlight that the bridge is very well used by pedestrians - including 
Cumbria Way walkers and local people and consider the existing verge to be 
very rough and difficult to walk on, so pedestrians are forced to walk on the 
carriageway.  Observe that the verge grows mainly weeds, nettles, dandelion 
and dock and consider that these detract from the aesthetic appeal of the 
bridge.  Note that there is a grit box on the bridge and the salt kills any 
vegetation in that area. Suggest a concrete or tarmac verge with a road edge 
white line separating the pedestrian zone from the traffic zone would be a 
significant improvement.

 Ash Saplings: Highlight that there are a number of Ash tree saplings growing 
in proximity to the bridge and that these have the potential to damage it and 
should therefore be removed. 

 Training Wall Length: Request consideration is given to increasing the 
length of the training wall to the downstream East bank of the river to 8 to 10 
meters to counter the problem of undercutting and bank erosion caused by 
the force of flood water exiting the bridge arch.  Recount that during a flood 
event the water level is forced up to a level above the bottom of the arch and 
is likely to overtop the training wall.  State that from their past experience the 
area which takes the brunt of the flow of water is 6 to 10 meters beyond the 
bridge.  Explain that during the 2015 and 2016 floods the willow tree shown in 
the survey photographs was undercut exposing its roots, requiring the bank to 
be reinstated.  Considers that some form of protection will be required to the 
bank at the end of the new training wall to counter undercutting at this point

5.0 PLANNING LEGISLATION
5.1 Listed buildings and structures are protected under planning law via the Planning 

(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. Listed building consent is 
required for any proposals to alter or extend a listed building in a way that affects 
its character or appearance as a building of special architectural or historic 
interest. Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
Act 1990 imposes a legal obligation on Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) to have 
“special regard” to the desirability of preserving a listed building or its setting or 
any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses when 
considering applications. 

5.2 All Listed Buildings are nationally designated. Grade II listed buildings are of 
special interest warranting every effort to preserve them. Grade II listed 
buildings/structures are generally of regional/local importance. 

5.3 The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) (Amendment) (England) 
Regulations 2015 amended regulation 13 of The Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Regulations 1990 to allow LPAs to determine certain of their 
own applications for listed building consent. This application meets the necessary 
criteria to allow the County Council to determine the application.

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/9/contents
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/9/contents
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/809/regulation/2/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/809/regulation/2/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1990/1519/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1990/1519/contents/made


 

6.0 PLANNING POLICY
6.1 The local development plan documents relevant to his proposal comprises:

 Allerdale Local Plan Part 1: Strategic and Development Management Policies 
2014-2029 (ALP Part 1) - adopted July 2014;

 Saved policies of the Allerdale Local Plan 1996-2006 - adopted November 
1999. 

6.2 The key policies of the ALP Part1 relevant to the determination of this application 
are considered to be: 

 S2 - Sustainable Development Principles;
 S4 - Design Principles;
 S27 - Heritage Assets;
 S35 - Protecting and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity;
 DM14 - Standards of Good Design;

6.3 The National Planning Policy Framework [NPPF] and the national online 
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) suite are material 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 10 - Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and 
coastal change; 

 Section 11 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment.  
 Section 12 - Conserving and enhancing the historic environment

6.4 The PPG advises that disrepair and damage can be a material consideration in 
deciding an application (Ref. Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 18a-014-20140306).

7.0 PLANNING ASSESSMENT
7.1 In applying the statutory duty of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 

Areas) Act 1990 to have “special regard” to preserving listed buildings (i.e. to 
give considerable importance and weight to their preservation); it is recognised 
that the prime aim of the proposed works are to preserve Sebergham bridge as a 
whole by strengthening it, affecting repairs and preventing any potential 
undermining of the structure so as to make it more resilient to future storm events 
(which have increased in frequency and severity over recent decades). 
Furthermore, it is also recognised that the proposed works seek to, as far as is 
possible, faithfully maintain the bridge’s external appearance/form for the benefit 
of future generations – thus preserving its special interest. Accordingly the 
proposed works comply in principle with the statutory duty to preserve listed 
buildings.

