
  

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL AND REGULATION COMMITTEE 
A report by the Executive Director for Economy and Infrastructure 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Application Reference No. 1/20/9015 

Application Type: Full Planning Permission 

Proposal:  Retrospective planning application for screening and crushing of inert 

material from excavation and demolition sites 

Location:  Tarnside, Tarnside Farmhouse, road leading from Farlam to north of 

Springwell Farm via Tarnside Farm, Farlam, near Carlisle, CA8 1LA 

Applicant:  Mr Stuart Barnes 

Date Valid:  14 December 2020 

Reason for Committee Level Decision: Objections received from local community.  
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

1.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

1.1  That Planning Permission be granted subject to conditions set out in Appendix 1 
to this report  

2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
 

2.1 Planning permission is sought retrospectively to allow screening and crushing of 
inert material from excavation and demolition sites at Tarnside Farm, Farlam, 
near Carlisle.  

2.2 The application came about as a consequence of an investigation following a 
complaint from the local community.  The applicant has co-operated and ceased 
operations whilst this application is considered.   

2.3 The applicant is a general agricultural contractor and as part of his business is 
periodically asked to remove inert material arising from demolition and 
excavation and to supply soil and hardcore type materials in the local area.  The 
applicant principally operates using agricultural tractors and 9 or 14 tonne 
trailers, although envisages occasions where material is delivered using other 
vehicles such as vans with trailers and tipping wagons.       

2.4 Around 5 years ago the applicant started to import inert waste, which he then 
crushed and screened to produce hardcore for creating and maintaining tracks 
and areas of hardstanding around the agricultural unit.  In planning terms, 
importing waste material to recycle for use on the farm is generally permitted 
development.  Towards the end of 2019, a builder asked the applicant if he could 
supply hardcore type materials off the farm.  This is not permitted development.  
The applicant did not realise that there was a difference so proceeded to sell 
some of the recycled material.  

2.5 Most of the material is imported and exported using agricultural tractors and 9 or 
14 tonne trailers. This effectively limits the geographic area that the site can 
serve.  The processing plant is mobile and is designed to be moved around using 
an agricultural tractor and is smaller than that often used by dedicated recycling 
operations.  The application notes that the site operates under a “U1 exemption” 



  

from the Environment Agency.  This kind of environmental permit limits the use of 
inert waste materials to 5000 tonnes per annum.  With respect to vehicle 
movements, the application comments that there are some days where there are 
very few loads of material moved on or off the site but seeks to bring up to 10 
loads on and 10 loads off per day.   

3.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 
 

3.1 Tarnside Farm is just outside of Farlam, a village of around 45 properties close to 
Brampton, near Carlisle.  The farm is in mixed use as it is also home to a 
racehorse stables (Maurice Barnes Racing) and some holiday accommodation.    

3.2 The site itself is an existing area of farmyard on the north western part of the 
farm and is mainly behind some existing buildings.    

3.3 It is approximately 2km to the south of the A689, although the roads between the 
site and the main road are predominantly single track. 

3.4 The site is around 750m from the North Pennines Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty which rises to the southeast of the site.  Talkin Tarn is 500m to the east 
of the farm. Talkin tarn is a country wildlife site due to ancient semi natural 
woodland and wet heath habitat and because it supports a large overwintering 
population of goosander and other birds.   

4.0 SITE PLANNING HISTORY 
 

4.1 Beyond the enforcement investigation leading to this application, there is no 
relevant planning history.   

5.0 CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS 
 

5.1 Carlisle City Council - Environmental Health: raise concerns relating to dust and 
wheel cleaning and request that a full noise impact assessment is undertaken in 
accordance with BS4142 and request details of how the applicant will comply 
with an environmental permit.   

5.2 Carlisle City Council - Planning Department: No objection, although note that 
they have received objections to the application in relation to potential for noise 
and the impact of traffic through the village. They consequently recommend that 
there are conditions in relation to vehicle movements, noise, dust and vehicle 
cleaning.   

