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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1.

Introduction

1.1.1.

Cumbria County Council (CCC) and Eden District Council (EDC) have produced a joint
technical response to Highways England (HE) A66 Northern Trans-Pennine (A66 NTP)
Project Statutory Consultation (24th September- 6th November 2021).

1.1.2.

The technical review of the following consultation documents, submitted as part of HE’s A66
NTP Statutory Consultation, has been undertaken in this response:







1.1.3.

Submitted General Arrangement Plans;
Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR);
Local Traffic Impact Report;
Construction Method and Management Strategy;
Route Development Report; and
Project Design Report.

As well as reviewing the documentation submitted as part of the consultation, the Councils
have also been undertaking additional reviews and assessments of the wider impacts of the
Project, and a summary of the key findings and areas of concern are included in Chapter 9
of this response.
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2.

GENERAL ARRANGEMENT (GA) PLANS SUMMARY

2.1.1.

The Statutory Consultation for the A66 NTP published a series of General Arrangement
(GA) plans covering the different sections of the Project. These were published under the
following parts of the Section 42 (S42) information pack:
 A66 Northern Trans Pennine Booklet final;
 A66-MB-1-General-Arrangement-Drawings-Preferred-Routes; and
 A66-MB-2-Plans-and-Profiles.

2.1.2.

As part of developing the preliminary design, Highways England has engaged with the
Councils and their technical support consultant WSP, through a ‘progressive assurance’
process. This process included sharing outline drawings for comment by WSP and Council
Officers on the different aspects of the proposed design for each section of the Project
within Cumbria. The GA Plans published as part of the Statutory Consultation have been
reviewed by Officers from Cumbria County Council and WSP specialists, with comments
listed in the log in Appendix A, which cover the following topics:






2.1.3.

Walking, Cycling and Horse-riding (WCHR);
Highways;
Drainage;
Structures; and
Operational Safety.

The Councils acknowledge that the plans included as part of the Statutory Consultation are
not intended to constitute a final set of General Arrangement Plans for the Project and that
the ‘progressive assurance’ process will continue with Highways England during the
preparation of the DCO application. The Councils welcome the early opportunity to
comment and input.

Walking, Cycling and Horse-riding (WCHR)
2.1.4.

It would appear from the review of the consultation plans that the Project is proposing a
longer route from origin to destination, including more crossings of carriageway around
Skirsgill. It is unclear from the plans if existing shared use cycle/footway is to be retained on
the north side of the A66. There also doesn't appear to be a dedicated pedestrian access
onto A66 from Skirsgill Depot.

2.1.5.

When using M6 J40, pedestrians and cyclists will need to pass through several signalised
crossings. The approaches to the junction will become more hostile and less attractive for
pedestrians and cyclists. This therefore does not meet the Project objective of promoting
active travel.

2.1.6.

Highways England should consider use of the central island of the roundabout at
Kemplay Bank. The Project should consider replacing all crossings that cater for current
movements for walking and cycling in line with the latest guidance set out in LTN 1/20, as
the Project plans appear to show a worsening of WCHR provision.

2.1.7.

It's unclear whether the track/bridleway that runs parallel to the A66 from the B6262 to the
new Center Parcs junction will be a public right of way for WCHR. Long lengths of access
tracks will be created as part of the Project to serve as farmers' fields tracks and access to
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water basins. These routes should also serve as PRoWs and cycle tracks. For example,
the length of access track to the east of Lightwater Cottages that extends to Whinfell
Cottages, then crosses under the A66 mainline to the north via an underpass and continues
eastwards to terminate to the east of the Center Parcs junction, could also serve as a PRoW
and cycle track.

Highways
2.1.8.

In various locations, the proposed draft DCO boundary excludes significant areas of
highway to be 'de-trunked'. There are no specific drawings indicating the lengths of
carriageway to be de-trunked as part of the Statutory Consultation. The lengths of
carriageway reviewed have been inferred from the General Arrangement Plans (A66-MB-2Plans-and-Profiles). It is therefore unclear on the scope of works that will need to be
undertaken to accommodate the Project’s proposals for a new classification of road. This
will allow it to safely operate as a local road, following the reduction in traffic and the
consequential risk of an increase in vehicle speed. For example, the A592 junction with
Clifford Road is a junction that will require enhancement to improve safety concerns
(Appendix A ref 19).

2.1.9.

The Councils are concerned that by having the de-trunked lengths outside the proposed
draft DCO boundary, this will preclude the works required to these areas from being
delivered as part of the DCO. The Councils, in partnership with the other councils along the
route corridor, are proposing to produce a de-trunking principals document to provide
Highways England with information relating to the residual life, assessment standards,
surveys and handover material that the Councils will accept. Discussions between
Highways England and the Councils are ongoing and a De-Trunking Strategy document is
expected to be produced as part of the Project to properly record the consultation and
specific agreements which also the Examining Authority will need to see. There is a risk
that any agreed plans for any such works will be subject to different funding and ultimately
may not be delivered unless appropriately secured in principle through the DCO process.