7.2 The main question relevant to the determination of this listed building consent 
application thus becomes whether the execution of the proposed works would 
have an unacceptable detrimental effect upon the character or appearance of 
this Grade II listed bridge; or in the words of the NPPF, whether the proposal 
would harm the “significance” of the heritage asset. Heritage assets may be 
affected by direct physical change or by change in their setting. Consequently it 
is crucial to assess and understand the nature, extent and importance/level of the 
significance of a heritage asset (and the contribution of its setting to it 
significance).

http://www.allerdale.gov.uk/downloads/Adopted_Allerdale_Local_Plan_(Part_1)_-_Final_Version_290714.pdf
http://www.allerdale.gov.uk/downloads/Adopted_Allerdale_Local_Plan_(Part_1)_-_Final_Version_290714.pdf
http://www.allerdale.gov.uk/planning-and-buildings/planning/planning-policy/allerdale-local-plan-1999.aspx
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/policy/
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/conserving-and-enhancing-the-historic-environment/why-is-significance-important-in-decision-taking/#paragraph_014


 

7.3 A Heritage Statement has been submitted in support of the application. This 
describes and assesses the significance of Sebergham Bridge and the 
contribution of its setting to this.  The application thus complies with Paragraph 
128 of the NPPF. Paragraph 129 of the NPPF in-turn directs LPAs to identify and 
assess the particular significance of any heritage asset affected by a proposal. 
Significance in terms of heritage policy is defined in the glossary of the NPPF as 
the value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its 
heritage interest. The NPPF states that interest may be archaeological, 
architectural, artistic or historic; and observes that significance derives not only 
from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its setting. The 2008 
publication Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable 
Management of the Historic Environment sets out the criteria Historic England 
consider should be used to determine the significance of heritage assets. The 
criteria centre around four values as follows: 

 Aesthetic value: the ways in which people draw sensory and intellectual 
stimulation from a place;

 Communal value: the meanings of a place for the people who relate to it, or for 
whom it figures in their collective experience or memory;

 Evidential value: the potential of a place to yield evidence about past human 
activity;

 Historical value: the ways in which past people, events and aspects of life can 
be connected through a place to the present (this tends to be illustrative or 
associative);

7.4 Historic England’s Good Practice Advice in Planning #2 - Managing Significance 
in Decision-Taking in the Historic Environment (published 2015) concludes the 
significance of a heritage asset is the sum of its archaeological, architectural, 
historic, and artistic interest.

7.5 Sebergham Bridge’s significance at a regional level derives principally from its 
evidential and historic value as an example of a late 17th century bridge that 
formed part of the turnpike (toll) road system of the following two centuries. The 
evidential authenticity of the bridge is lessened by a considerable number of 
repairs that have been carried out to the structure over the centuries, with the 
most significant documented repair to the bridge having been carried out in 1980 
following damage caused by vehicle impact. It is also of local historic value in 
terms of its ownership and management by the estate manor of Warnell Denton. 
The various different forms of sandstone masonry present on the bridge and its 
wingwalls also serve to illustrate the evolution, range and changing tastes of local 
approaches in stone masonry. Whilst a long-established key route / crossing of 
the Caldew for the local community it is not considered that the bridge has a high 
shared commemorative or symbolic value. 