5.3 CCC Highways DM & LLFM - East (Carlisle & Eden) - Cumbria Highways and 
Local Flood Risk Management, initially objected on the grounds of sub-standard 
visibility splays and the proposed route to the main road crossed a weak bridge.  
The applicant commissioned a traffic speed survey and provided additional 
information confirming that the bridge in question has been replaced by Network 
Rail and was rated at up to 40 tonnes.  After considering the additional 
information, no objection to the development is raised. With respect to drainage, 
the application is below the threshold for consideration.     

5.4 Cumbria CC - Ecology Consultee - comments “Fortunately, given that this is a 
retrospective application, I am of the view that the affected area is likely to have 
had negligible ecological value. I have noted that Talkin Tarn CWS is located 
nearby, but I am content that no pathways for impact will arise between the 



  

proposed site use and the Tarn. I am pleased to see a proposal for tree planting 
has been submitted, as this will help to deliver net biodiversity gain” and suggest 
a condition in relation to the landscaping scheme.  

5.5 Environment Agency: No objection and draws the applicants attention to the 
relevant environmental permitting requirements.   

5.6 Brampton Parish Council: has not commented.  

5.7 Farlam Parish Council: “Members of the parish council are raising the following 
concerns on behalf of local residents and would ask that the planning authority 
considers the following:- 1 - Restriction on operating hours - possibly 8.00am to 
5.30pm, excluding weekends and bank holidays. 2 - That a noise assessment is 
carried out 3 - A limit on the amount of material to the site and whether any non-
compliant material is being sorted/screened correctly”  

5.8 Mr WJ Graham the local member for the Corby & Hayton division has been 
consulted but has not commented.  

5.9 Eight representations have been received from members of the public.  These 
can be summarised as follows:   

 Six of the representations include concerns about access due to the 
narrow (single track) winding lanes and risks to other users, such as cars, 
pedestrians, horses and emergency vehicles.  Speed is also perceived as 
an issue and two specifically request a 15mph (voluntary) speed limit  
through the village.  

 Five of the representations raise concerns about noise arising on the site.  

 Four raise specific concerns about vehicle numbers and linked to this two 
of these request that there is a specific annual tonnage limit, with one of 
these requesting a condition requiring record keeping. 

 Four raise concerns about hours of operation and ask that these are 
limited by condition 

 Three  include concerns about the sheeting of loads  

 Two express the view that it is an inappropriate setting for such an 
industrial type development in an otherwise tranquil location.   

 Two request that the proposed wheelwash is installed promptly 

 Two request that the screen bunding / landscaping is completed as soon 
as possible.  

 Two request a prohibition on burning (see comments below) 

 One directly expresses a lack of faith in the applicant to comply with 
limitations. 

 One requests a condition prohibiting the installation of additional artificial 
lighting.  
 

6.0 PLANNING POLICY 
 

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

6.2 The Cumbria Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2015-2030 was formally adopted 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/part/3/crossheading/development-plan
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/contents
http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/planning-environment/policy/minerals_waste/MWLP/home.asp


  

on 6 September 2017. The key policies relevant to the determination of this 
planning application are considered to be:  

 Policy SP1 - Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
 Policy SP2 - Provision for Waste 
 Policy SP3 - Waste Capacity  
 Policy SP13 - Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation 
 Policy SP14 - Economic Benefit 
 Policy SP15 - Environmental Assets 
 Policy DC1 - Traffic and Transport 
 Policy DC2 - General Criteria 
 Policy DC3 - Noise 
 Policy DC5 - Dust 
 Policy DC6 - Cumulative Environmental Impacts 
 Policy DC9 - Criteria for Waste Management Facilities 

 

Carlisle 

6.3 The Carlisle District Local Plan 2015-2030 (CDLP) - adopted 8 November 2016 

includes the following policies I consider relevant to the development.   

 Policy SP1 – Sustainable development 
 Policy EC11 – Rural Diversification 
 Policy IP2 – Transport and Development 
 Policy CM5 – Environmental and Amenity Protection 
 Policy GI6 – Trees and Hedgerows 

 
6.4 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in a revised and 

updated 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.  

7.0 PLANNING ASSESSMENT 
 

 

7.1 The development relates to the recycling of waste rather than its disposal.  It 
therefore does not fall within Schedule 1 nor Schedule 2 of the Town and 
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 and 
therefore does not need to be assessed in relation to the regualtions. 