2.1.10. The vehicular access from Skirsgill Depot north onto the A66 has been replaced by an
access approximately 100m to the east. This is helpful for vehicles exiting the Skirsgill
Depot and enables them to manoeuvre into the correct lane on the approach to the M6 J40
roundabout. However, there are concerns over the gradient and there doesn't appear to be
a dedicated pedestrian access onto the A66 shown on the consultation plans. A pedestrian
access should be provided on approximately the same alignment as the existing vehicular
access and this would save a 200m detour for pedestrians and cyclists.
2.1.11. Retention of only 3 lanes on the M6 J40 overbridges and the retention of traffic signals on
the slip roads onto M6 north and A66 west may limit capacity of this junction despite the
proposed scheme providing additional lanes on the approaches (Appendix A ref 21). The
Councils are concerned that the capacity objective of the Project has not been addressed
with the design as set out within the consultation materials.
2.1.12. Highways England need to demonstrate to the Councils that they have considered the
option to move the 3 lanes on the M6 J40 overbridges further to the nearside (left), thus
eliminating the requirement for traffic signals on the slip roads leading off the roundabout.
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This improves capacity and lessens the likelihood of traffic backing up from these signals
and blocking the roundabout and becoming a seed point for congestion at Kemplay Bank.
2.1.13. Pedestrians and cycle movements would then be onto the central island, adding to their
provision. However, a new pedestrian/cycle overbridge across the M6 should be provided
as an alternative to pedestrians/cyclists having to negotiate round the periphery of this large
roundabout. This would allow an additional traffic lane to be incorporated on the
M6 overbridges, improving capacity of this junction. The Councils therefore expect
Highways England to undertake further reviews of the designs of this scheme and look to
increase the capacity of this junction, including bridge assessments.
2.1.14. The Project proposals also show the closure of the Skirsgill Depot access from the M6 south
bound slip road. This removes the existing flexibility of vehicular access to the depot and
results in longer drive times for routes from the M6, A66 (west) or Ullswater Road. Cumbria
County Council does not support the closure of this access.
2.1.15. From a review of the statutory consultation plans there is only a single lane exit from the
A66 eastbound onto the A66 Kemplay Bank roundabout (Appendix A ref 23). This is on the
diversion route for traffic from the M6 (when the M6 is closed either north or south of J40)
and is a concern because of the known operational performance of the junction, particularly
congestion at the junction approaches. Consideration is to be given to provide two lanes
rather than a single lane on the approach to the new signal-controlled roundabout. The
additional construction required would be minimal. Provision of a two lane approach is also
to be considered for the westbound A66 off slip on the opposite side of the roundabout.
Enhanced cycling provision on the roundabout should be an important considered as part of
this further review.
2.1.16. Long lengths of access track will be created as part of the Project to serve as farmers' fields
tracks and access for water basins and their appropriateness would need to be considered
as part of the consideration cycling and walking networks.
2.1.17. The Councils are concerned that there are currently no proposals for the widening of local
connector roads through the north of the village at Kirkby Thore, particularly given the
predicted flow increases (Appendix A ref 47).

Drainage
2.1.18. The drainage proposal for separate networks, in line with Highways England policy, results
in a large number of drainage assets, such as multiple basins in close proximity within a
catchment area, outfalls pipework and associated access tracks. The Councils challenge
the blanket deployment of this strategy and the Project should rationalise the number of
assets whilst maintaining clear maintenance responsibilities (Appendix A ref 43). This
should reduce land take, landowner and environmental impacts. It would also improve the
sustainability of the drainage proposals and reduce overall Project and operational
maintenance costs.
2.1.19. If the segregation of networks remains, the consultation materials do not indicate the
maintenance requirements for drainage basins transferred to the Councils. Highways
England will need to consider the training, equipment and cost for this transfer of liability to
the Councils.
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2.1.20. As currently presented on the consultation GA plans, there is limited detail provided on the
overall drainage strategy / design. Further design development detail will need to be
presented to the Councils to provide assurances that the drainage strategy and designs are
acceptable.
2.1.21. Further drainage details should be provided to the Councils to confirm how the design of
detention basin and outfall assets have been optimised to reduce land take, mitigate
landowner and environmental impacts and also improve the sustainability of the drainage
proposals. For example, the land to east of Skirsgill Depot (Appendix A ref 10) should be
considered in more detail to mitigate any potential impact. This review should consider sites
for potential development or regeneration in line with the Councils’ plans. This would also
reduce overall Project delivery costs for Highways England.
2.1.22. Clarity is required regarding operation and maintenance of de-trunked and legacy drainage
assets passed to the Councils. The Councils would expect each drainage asset to be
surveyed and upgraded to an acceptable standard prior to adoption.
2.1.23. Clarity is required from Highways England on the measures to be taken to safeguard
watercourses from the harmful effects of highway runoff. Protection of aquatic ecology,
using appropriate pollution mitigation measures, in the drainage design are of paramount
importance. Particularly de-trunked and legacy assets passed to Cumbria County Council,
which may not receive the same level of drainage investment as the strategic road network.
2.1.24. Opportunities to maximise the benefits provided by the A66, in terms of flood risk reduction
across the corridor, need further consideration by Highways England. This should include
consideration of Natural Flood Management (NFM) and other flood risk
mitigations to supplement works currently being undertaken by the Environment Agency in
partnership with the Councils. Two key areas of focus are Warcop and Skirsgill Lane, where
there are existing known flooding issues.

Structures
2.1.25. As currently presented on the consultation GA plans, there is little in the way of definition for
each of the proposed bridge, culvert and retaining wall assets. It is appreciated that these
will require development as the Project progresses. Further design development detail will
need to be presented to the Councils to provide assurances that the structures’
development remains acceptable.
2.1.26. The importance of the A66 in the landscape, visitors' perceptions of the area, and the
sensitivity of the landscape that the route travels through, are such that the Councils will
want to see full details of the proposed structures as part of the draft DCO application.
These designs will require visual integration into the surrounding landscape character to
reduce visual impacts.
2.1.27. At several locations along the Project, access track overbridges are shown perpendicular to
the A66 mainline. By introducing a slight skew, the horizontal alignment of the proposed
access tracks would be improved as it would eliminate sharp bends on the approaches (as
depicted on the GA Plans). It is acknowledged that this would result in a slight increase in
the span of the overbridges but would have a reduction in safety concerns and net
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environmental impact. For example, this situation occurs at Barn Owl Cottage (Appendix A
ref 30).
2.1.28. Proposed structures on the Project expected for Cumbria County Council adoption are to be
designed (including width and headroom) to accommodate proposed usage, including active
travel and public rights of way. Structures need to be desirable to assure use, balanced with
their maintenance requirements. There are a number of underpasses proposed on the
Project which will need careful consideration.
2.1.29. Structural impacts will also need to be considered for ‘remote structures’ put under greater
strain resulting from permanent changes to the highway network and traffic flows and as a
result of temporary diversion routes. These wider area impacts associated with the Project
must be assessed during the preliminary design stage.
2.1.30. Legacy structural assets, identified by the Project to be passed to the Councils' as part of
de-trunking, shall be of a standard satisfactory to the local highway authority. This will need
to be set out in detail within the De-Trunking Strategy document which is expected to be
produced as part of the Project. The Council will ensure that this is included within its Detrunking principals document.