7.6 Perhaps the most important, and enduring aspect of the bridges’ significance is 
its’ aesthetic value (which is in turn closely linked to evidential value in terms of 
architectural features of special interest), with its monumental hand-tooled 
sandstone blocks, segmental arches, voussoir stones and jutting pier/cutwater 
presenting appealing design features. The aesthetic value of the bridge is 
enhanced by its rural setting within a relatively steep and narrow river valley 
corridor and its close proximity to the eastern hillside. Further historic, evidential 
and aesthetic value is also derived from its relationship to the Grade II listed 

https://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/constructive-conservation/conservation-principles
https://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/constructive-conservation/conservation-principles
https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa2-managing-significance-in-decision-taking/gpa2.pdf/
https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa2-managing-significance-in-decision-taking/gpa2.pdf/


 

Bridge End complex of 17th century buildings which lie to the bridges’ south-west 
and which are experienced together in views from a public right of way that forms 
part of the 70 mile “Cumbria Way” long distance footpath. The likely historic 
tranquillity of this setting is reduced during daytime hours by the relatively heavily 
trafficked nature of the B5305. 

7.7 There have been numerous incidents of scouring occurring around the bridge 
over the years and further such incidents would jeopardise its structural integrity. 

7.8 The proposed saddling would remove a substantial amount of the historic internal 
fabric of the bridge and replace this with an anachronistic material in the form of 
concrete, thus further eroding the bridges’ historic authenticity. The applicant has 
examined a range of interventions, but considers that some form of saddling is 
the only intervention that provides sufficient durability and resilience (whilst 
maintaining the current external aesthetic of the bridge), in light of the active river 
channel and high volume of HGVs that traverse it. In addition, the applicant 
observes that the majority of the existing deterioration of the fabric of the 
sandstone structure has been caused by water causing spalling of the stonework 
and leaching of pointing and that the existing arches have not been waterproofed 
with there being evidence of leachate and water staining on the intrados of each 
arch.  The proposed concrete saddle would be waterproofed and will significantly 
reduce the water ingress into the structure. An alternative option considered to 
that proposed, was the deployment of an anchoring system. This would have 
involved drilling holes in the arch ring and grouting anchors in place, however this 
would still have involved some form of saddle over the arch barrel in order to 
provide an effective waterproofing system for the bridge, therefore it was 
considered not worthwhile developing this option.

7.9 The applicant has provided justification that the removal of the fill is essential to 
securing the long-term structural integrity of this bridge which is heavily used by 
HGV traffic. The use of concrete to form the strengthening saddle is noted as 
most robust available material that would also bind the overall structure together. 
Consequently, it is accepted that this loss of internal historic fabric is essential to 
enable the strengthening of the bridge so as to meet its functional purpose of 
safely carrying wheeled traffic and to secure the long-term preservation of this 
structure as a whole in its current form. Furthermore it would not alter the 
external visual appearance of the bridge. 

7.10 The proposed masonry repair work and creation of training walls would result in 
direct physical and visual changes to this listed heritage asset. The repair and 
repointing proposed are carefully targeted and considered to use appropriate 
mortar and finishes. The proposed retaining/training walls are accepted as 
necessary to provide protection to the structure against scouring. The training 
walls would be subordinate in scale to the bridge and would not be prominent in 
public views of the bridge due to their integration into the river bank. The 
proposed provision of red sandstone masonry facing to the visible parts of the 
walls would serve to reflect the materiality of the bridge and visually integrate it 
with its surroundings. As such, subject to a condition to require the agreement of 
stone samples and facing detailing proposed to be used, the proposed training 
walls would be in-keeping with the bridge’s overall aesthetic and materiality and 
would therefore not diminish the character or appearance of the bridge and 
would not detract from its setting. The below ground concrete backing of the 
south-eastern (upstream) wingwall would not result in a visible change to the 
structure. 



 

7.11 In sum, I believe the proposed works would lead to less than substantial harm to 
the significance of Sebergham Bridge. The harm is primarily confined to the loss 
of internal fabric which adds little to the overall significance of the bridge. 
Consequently the benefits of the proposed works to preserving the bridge itself 
(by making the bridge more resilient) and thereby securing its continued 
functional use and the concomitant importance of sustaining this transport 
corridor between Penrith and Wigton are considered to be significant public 
benefit which outweigh the minor level of harm identified. Accordingly I consider 
that there is a clear and convincing public benefit to the proposal that would 
outweigh the minor level of harm/loss to the internal fabric of the bridges and the 
alterations to its visual appearance and that the proposal therefore complies with 
Policy S27 of the ALP Part1 and the NPPF.