7.2 The key planning issues relevant to the proposed schemes are considered to be: 

Would the traffic generated by the development have an adverse impact on 
residential amenity? 

7.3 Local residents have raised concerns about the impact of traffic servicing this site 
and the effect on other road users. They have also requested a voluntary speed 
limit through the village and that loads are sheeted. The local roads accessing 
the site are for the most part quiet, single track country roads with limited passing 
places and thus unsuitable for heavy traffic. However, the applicant is an 
agricultural contractor and there are no limits on the number of tractors and 
trailers that can currently lawfully access the site.  I consider it of note that the 
complaint that lead to the investigation resulting in this application related to 
tipper wagons delivering material for recycling travelling through the village rather 

http://www.carlisle.gov.uk/planning-policy/Adopted-Plans/Carlisle-District-Local-Plan-2015-2030
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/policy/
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/


  

than concerns about the operation of the site itself.        

7.4 This proposal is towards the smallest scale of this sort of recycling activity and 
the applicant has indicated that he sees being able to take inert waste and sell 
hardcore as a part of his wider agricultural business rather than becoming the 
entirety of it. If the site were to handle 5000 tonnes per year, at the maximum 
number of loads requested (10), this could be achieved in as few as 35 working 
days.    

7.5 As noted above, the use of tractors and trailers to deliver materials effectively 
limits the distance from where waste materials for processing can be sourced. I 
consider this to accord with the CMWLP policies SP2 & SP13  which sets out the 
principle that waste is managed as close to source as possible to reduce waste 
miles and requires developments to minimise waste miles.    

7.6 The existing access to the farm and stables is on a section of national speed limit 
road. The Highway Authority had concerns about the visibility splays at the 
entrance.  The applicant commissioned a speed survey using automatic vehicle 
counters. This information indicates that the average speed entering and leaving 
the village from the south is around 21 mph, with 85% of vehicles travelling less 
than 27 mph.  It also indicated that there are around 60 vehicles a day traveling 
north through the village and 47 going south. Notwithstanding that this allowed 
the applicant to demonstrate adequate visibility splays, it suggests that the 
perception of speed through the village is more of an issue than the absolute 
speed. I also consider that it shows that whilst up to 10 additional movements per 
day is significant increase in percentage terms, at just over an average of 1 per 
hour through the working day, it is not unreasonable in absolute terms.  I 
consider this to accord with CDLP policy IP2 – Transport and development, 
which amongst other things states that “Development that will cause severe 
issues that cannot be mitigated against will be resisted." as it would be hard to 
argue that 10 additional movements a day would cause a severe Issue.    

7.7 The Environment Agency’s reply includes “informative comments” which suggest 
that the site should be operated under a “standard rules permit” rather than a 
(U1) exemption this would potentially allow up to 75,000 tonnes to be recycled 
per annum – which would equate to around 288 tonnes per day on the basis of a 
5 day week.  This throughput could not be achievable at the proposed level of 
vehicle movements.  Furthermore, in practical terms, I do not consider that such 
a throughput would be achievable on a site of this size. I have little doubt that a 
development of that scale would have an unacceptable impact on the local 
community.  It follows that I am recommending a condition limiting the maximum 
amount of material imported to the site to 7500 tonnes per anumm which would 
amount to an average of 2 fully loaded trailers per day. 

Would the operation of the site have an adverse impact on residential 
amenity? 

7.8 Local residents raised concerns about noise, dust, wheel cleaning, artificial light 
and the visual impact of the operation. The City Council Environmental health 
department raised concerns about noise, dust and wheel cleaning.  

Noise 

7.9 The application proposes the creation of a landscaped bund around the part of 
the site that is not directly behind a building, which would serve to baffle noise 



  

and visually screen the operations from the village.  I understand that this has 
now been completed so that it could be planted with trees this year rather than 
waiting for the next planting season.   

7.10 The City and Parish Council's request that a full noise assessment is undertaken.  
I consider this to be disproportionate to the scale of the operation proposed and 
instead recommend that planning permission be granted for a trial period of 3 
years. The national planning policy guidance set out that “Circumstances where 
a temporary permission may be appropriate include where a trial run is needed in 
order to assess the effect of the development on the area…”.  This would be 
acceptable to the applicant as it provides a fair opportunity for him to try to allay 
the fears of local community.  It also gives the local community an opportunity to 
comment on the actual effects of the development and by extension, gives this 
authority the opportunity to review conditions and information supporting them, or 
if the development has an unacceptable effect on the area, refuse permission in 
the future.       