Operational Safety
2.1.31. There is a key concern that the Project will worsen current congestion issues in Penrith,
especially because M6 junction 40 does not see any significant capacity improvements but
needs to handle significantly more traffic. The Councils therefore expect Highways England
to undertake further reviews of the designs of this scheme and look to increase the capacity
of this junction.
2.1.32. It is welcomed that the Project interventions to create a new dual carriageway underpass
below the existing Kemplay Bank roundabout are included. The Councils however would
require further explanation from Highways England of how the reduction in traffic speed
along this stretch of the dual carriageway would be enforced once open to traffic.
Operational safety would be adversely impacted without enforcement.
2.1.33. The operational performance of Kemplay Bank, both during construction and on completion
of the Project, must prioritise the blue light facility that is unique and whose continuous
access and uninterrupted service is deemed high risk by both the local authorities and
emergency services. Continued liaison with the local authorities and the emergency
services are expected as the Project finalises the designs for DCO application. The project
also only proposes a single lane exit from the A66 eastbound onto the A66 Kemplay Bank
roundabout (Appendix A ref 23). This is on the diversion route for traffic from the M6 (when
the M6 is closed either north or south of J40) and is a concern because of the known
operational performance of the junction, particularly congestion at the junction approaches.
2.1.34. Heightened Situations (e.g. Appleby Horse Fair) are also expected to impact on the
operational safety of the Project. It has been highlighted that the Project still needs to
further consider how the design can accommodate future events by discouraging nonmotorised vehicles (e.g. horse and carriages) from using the A66 mainline or the wide
verges on the section of the route to be de-trunked and to accommodate rest areas specific
to the Project. This will undoubtedly require investment from Highways England in making
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improvements on the local road network, which will require further assessment and
consultation.
2.1.35. It is unlikely that the Project will impact significantly on gritting routes, although this will be
clarified at detailed design stage.
2.1.36. Along with wider concerns over the impact on and viability of diversions routes, the removal
of Brougham diversion route used in flood events needs to be seriously considered by
Highways England.

Further information required
2.1.37. As currently presented on the consultation General Arrangement plans, there is little in the
way of definition for each of the technical areas. It is appreciated that these will require
development as the Project progresses. Further design development detail will need to be
presented to the Councils to provide assurances that the Project proposals remain
acceptable to the Councils prior to the DCO application being submitted.

The Councils’ position
2.1.38. The Councils’ position is that Highways England should review the comments raised in
sections 2.1.4 to 2.1.36 above and address them in the future iterations of their General
Arrangement plans. It is the intention of the Councils that the ‘progressive assurance’
process continues with further input from WSP and Council Officers on the different aspects
of the proposed design for each section of the Project until the finalisation of the DCO
application.
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3.

PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION REPORT
REVIEW SUMMARY

3.1.

Introduction

3.1.1.

The Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR), published in support of the
Statutory Consultation for the A66 NTP, has been reviewed by WSP on behalf of the
Councils against the following:
 Adequacy of the baseline environmental information provided;
 Whether appropriate methodologies are proposed for the assessment;
 Whether there are assets in the ownership or stewardship of the Councils that are likely
to be adversely affected; and
 Whether emerging conclusions and mitigation measures are appropriate.

3.1.2.

The PEIR is formed of the following technical chapters (or environmental factors) and
WSP’s technical review of the PEIR is presented in the same format.











Air quality;
Biodiversity;
Climate;
Cultural heritage;
Geology and soils;
Landscape and visual;
Material assets and waste;
Noise and vibration;
Population and human health; and
Road drainage and the water environment.

3.1.3.

It is of note that a PEIR is not meant to constitute a final appraisal and assessment of the
effects of a project upon the environment. Advice Note 7, published by the Planning
Inspectorate, gives advice on the need for Preliminary Environmental Information (PEI) and
the information it should contain.

3.1.4.

Paragraph 8.3 of Advice Note 7 states that the PEI should provide information “that is
reasonably required for the consultation bodies to develop an informed view of the likely
significant effects of the development”.

3.1.5.

The PEIR presents what is reasonable at this stage in the consenting process. However, it
should be stressed that more detailed information across each of the environmental factors
would have been beneficial in order to better understand the degree of any impacts upon
assets of interest to the Councils, how they are proposed to be mitigated and thus allow the
Councils to provide fuller feedback to both the Project’s development and ultimately, the
DCO Examining Authorities’ benefits.

3.1.6.

It is of note that the traffic and transport assessment and the socio-economic elements of
the assessment that were requested at the Environmental Scoping stage have not been
provided in the ES. The technical review of the PEIR (Appendix B) has identified further
information that is required and appropriate for Highways England to provide in their ES.
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3.1.7.

Much greater detail on the impacts of the Project and what mitigation is proposed to address
them, is required in the Environmental Statement (ES) to ensure that the Councils are fully
aware of the residual effects of the Project.

3.1.8.

Liaison between the Highways England and the Councils is required to develop
environmental mitigation and enhancement measures and to ensure that these measures
are mutually beneficial to the Project, the natural environment and the residents of Cumbria
alike. The proposed enhancement measures should be detailed within the ES and should
be consistent with the nature of the impacts caused by the Project, and the quality of the
receiving environment that exists at present, hence ensuring that they are appropriate in the
local context.

3.1.9.

The provision of an EMP is welcomed, but notwithstanding Highways England’s proposed
approach in Appendix 4.1 to the PEIR, the Councils’ require the provision of an EMP as a
Requirement to the DCO. This will ensure that there is a mechanism for updating the EMP
based upon the specific construction approach of the Contractor for the Project, whilst
ensuring that any alteration to the approach to construction can be captured once the
examination has closed.

3.2.

Air Quality
Main Findings from the Review

3.2.1.

The air quality assessment is broadly in accordance with the methodology detailed within
DMRB LA105: Air Quality which is the standard approach for the assessment of air quality
impacts from highway infrastructure projects.

3.2.2.

The information within the PEIR upon construction impacts upon air quality, such as dust, is
appropriate and adequate at this stage in the consenting process although insufficient
information is provided to inform an assessment upon construction related traffic emissions.

3.2.3.

The PEIR has identified that there would be properties in Cumbria that would experience a
deterioration in Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) concentrations as a result of the Project where an
exceedance would result or is already present. These are shown on Figure 5.1 of the PEIR,
but their exact location is not known. It is also not clear from the information within the PEIR
if these are new exceedances that could necessitate declaring an Air Quality Management
Area (AQMA) or whether they are existing exceedances where the air quality is deteriorating
further. Highways England has stated that as there are fewer than 30 properties subject to
such an increase, then in accordance with LA105: Air Quality this does not constitute a
significant effect. Further clarification and mitigation is required as there may be financial
implications to EDC if there is a need to declare or expand an AQMA as a consequence of
the Project.