Other Matters

7.12 Bats: A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Protected Species & Habitats 
Survey were undertaken in August/September 2017. The survey found no bats, 
nor evidence of occupation in the bridge by bats, on the day of survey. No 
cavities were identified in the bridge that was suitable for bat roosting habitat (all 
those found being deemed too shallow).  

7.13 Habitats Regulations Assessment: The River Caldew forms part of the 
European designated River Eden Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and part 
of the nationally designated River Eden & Tributaries Site of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI). An Assessment of Likely Significant Effect (ALSE) of the 
proposed works upon the River Eden SAC was carried out in August 2016 by the 
Environment Agency, in their position as a competent authority, in line with the 
requirements of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 
(“Habitats Regulations”) as a precursor to the issuing of an Environmental Permit 
for the proposed works. The ALSE identifies the sensitive interest features of the 
SAC, identifies potential hazards to these and the likeliness of impact in light of 
mitigation proposed. The mitigation measures proposed include, but are not 
limited to: measures to prevent pollution, sedimentation and turbidity within the 
river; provision of silt fencing to protect juvenile salmon and lamprey habitat; and 
rigorous bio-security measures to ensure no spread of invasive species. The 
ALSE concludes that there is not likely to be a significant effect resulting from the 
proposed works to Sebergham Bridge (in itself nor in combination with other 
projects) upon the River Eden SAC providing all mitigation and compensatory 
measures set out in the ALSE are implemented. This assessment is considered 
to remain sound and robust and relevant to the works for which Listed Building 
Consent is being sought. Consequently the ALSE undertaken by the 
Environment Agency in respect of the proposed works (dated 31 August 2016) 
was adopted by the County Council under delegated powers on 6 April 2018 in 
order to meet the Council’s obligations under the Habitat Regulations in respect 
of this application.

7.14 Representations: The representations received are not considered directly 
relevant to what is being applied for and assessed – i.e. to whether specific 
proposed works to the bridge would be acceptable in light of its status as a 
heritage asset listed for its special architectural and historic interest. Therefore 
they are not considered relevant to the determination of this application. 

7.15 For Councillor’s information only, the applicant’s response to the representations 
are summarised below:



 

7.16 In respect of the suggestion of extending the training wall to the downstream 
eastern bank, the applicant  highlight that buried electricity and 
telecommunications cross the river approximately 5.5m downstream of the bridge 
and that there is an   existing wall in the bank at the weeping willow. 
Subsequently, in order avoid adversely affecting the buried cables and existing 
wall the length of the training wall was restricted to 4m. This length of training 
wall is considered sufficient to provide protection to the bridge given its form of 
construction. 

7.17 In respect of verges, these do not form part of the remit of these works – which is 
focussed solely upon improving the resilience of the bridge while minimising any 
alterations to the appearance of the existing structure. As such there are no 
plans to introduce hardened footway approaches leading towards the bridge. The 
road over the arches is in addition too narrow for a safe pedestrian demarcation 
unless single way traffic flow was introduced using say some form of traffic 
control. The Works will provide new carriageway surfacing full width between 
parapet walls generally over the length of the masonry arches. The salt bin is 
located some distance away from the east end of the bridge on the soft verge 
approach and there are no plans to relocate this.  