Wheelcleaning 

7.11 The applicant has also proposed that a wheelwash is installed, although has 
provided no details beyond it being installed between the existing concrete road 
and the hardcore yard area. I consider it reasonable to secure details and 
installation by way of condition.  

7.12 Dust 

7.13 There has been a request that a condition is included that would require all loads 
to be sheeted.  This would reduce the risk from dust or other debris leaving the 
trailers whilst traveling through the village. Whilst this is normally quite difficult to 
enforce for incoming loads, the majority will be under the control of the applicant 
and I propose a condition accordingly.  

7.14 The applicant also has a water bowser available should it prove necessary to 
dampen down dust on site.  

Artificial Light 

7.15 No additional artificial light is proposed. Light on mobile plant or vehicles 
servicing the site would be indistinguishable from other activity on the farm. 

7.16 In conclusion, with respect to Environment and Amenity protection as set out in 
CDLP policy CM5, I am satisfied that through the conditions proposed below 
coupled with the recommendation for a time limited permission, that there would 
not be an adverse impact on the local environment, health or amenity.   

Would the development adversely affect the mature trees adjacent to it? 

7.17 CDLP policy GI6 recognises the importance of tress in the landscape. It requires 
development proposals that could affect such trees to be accompanied by Tree 
Surveys undertaken in accordance with BS5837.  Eight trees have been 
identified as potentially being affected by the proposal and a tree management 
plan has been prepared by an arboriculturalist.   No trees would be lost, although 
the management plan recommends that some dead wood and dying limbs are 
removed.  Coupled with the tree planting undertaken on the landscape bund, I 
consider the development to comply with this policy.  



  

Other Policy Considerations 

7.18 Policy EC11of the CDLP relates to Rural Diversification.  Although it primarily 
refers to built development rather than the use of land, I consider it to broadly 
support the development.  This is because the impact of the development has 
been minimised by being well related to existing buildings; the use is not 
fundamentally incompatible with a rural setting; the access is adequate and as 
noted above the increase in traffic levels would not exceed the capacity of the 
local highway network.   

7.19 Policy SP3 of the CMWLP indicates that proposals on unallocated sites will be 
considered if they conform to other policies in the plan.  

7.20 Policy SP14 requires development to have economic benefit.  In this case, the 
development supports an existing small business by allowing it to diversify 
services it can offer.   

7.21 The protection of Environmental Assets is set out in policy SP15 of the CMWLP.  
This requires development to protect, maintain and enhance the natural, historic 
and other distinctive features that contribute to the environment and character of 
its landscapes and the settings and links between these assets.  The small scale 
of the site would result in negligible impact of environmental assets but the 
planting of trees on the landscaping bund results in a potential net gain for 
biodiversity and so, I consider the development to accord with this policy.    

Other Considerations 

7.22 Some of the representations commented that waste is periodically burnt at the 
farm and that these bonfires can cause nuisance. Burning waste on farms is 
generally not a planning matter as it is controlled through environmental 
permitting and nuisance legislation.  I have seen evidence of fires on the holding 
although this was outside of the area subject to this application.  I have 
considered recommending a condition restricting burning waste in the open air, 
however, I consider it to be broadly unenforceable as it would not be possible to 
discern between “legitimate” bonfires and burning waste. 

7.23 Comments were also received asking that operating hours for recycling be 
restricted by condition. I agree.  If operations are restricted to be between 
Monday and Friday, should the fears of the community be realised there should 
be two days of respite from activity at the site. Whilst the operation of tractors 
and trailers in connection with agriculture is unrestricted, which could confuse 
matters, I also recommend that a condition requiring records to be kept means 
that that it should be possible to monitor this restriction.      

8.0 CONCLUSION 
 

8.1 The recycling of inert waste is generally supported by planning policy.  However, 
the local community have concerns about the impacts of the site and in particular 
are worried about traffic and noise. That the site had operated without complaint 
for a few years suggests that these fears are unfounded.  However, sites of this 
type tend to grow and I therefore consider appropriate to recommend that 
permission be granted for a trial period.   