Further Information Required
3.2.4.

A Project Air Quality Action Plan is an appropriate measure that would mitigate adverse
effects and as Highways England has not proposed such a Plan, such a document should
be included in draft alongside the DCO application and included as a Requirement to the
DCO.
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3.2.5.

It is to be welcomed that Highways England has agreed to an assessment of the likely
significant effects from the deposition of nitrogen at designated ecological sites. WSP’s
experience of such assessments is that road traffic emissions regularly lead to a significant
effect and that innovative measures for mitigation may be required. A full assessment
should be included in the ES along with appropriate mitigation measures that ensure that
the deposition of nitrogen does not lead to significant adverse effects.

3.2.6.

The Councils request that Highways England instigates a programme of NO2 and
particulate monitoring in the Penrith area to provide further evidence and supporting
information to address the modelled exceedances. This programme of monitoring should
be instigated as soon as possible so that preliminary information can be presented in the ES
and continued into the examination period so that the maximum amount of information can
be obtained prior to the close of the examination. It is requested that the Councils should be
involved in the deployment of this monitoring equipment so that their location can be
agreed.

The Councils’ Position
3.2.7.

The Councils consider that there are many aspects of the assessment upon air quality that
remain outstanding and that the ES should provide much greater information to ensure that
all likely significant effects are considered and mitigated accordingly.

3.2.8.

The presence of exceedances of the objective level for NO2 in Penrith, as modelled by
Highways England and presented in the PEIR, is of concern and it is reasonable for a
programme of monitoring to be requested so that further detailed baseline information can
inform the assessment and the degree of any mitigation that may be required.

3.2.9.

A Project Air Quality Action Plan is requested as a Requirement to the DCO for Eden
District Council’s approval prior to the commencement of construction.

3.3.

Biodiversity
Mind Findings from the Review

3.3.1.

Highways England has put in place what appears to be a comprehensive programme of
species specific surveys. Most of the findings have not been presented within the PEIR
although it is clear, and unsurprising, that a number of protected species are present within
the corridor of the Project and that its construction will result in the likely loss of habitat and
severance of wildlife corridors.

3.3.2.

There may be the need for land take from within a County Wildlife Site (CWS) from the blue
option for the Temple Sowerby to Appleby scheme. Highways England has not justified the
extent to which there will be a direct impact and further information in the ES is required to
identify the extent to which this impact will occur and any mitigation that may be appropriate.

3.3.3.

Highways England has presented a considerable amount of information on the scope and
methodology for the assessment that will be undertaken. However, there is very limited
information on the findings and therefore it is not appropriate at this stage to comment upon
the adequacy of the mitigation measures that have been indicatively presented.

3.3.4.

Highways England has made no reference to Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) within the PEIR
although it is appreciated that, at this stage when the Project alignments are yet to be

Highways England A66 Northern Trans-Pennine Project

PUBLIC | WSP

November 2021
Page 14

finalised, any BNG assessment would be premature. Nonetheless, the Councils expect that
a commitment should be made for the provision of BNG.

Further Information Required
3.3.5.

Whilst the species specific survey programme is comprehensive the detailed findings and
mitigation still needs to be finalised and needs to be presented within the ES.

3.3.6.

The impact of the Project upon designated sites should be presented within the ES and this
should be consistent and cross referenced to the assessment upon nitrogen deposition
previously considered in the response to the air quality assessment.

The Councils’ Position
3.3.7.

The Councils have previously stated in their response to the Environmental Scoping Report
that the Project should seek to achieve a 10% BNG. Further information from Highways
England on how they will achieve this should be included within the ES. The Councils
expect the BNG approach to consider the following:
 The need to investigate BNG potential within the DCO boundary first (like for like
replacement).
 A review of the Cumbria Local Nature Recovery Strategy – to identify potential projects
Highways England can fund and support to offset impacts.
 There may be opportunities to acquire land in public ownership to assist in achieving
BNG.

3.3.8.

Further information on the mitigation for impacts upon designated sites, priority habitats and
protected species should be presented in the ES. Until the assessment of impacts upon
these ecological receptors is finalised, the adequacy of any mitigation measures that are
appropriate cannot be considered.

3.3.9.

Highways England should provide further information on how enhancement measures for
biodiversity will be included within the proposals for the Project consistent with Paragraph
5.25 of the National Policy Statement for National Networks (NPS NN), the NPPF and Policy
ENV1 of the Eden Local Plan.

3.4.

Climate
Mind Findings from the Review

3.4.1.

The assessment within the PEIR has presented that emissions of Greenhouse Gases
(GHG) during the construction phase of the Project are equivalent to approximately 1 million
tonnes of carbon dioxide. Highways England has presented that this is not a significant
effect, although they have adopted the approach within DMRB LA114: Climate, rather than
the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment’s (IEMA) guidance which
deems that all net emissions of carbon dioxide constitute a significant effect upon the
environment which is consistent with EDC’s declaration of a Climate Emergency.

3.4.2.

Highways England assessment, at this stage, on the resilience of the Project to a changing
climate in the future, is appropriate and adequate.
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Further Information Required
3.4.3.

The assessment should be concluded for the chosen options of the schemes under
consideration. Highways England should finalise the ES in line with the proposed
methodology and seek to reduce the GHG associated with the construction phase of the
Project.

The Councils’ Position
3.4.4.

The Councils would encourage the Project to minimise the effects of the construction of the
Project upon GHG emissions. Appropriate mitigation for this should be proposed and
liaison with the Councils would allow mutually beneficial outcomes to be considered and
appraised. The Councils will seek the following:
 The construction methods and pathway to minimising carbon emissions should be
provided in the ES and the Councils will challenge Highways England to minimise
emissions.
 Opportunities for Highways England to work collaboratively with the Councils and
partners to support local projects that support carbon capture e.g. local peat bog
restoration schemes. This will help in mitigating the effects of the carbon generated by
the construction of the Project.

3.5.

Cultural Heritage
Main Findings from the Review

3.5.1.

Highways England has presented the context of the Project relative to the constraints of the
historic environment to a high level and limited degree. No intrusive investigation has been
presented and therefore there is considerable uncertainty as to the nature of the
archaeological resource that is present within the Project’s construction footprint.