8.0 CONCLUSION

8.1 There is a clear, reasoned and justified need for the proposed works in order to 
secure the long-term preservation of this Grade II Listed Bridge as a whole in the 
face of increasingly frequent and severe storm events. This objective alongside 
the wider socio-economic importance of sustaining this regionally important 
motor-vehicular route are considered to provide substantial public benefits that 
outweigh the minor-level of residual harm the proposed works would entail to this 
heritage asset. Furthermore I consider that the proposed interventions would not 
adversely affect the readily perceptible character or appearance of Sebergham 
Bridge in terms of its special architectural and historic interest. By virtue of their 
position, scale and external finish, I do not consider that the proposed training 
walls would adversely affect the setting of this listed bridge. In reaching the 
above conclusions special regard has been taken of the desirability of preserving 
listed buildings and their setting in accordance with the Planning (Listed Buildings 
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. I am satisfied that the proposed development 
is in accordance with the policies of the development plan and that 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 considered that 
the proposed works would be acceptable and it is recommended that Listed 
Building Consent be Granted subject to the conditions set out in Appendix 1 to 
this report. 

8.2 Human Rights: Given the nature and purpose of the proposed works no 
Convention Rights as set out in the Human Rights Act 1998 would be affected. 

Dominic Donnini
Corporate Director Economy and Highways

Contact: Mr Edward Page

Electoral Division Identification: Thursby ED



 

Appendix 1
Ref No. 2/18/9003

Development Control and Regulation Committee - 18 April 2018
Appendix 1 - PROPOSED PLANNING CONDITIONS

Time Limit for Implementation
1. The works to which this consent relates must have begun before the expiration 

period of three years from the date of this consent.

Reason: To comply with Section 18 of the Planning (Listed Building and 
Conservation Area) Act 1990.

Approved Scheme

2. The works shall be carried out in accordance with the following:
a. Design & Access Statement - Rev.1 – dated March 2018;
b. Construction Method Statement - Rev.02 – dated 29 March 2018;
c. Assessment of Likely Significant Effect (ALSE) - dated 31 August 2016;
d. Plans numbered and named:

i) CAP-1238-AL085-HS-DWG-0007-Rev.P01.2 - Location Plan;
ii) MET-1238-AL085-ST-DWG-00103-Rev.P02 - Bridge Strengthening and 

Repair Details 1 (Elevations);
iii) MET-1238-AL085-ST-DWG-00104-Rev.P02 - Bridge Strengthening and 

Repair Details 2 (Plans of above and below deck level repairs);
iv) MET-1238-AL085-ST-DWG-00105-Rev.P02 - Bridge Saddling Details 1 

(Sections)
v) MET-1238-AL085-ST-DWG-00106-Rev.P01 - Bridge Saddling Details 2 

(Plan and Details)
e. 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.

Training Wall Sample Panel(s)
3. No facing masonry shall be applied to the training walls until sample panels of the 

proposed masonry have been erected on site and written approval specifying the 
approved panel(s) has been issued by the County Planning Authority. 
The sample panels of the proposed natural red sandstone stonework shall 
demonstrate the dimensions/size, colour, texture and face bond of the stone and 
the colour and finish of the pointing to be applied and be made available to view 
on site at a place where it can be compared to the area that the training wall 
extends from. 
The training walls shall thereafter be finished as approved.

Reason: In order to ensure that the external appearance of the training walls are 
locally appropriate and in-keeping with the form of masonry present on the 
existing bridge so as to minimise the visual impact of this proposal upon 
the setting of this heritage asset in accordance with polices S4, S27 and 
DM14 of the Allerdale Local Plan Part 1: Strategic and Development 
Management Policies 2014-2029 (ALP Part 1) adopted July 2014.

http://www.allerdale.gov.uk/downloads/Adopted_Allerdale_Local_Plan_(Part_1)_-_Final_Version_290714.pdf
http://www.allerdale.gov.uk/downloads/Adopted_Allerdale_Local_Plan_(Part_1)_-_Final_Version_290714.pdf


 

Appendix 2
Ref No. 2/18/9003

Development Control and Regulation Committee – 18 April 2018

Appendix 2 - PLAN OF SITE LOCATION/EXTENT