8.2 In summary, it is considered that the proposed development is in accordance 
with the development plan, there are no material considerations that indicate the 



  

decision should be made otherwise and with the planning conditions proposed, 
any potential harm would reasonably by mitigated.. It is therefore recommended 
that this application be granted subject to conditions. 

Human Rights 

 

8.3 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.  

8.4 The proposal would have a limited impact on the residential & environmental  
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. 

Angela Jones 
Executive Director for Economy and Infrastructure 

 
Contact: Mr David Hughes 
 

Electoral Division Identification: Mr W J Graham: Corby and Hayton ED 



  

Appendix 1 
Ref No. 1/20/9015 

Development Control and Regulation Committee -  
 

Appendix 1 - PROPOSED PLANNING CONDITIONS 
 
 

Trial Period 
  

1 The development herby permitted shall be for a limited period, which 
shall expire on 28 June 2024, by which time the site shall be cleared of 
any stored waste and stockpiles of recycled material.  

  
Reason To provide a trial period in accordance with section 72 of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990 as amended 
  
  
Approved Documents 
  

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 Application Form – dated 2 December 2020 
b. Planning Statement -prepared by Ian Ritchie Land Agents 
reference  B19-4 
c. Tree Consultancy Report prepared by PS Tree 
d: Tree management Plan prepared by PS Tree 
Plans named and numbered  
i) Location plan reference B19-1 
ii) Block Plan reference B19-2 
 

  
Reason To ensure the development is carried out to an approved appropriate 

standard and to avoid confusion as to what comprises the approved 
scheme. 

  
Operating Hours 
  

3 No operations, including the reception of waste or dispatch of recycled 
material or operation of crushing or screening plant, shall take place on 
site outside the following hours:- 
 
07.00 to 19.00 hours Monday to Friday 
 
No operations, including the reception of waste or dispatch of recycled 
material or operation of crushing or screening plant , shall take place on 
Saturdays, Sundays or on Bank or Public Holidays. 
 
This condition shall not operate so as to prevent the carrying out, outside 
these hours, of essential maintenance to plant and machinery used on 
site.  

  



  

Reason To ensure that no operations hereby permitted take place outside normal 
working hours which would lead to an unacceptable impact upon the 
amenity of local residents. 

  
Access & Traffic 
  

4 The total number of vehicle movements delivering waste or dispatching 
recycled material from the site shall not exceed 10 per day.   

  
Reason To keep to acceptable levels the impact of traffic on the amenity of local 

residents and other road users. 
  
Throughput and Record Keeping 
  

5 A maximum of 7500 tonnes of waste shall be imported to site per year.  
  
Reason To ensure the development remains at an acceptable level of activity in 

the interests of the amenity of local residents. 
  

5 A record of all waste deliveries and all loads of recycled material taken off 
site shall be maintained by the operator.  This shall include the date, time 
and type of vehicle and whether it was delivering or removing material 
from the site. A copy of this record shall be sent to the local planning 
authority within 7 working days of request.    

  
Reason To monitor the amount of traffic associated with the site to minimise 

impact of traffic on the amenity of local residents and other road users. 
  
Wheelwash 
  

6 Within 4 months of the date of this permission, a wheelwash shall be 
installed.  This shall be used by all laden vehicles leaving the site.   

  
Reason To prevent dirt and debris being deposited on the highway in the interest 

of local amenity and highway safety 
  
Sheeting 
  

7 All loads removing recycled material from the site shall be sheeted or 
otherwise contained.  All deliveries of waste to the site in vehicles 
controlled by the operator shall be sheeted.     

  
Reason To ensure that material is not released into the air or deposited on the 

highway in the interest of local amenity and highway safety 
  
Dust 
  

8 A water bowser shall be available at all times  that the site is operating 
and shall be used to supply dust suppression equipment on any plant 
and to dampen down roads and stockpiles as required to prevent dust 
leaving the site  

  



  

Reason To ensure that material is not released into the air in the interest of local 
amenity. 
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Appendix 2 - PLAN OF SITE LOCATION/EXTENT 
 

 