3.5.2.

Whilst the Historic Environment Record has been consulted, and assets mapped on the
figures that accompany the assessment, there is very little information available on the
nature of these assets. An assessment of value and hence the nature of any mitigation that
is required has not therefore been presented. There is in summary, limited appraisal of
Highways England’s assessment that can be undertaken at this stage and there remains a
considerable risk of archaeological assets of significant interest and value being present that
have not been adequately identified at this stage.

3.5.3.

With regard to designated heritage assets, the intention to enhance the Countess Pillar is
welcomed but greater detail is required on how access will be achieved, and the cultural
heritage benefits realised whilst still being sympathetic to the setting of the asset. The ES
should present a full assessment of the impacts of the Project upon built heritage assets.

Further Information Required
3.5.4.

The assessment within the PEIR is at a very early stage and hence it is expected that much
greater information on the impacts of the Project and the mitigation proposals will be
included in the ES.

3.5.5.

A draft Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) should accompany the ES and be submitted
alongside the DCO application. A final WSI should be included as a Requirement to the
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DCO and the Councils request that they are included in the development of this document in
so far that it relates to non-designated historical assets for which they are responsible.

The Councils’ Position
3.5.6.

The Eden Valley is an area of considerable cultural heritage interest and value having been
used as a crossing point for the Pennines since before Roman times. A number of
scheduled monuments are present within the project corridor.

3.5.7.

The Councils have interest in assets of archaeological and built heritage respectively. The
assessment provided in the PEIR does not provide sufficient information or certainty as to
what the impacts of the Project will be and hence what mitigation is appropriate. The
Councils expect the ES to include detailed assessment and mitigation proposals that are
appropriate for the nature of the archaeological and built heritage assets that are likely to be
present, although until a full evaluation of these assets is presented in the ES, is would be
premature to comment upon whether the proposal is acceptable.

3.5.8.

Details of how the following are to be provided are required:
 The Project should facilitate access to sites where previously no access was possible,
working with schools and the local community.
 Archaeology – The Councils note that there is a significant programme risk/resource risk
as a result of potential archaeological discoveries. Should significant discoveries be
made during construction, the traffic management that is in place is likely to be in situ for
the duration of the excavation and mitigation works. The greater the significance of what
is discovered, the longer any period of disruption is likely to be. Highways England
should detail how such effects upon the highway are to be managed and mitigated.

3.6.

Geology and Soils
Main Findings from the Review

3.6.1.

The approach to the assessment proposed by Highways England is broadly acceptable,
although there is limited information presented to inform the assessment other than the
information sourced from desk-based research. Highways England has not presented the
findings of any bespoke site investigation and such information is integral to the assessment
of likely significant effects upon the environment and must be included in support of the
assessment in the ES.

3.6.2.

The Project will result in the loss of soils, some of which are of Grade 2 in value and hence
an important agricultural resource will be impacted upon.

3.6.3.

Contaminated land and areas of geo-environmental concern along the Project corridor are
not at this stage adequately characterised and it is important that this is clarified and
remedied at the ES submission stage.

Further Information Required
3.6.4.

Highways England has stated that further assessment that is based upon bespoke sitebased information, either from ground investigation or from a soils field survey, will be used
to inform the ES.
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The Councils’ Position
3.6.5.

The information presented to date does not identify that significant effects that cannot be
mitigated to an acceptable degree, are likely to occur as a result of the Project. It also does
not make clear should contaminated land be present, there is the opportunity for it to be
remediated and as a consequence deliver environmental improvements.

3.6.6.

Highways England should ensure that the valuable Grade 2 soil resource is not lost as a
result of the construction of the Project and that it is appropriately reused.

3.7.

Landscape and Visual
Main Findings from the Review

3.7.1.

The technical appraisal of the PEIR has identified that, broadly speaking, Highways England
has identified appropriate view points and appropriate landscape character units which will
form the baseline of the assessment to be presented in the ES. However, some additional
viewpoints and landscape character units have been proposed for assessment as these
would be beneficial to ensure that all likely significant effects are adequately assessed and
mitigated as appropriate.

3.7.2.

The proposed study area for the assessment is also broadly acceptable, but further
information is required that justifies and validates this approach to ensure that that it is
appropriate.

3.7.3.

The high level mitigation measures that have been proposed by Highways England are
broadly appropriate, although further detail should be provided at the ES stage to allow an
appraisal of whether the likely significant effects have been appropriately mitigated.

Further Information Required
3.7.4.

Once Highways England has identified and assessed their preferred options that will
constitute the Project that will seek a DCO, the assessment within the ES needs to be
updated and all likely significant effects presented and mitigation measures included.

3.7.5.

The landform of the surrounding landscape to the Project is rolling in nature and hence
steep abutments and bunding may not be the most appropriate approach for ensuring that
the Project is as sympathetic as possible. In order for the rationale for the approach to be
understood, cross sections of the Project should be included within the ES that supports the
DCO application.

The Councils’ Position
3.7.6.

How the Project sits and is accommodated within the landscape will depend upon the depth
of any excavation and cutting, and height and establishment of any planting designed to
screen it. This information isn’t yet available and until detail is provided, it is not possible to
identify and confirm whether the mitigation measures are appropriate and acceptable.

3.7.7.

There may be the need for further softening and an increase in the height of the
embankment features to reduce visual and acoustic impacts further than they are at
present. Highways England should liaise with the Councils with regard to their particular
concerns which are dependent upon the route option that is adopted.

Highways England A66 Northern Trans-Pennine Project

PUBLIC | WSP

November 2021
Page 18

3.7.8.

The following are important considerations that the Councils expect Highways England to
provide justification for in the Application documentation.
 Quality of Design – in route design quality and perception needs to be high quality /
sympathetic;
 Structures and other assets (signs, lights, bridges etc) need to be designed
sympathetically; and
 Additional Lighting between J40 and Kemplay Bank needs to be appropriate and
sympathetic to ecological and visual constraints as well as the amenity of adjacent
properties.

3.8.

Material Assets and Waste
Main Findings from the Review

3.8.1.

The review of the PEIR appraisal identifies areas that areas of Highways England’s baseline
review will require more information for consistency and where more recent data is
available. These updates will be required in the ES.

3.8.2.

