
Appendix 4
Member comments on the Preferred Options consultation

Local members were informed about the Copeland Local Plan preferred options 
consultation at Copeland Highways Working Group on 13th October and at a briefing 
session for Local Committee on 3rd November.  The draft County Council response 
to the consultation was shared with local members ahead of the briefing session.

Since the briefing, local members have also been sent the schedule of highway and 
drainage comments that will be included in the County Council’s response to the 
consultation.

Members have engaged in the consultation process and a summary list of their 
comments to date is provided below: 

 The plan should ensure that applicants for planning permission demonstrate 
digital connectivity in all new development

 Some sites will need developer contributions to enable improvements to the 
highways network and these should be flagged up.

 Developer contributions are essential and the mechanisms must be in place 
to secure these to avoid adverse impacts on local roads that were not 
designed for high traffic flows.

 Consideration needs to be given the proposals in the Planning White Paper 
as these change the way that developer contributions would be obtained.

 Whitehaven Relief Road (WRR) is unlikely to be constructed during the plan 
period and it is unrealistic to base future development upon it.  It is off the 
agenda until at least 2030.  However, having an adopted plan in place which 
evidences future growth will help support the case for the new road.

 The A595 south of Sellafield has severe constraints and any growth in that 
area needs to take account of this.  Improvements may be needed to enable 
growth.

 Requirements for transport infrastructure should be written firmly into the local 
plan.  New roads may be required, not just junction improvements, especially 
to enable development of larger sites.

 The plan needs to show how and why new infrastructure is required and the 
IDP needs to identify what’s needed.

 CBC need to be firm in decision making to ensure that development 
contributions for infrastructure are obtained.

 School provision should be considered especially in areas which are already 
at capacity and care needs to be taken to ensure that any developer 
contributions (including land) are secured and are realistic and deliverable.

 ‘Rat-running’ on local roads is an issue and evidence from modelling should 
be used to identify this and mitigate.

 Greater use needs to be made of public transport, especially rail.
 Consideration needs to be given to the best way to access new housing sites.  

Highways England resist allowing additional traffic onto the A595, which puts 
more pressure on local roads.  New developments cannot connect directly to 
A595.



 CCC need to clearly express what infrastructure is needed to allow 
development to proceed, so that CBC secures funding from developers.

 The plan is predicated on new nuclear development which is not realistic 
during the life of the plan.

 Irrespective of WRR, improvements are needed to the A595 now.  The A5086 
also needs upgrading.

 The plan is deficient on cycleways and needs to link with the work on Local 
Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plans.  

 Need to link employment sites for cyclists.
 Extra care housing needs to be emphasised
 Nuclear legacy should be referenced
 There is already extant planning permission for large numbers of houses that 

are not being built
 Need to strongly emphasis housing, education and transport.
 Need to work more closely with CBC
 It is important to consider drainage implications for new development
 Concerns about the proposed development sites in St Bees in terms of the 

need to ensure sustainable and safe access to the proposed housing 
development and the difficulty of doing so.