Whilst some information is not currently available for assessment within the Chapter,
Highways England has provided the sources of information that will be used in the
assessment to be presented in the ES.

3.8.3.

In regard to impacts, those identified by the Project are broadly acceptable and should
mitigation measures be appropriate they will be detailed in the ES.

Further Information Required
3.8.4.

The assessment within the ES will need to be undertaken in line with the methodology that
has been proposed.

3.8.5.

The movement of fill material should be quantified, especially if this would involve the use of
the public highway and further to comments raised with regard to air quality and noise, any
effects upon sensitive receptors needs to be considered.

The Councils’ Position
3.8.6.

The generation of waste should obviously be minimised as much as is possible. The
adoption of the waste hierarchy is the appropriate approach when designed and
constructing a project such as the A66 NTP.

3.8.7.

If borrow pits are proposed by the Project, then this should be fully assessed within the ES
and the Councils must be consulted given the minerals planning remit of the County Council
and the environmental health remit of the District Council.

3.9.

Noise and Vibration
Main Findings from the Review

3.9.1.

The PO’s approach to the noise and vibration assessment methodology, baseline conditions
and potential impacts is accepted at this stage and the modelling assessment that has been
undertaken has been of value in determining the likely significant effects of each option.
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3.9.2.

However, there are essential aspects of any robust and compliant assessment of the effects
upon noise and vibration that have not been provided and these have been identified in the
technical review and are required to be provided in the ES.

3.9.3.

The approach to mitigation and enhancement measures requires much further information
and justification. There are likely to be significant effects upon sensitive receptors to noise
and Highways England should consider all opportunities to minimise these increases and to
seek enhancements.

Further Information Required
3.9.4.

It is noted that a detailed methodology for the assessment of the impacts of construction
traffic has not been presented. A construction road traffic assessment methodology should
be presented in the ES.

3.9.5.

Multiple areas of information require further development, in particular in relation to
mitigation and enhancements, which is expected to be presented in the ES. Details on the
methodology (namely inclusions within the proposed modelling and significance
determination) require development. Additionally, the survey methodology should be
clarified and discussed with EDC prior to the surveys being undertaken.

The Councils’ Position
3.9.6.

The Councils are supportive of the approach to the assessment that has been proposed
although further information and findings is required in order for the assessment to be
considered to be robust and compliant with all relevant guidance.

3.9.7.

There are likely to be significant increases in road traffic noise at a number of sensitive
receptors, especially for options to the north of Kirkby Thore. The mitigation measures
proposed are not yet adequately presented and further noise attenuation measures are
required. Highways England should also pay particular attention to the increase in noise at
Kirkby Thore Primary School and the Councils expect greater detail on the precise increase
and mitigation that is proposed.

3.10. Population and Human Health
Main Findings from the Review
3.10.1. The assessment proposed is broadly aligned to the DMRB approach to an assessment
upon population and human health, although further assessment out with the scope of the
DMRB is required in order to ensure that all likely significant effects are adequately
considered. These additional scope items are discussed further in Paragraphs 3.10.3 to
3.10.4.
3.10.2. There is only one diversion length for a Public Right of Way (PRoW) quoted within the PEIR
and this is for a bridleway in the Warcop area that will be diverted by nearly 1km. The
technical review has however identified that a number of other PRoW will be impacted by
the Project.
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Further Information Required
3.10.3. All diversions and closures of PRoW should be fully appraised within the ES in line with the
methodology provided in the DMRB. This assessment should be supported by suitable
survey data.
3.10.4. An assessment of the Socio-economic impacts and benefits from the Project as well as a
Health Impact Assessment needs to accompany the ES. The Councils need to be engaged
in the development and preparation of these assessments.

The Councils’ Position
3.10.5. There are public health benefits to be achieved and the Project has the opportunity to offer
enhancement to the residents and visitors to Cumbria through the provision of an Active
Travel Corridor that connects up key communities along the A66. Further information is
provided in Chapter 9.
3.10.6. The Project could have significant effects upon population through the disruption and stress
it could cause to the temporary accommodation sector, the construction employment sector
and businesses that are directly or indirectly affected as a consequence of the construction
and operational phases. The inclusion of a specific socio-economic assessment within the
ES would allow the Councils to understand the likely significant effects that would result as a
consequence of the Project. Further information on the expectations of the Councils is
provided in Chapter 8.9 and liaison between Highways England and the Councils would
allow a suitable scope for this assessment to be agreed.
3.10.7. The proposals for the J40 and Kemplay Bank Schemes should be considered with the
Councils proposal to develop a traffic free route between Penrith and Pooley Bridge as part
of the See More Lake District Cycling project.
3.10.8. The Project will lead to the diversion and closure of a number of PRoW. Highways England
should divert any PRoW as close to the original route as possible and where this isn’t
feasible, full justification should be provided.
3.10.9. The Councils should be consulted upon the finish and form of any diversion to ensure that it
is acceptable for use and maintenance during the operational phase of the Project. A Health
Impact Assessment is required to support the DCO application. This assessment should
consider the benefits from active travel pursuant to any enhancements that are provided.
3.10.10. The Councils require Highways England to submit a socio-economic assessment of the
effects of the Project alongside the DCO application. This should include the following draft
strategies that are suitably informed by the findings of the assessment:
 A Skills and Employment Strategy;
 An Accommodation Strategy; and
 A Business Support Strategy.
3.10.11. The Councils also need to be engaged in the development and preparation of all
assessments and strategies outlined above.
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3.11. Road Drainage and the Water Environment
Main Findings from the Review
3.11.1. Highways England’s proposed assessment is broadly acceptable in so far that the
methodology for the assessment is aligned to the DMRB, although greater information on
the exact approach to a number of the specific assessments is required. There is no Flood
Risk Assessment (FRA) that accompanies the PEIR and given the existing flood risk that is
present in the area of the Project, this is obviously of critical importance to be prepared and
understood as part of the DCO submission.
3.11.2. Other assessments and information such as, amongst others, a Water Framework Directive
(WFD) assessment and a drainage strategy must accompany the DCO application in order
to undertake a robust assessment of the risks to the water environment as well as the
impacts upon Councils’ assets.

Further Information Required
3.11.3. Highways England has provided a reasonably comprehensive appraisal and summary of the
baseline environment that is present within the study area of the Project although there are
aspects of the design of the Project and particular detail of the parameters of some
environmental assets that have not yet been adequately categorised and appraised. A full
description is provided in Appendix B.

The Councils’ Position
3.11.4. The information provided at present within the PEIR is satisfactory given the status of the
design of the Project. However, there are fundamental aspects of the assessment of effects
of the Project upon the water environment that have not yet been adequately considered
and it is imperative that this information is provided in the ES in support of the DCO
application.
3.11.5. The Councils are currently considering and researching innovative Natural Flood
Management measures in the upper catchment of the River Eden in conjunction with the
Environment Agency. The inclusion of the A66 NTP team in these discussions is
considered to be imperative to the success of the proposals as it would ensure that the
Project’s infrastructure is consistent and complimentary to what the Councils and the EA are
seeking to achieve.
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4.

Local Traffic Impact Report Review
Main Findings from the Review

4.1.1.

As stated in the Local Traffic Impact Report, the analysis of impacts has been based on the
2015 base year A66 Transport Model (A66TM), rather than the 2019 update developed for
the DCO application. It is understood that there should not be a significant difference
between these models as no major changes on the A66 have occurred in this four-year
period, however the updated A66TM will be more accurate as a result of using more recent
data and will incorporate empirical validation evidence post the A1 Leeming to Barton
upgrade scheme rather than these being only in a forecast model.

4.1.2.

The A66TM was based on a standard methodology for Highways England’s Regional Traffic
Models and as such does not reflect the unique nature of the A66 and the local traffic
demands it serves, particularly in relation to trip making for leisure purposes to the Lake
District. The model is based on replicating a standard average weekday (Monday to
Thursday) and average peak hours (0700-1000 and 1600-1900). Local knowledge backed
up by analysis of traffic count data shows that Fridays are significantly different to other
weekdays, with around 20% more traffic than the other days.

4.1.3.

This lack of specific modelling, tailored to the nature of the route, means that it is not
possible to understand the impact of the Project on the operation of the local road network
at all peak times. The A66 already experiences congestion with the current year traffic flows.
The Cumbria County Council Penrith Saturn Transport Model could be used in conjunction
with the A66 modelling to provide further understanding of traffic flows and impacts on the
local road network.

4.1.4.

Related to the point above, a generic approach appears to have been taken related to HGV
movements across the corridor, which are acknowledged as higher than average. It is
presumed that HGV speed limits and the capacity constraint caused by HGVs on single
carriageway sections of the route where overtaking is difficult are taken as default values for
road types and may not reflect specific issues such as the gradient impacts on speeds.
Clarification as to the way speed flow curves have been used to reflect HGVs as well as
specific vehicle class speed limits is required.

4.1.5.

There is also a potential over-estimate of local road capacities in the model, given that many
are single track or constrained by narrow bridges, or historic settlements. This leads to
concern that modelled predictions for small increases in traffic may cause significant delays
on the local network. A specific example is the road between Brougham Castle and Eamont
Bridge, which is only passable by one car in parts, and predicted to see increased traffic
with the Project. The roads through the centre of Kirkby Thore and the A685 between
Brough and Kirkby Stephen are also potentially over-estimated in terms of capacity.

4.1.6.

The modelling shows a significant growth in traffic predicted as a result of traffic forecasting,
25% on average between 2015 and 2031, growing to 46% by 2046, with an additional
growth of 39% as a result of the Project. This is a huge increase and there is a concern in
relation to environmental impacts such as noise and air quality and local junction congestion
impacts created.

Highways England A66 Northern Trans-Pennine Project

PUBLIC | WSP

November 2021
Page 23

4.1.7.

Given the increases in traffic flow predicted there are specific concerns related to capacity
and related delays and accidents as follows:
 There are both capacity and safety concerns at current and proposed left in/out junctions
given the increase in flows on the A66. These are proposed at the B6262 at Brougham
Castle, Whinfell Holme Waste Water Treatment works, Light Water Cottages, St Ninians
Church and at Crackenthorpe/Appleby.
 M6 Junction 40 – The circulatory and approach from the A66 sees circa 500 PCU per hr
increases yet no capacity changes are proposed for the circulatory. The PM peak is a
concern given the high Degree of Saturation shown from junction modelling. Previous
work undertaken by Cumbria County Council as part of the Penrith Transport
Improvements Study which identifies the infrastructure requirements within the Eden
Local Plan (2014 – 2032) Infrastructure Delivery Plan includes a capacity upgrade on the
northern approach of the A592 which included a longer flare. The current plans related to
the A66 Project do not include this longer flare which is seen to be essential for
accommodating future growth allocated in Eden Local Plan (2014 – 2032). This previous
work was undertaken without the detail of the A66 Project proposals and as such needs
revisiting to understand whether further mitigation is required. Penrith – Generally,
reductions in traffic are seen throughout, with the exception of the A686, Haweswater
Road and Ullswater Road. However, as noted in 4.1.3, there is a need to assess the
Project impacts with the Penrith Transport Model to confirm this. The LTR does not
present sufficient information to be able to judge whether these increases will cause
congestion issues but they are likely to create/exacerbate AQ/Noise issues (e.g. at
Skirsgill Close). There is a key concern that the A66 Project will worsen current
congestion issues in Penrith, especially because M6 junction 40 does not see any
significant capacity improvements but is expected to have significantly more traffic. The
lack of modelling and assessment of Friday traffic flows is also a concern given the
impacts this has across Penrith.
 Kemplay Bank – Issues of capacity are shown for the single lane eastbound exit slip
road, A6 (Bridge Lane) North and A6 south in the AM peak hour (all are above 85% DoS
despite the large reduction in circulatory traffic at the roundabout). There is also a
concern, as noted under section 3, that the A66 Project should provide a two lane exit
slip for the eastbound movement.
 Eamont Bridge – An increase in flow is predicted with the Project, which will cause
issues to this already congested link. An opportunity to improve the signal operations at
the bridge should be considered to mitigate this given that the site is physically
constrained. The B6262 through Brougham also sees a small increase, but this road is
only suitable for low levels of traffic due to its single track width for many parts.
 Center Parcs – The modelling and flow assessment shown in the report does not
capture the main days/times of pressure when guests are arriving/exiting.
 Appleby – Although small increases in traffic flow are predicted, no indication of the
operational impact is given.
 Kirkby Stephen - Although small increases in traffic flow are predicted, no indication of
the operational impact is given. This is of particular importance given the use of this route
as a diversion route for the A66. Options to enhance capacity for this purpose must be
explored to make this an acceptable diversion route.
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 Kirkby Thore – Increases will be seen on the local roads through the north of the village
given access to the A66 is changed. These are particularly narrow and no proposal for
widening is shown in the Project plans for consultation.
 No assessment has been made as to the suitability or capacity of diversion routes used
when the A66 is closed for maintenance or other incidents.

Further Information Required
4.1.8.

In order to fully understand and assess the impact of the Project on traffic levels and
subsequent impacts of congestion and environmental harm, the following items are required
of Highways England:
 Modelled delays at key junctions on the A66 and parallel routes that see increases in
traffic as a result of the Project.
 Evidence of changes between 2015 to 2019 related to supply and demand of the
transport network to ensure that the supplied results are reliable.
 Assurance that within the modelling, HGV speeds have been limited in line with legal
limits/observed speeds.
 Evidence for the level of induced traffic predicted given the increases in flow for the A66
with the Project in place.
 Center Parcs operational modelling representing the changeover day and specific peak
hours on these days.
 Select Link Analysis on local Penrith roads and approaches to M6 J40 and Kemplay
Bank for DM and DS to establish causality for traffic increases seen.
 Current year (or as close as possible) modelling outputs for M6 J40 and Kemplay Bank,
to enable a clear comparison with predicted future year conditions.
 Operational assessment of additional traffic at Eamont Bridge.
 Assessment of the impact of Friday traffic on the predictions made for capacity of the
route, particularly the junctions of M6 J40 and Kemplay Bank, given it is circa 20% higher
than other weekdays. Information requests have previously been made for this data so
an independent analysis can be carried out.
 Operational Assessment of additional traffic through Appleby.
 Operational Assessment of additional traffic through Kirkby Stephen.
 Operational Assessment of re-routing in Kirkby Thore (not just junctions but links as well)
 Analysis of the current diversion routes and suitability/upgrades required.

The Councils’ position
4.1.9.

There are serious concerns relating to the traffic modelling predictions for additional traffic
volumes through the junctions at the western end of the corridor. In particular, at M6 J40 the
view of the Councils is that the current over capacity issues will be exacerbated and
therefore further mitigation will be required to manage the increases in forecasted traffic.

4.1.10. There is a high potential for local traffic conditions in Penrith to be worsened as a result of
the Project and further detailed modelling information is required to be able to undertake an
informed scrutiny of the modelling results.
4.1.11. One of the main localised characteristics of traffic patterns on the corridor has not been
assessed and or presented in the Local Traffic Impact Report. The significant increase in
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observed traffic flows on a Friday need to be assessed to enable an informed view on the
impact of the Project on congestion and associated environmental impacts, in particular
relating to the local road network through and around Penrith.
4.1.12. Given the current available information presented in the Local Traffic Impact Report, further
mitigation is required to manage the potential impacts on the local road network. We request
that additional Friday scenario testing is undertaken, and operational stress test
assessments of road junctions to understand potential impacts. The following list indicates
the areas most likely to require mitigation (subject to confirmation of additional information
and analysis as listed above):
 Penrith – Several roads see increases in traffic with the Project that could be significant
given the current congestion and anticipated growth in background traffic. There may be
mitigation measures required at junctions or links on the A686, Haweswater Road and
Ullswater Road. The Penrith Transport Improvements Study (2017) for example identified
a longer flare on the Ullswater Road approach to J40 to cater for Local Plan forecast
traffic growth. It is therefore critical to further understand the operational assessment and
impacts of the proposed layout.
 Eamont Bridge – An opportunity to improve the signal operations at the bridge should
be considered to mitigate this given that the site is physically constrained. Alternative
junction arrangements could be possible for the A66 at Brougham Castle to alleviate this
problem (by allowing right turns in and out).
 At Appleby, Kirkby Stephen and Kirkby Thore – the potential for mitigation should be
based on junction assessments.
 Diversion routes – The Councils believe that there will be a need for specific mitigation
at certain locations on the designated diversion routes for the A66, specifically the A6
and A685, to make them acceptable.
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5.

CONSTRUCTION METHOD AND MANAGEMENT
STRATEGY REVIEW

5.1.1.

The Draft Construction Method Statement (Draft CMS) is a useful document to explain, in
terms that are understandable to the non-engineering professional, how the Project will be
constructed, what measures will be adopted and what tools and methods will be used.
However, its value to the Councils is limited in so far that it provides little detail of specific
measures that will be adopted during the construction phase of the project whilst similarly
clarifying that specific detail is still indicative and subject to change. This technical appraisal
of the Draft CMS has therefore been undertaken with due consideration of this limitation.

5.1.2.

It is noted that, in paragraph 1.1.8 of the Draft CMS, that Highways England identifies that
some information in the report may differ from what is in the PEIR. This is understandable
given the evolving nature of the design and the emerging findings of the assessment,
although it is important that the ES and CMS that are submitted with the DCO application
are consistent.

5.1.3.

Paragraph 2.3.2 of the Draft CMA notes the implications of construction whilst maintaining
an operational A66. It is recommended that local roads are also applied to same level of
consideration when considering road users, WCH's and other stakeholders.

5.1.4.

The acknowledgement in sections 2.3 and 2.4 of the Draft CMS to minimise discretion and
optimise the phasing of the works is welcomed. The Draft CMS highlights the online
challenge at M6 Junction 40 to Kemplay Bank. However, no mention is made of the blue
light facility that is unique and whose continuous access and uninterrupted service is
deemed critical both the Councils and emergency services. Such considerations should be
set out within any future iteration of the CMS submitted as part of the DCO application.

5.1.5.

Section 2.6 of the Draft CMS sets out the approach for establishing site compounds and
tabulates potential sites that are under consideration. It is recommended that Highways
England have further discussions with the Councils on the selection of suitable compounds,
to ensure that they do not contribute to further detrimental effects on accessing key parts of
the local network (e.g. the blue light hub) or to the temporary environmental impacts
(dust/noise/light) to local residents.

5.1.6.

Highways England has listed in Table 1, indicative compound locations across the Project.
The two sites related to the M6 Junction 40 to Kemplay Bank Scheme will be on or directly
impact the Councils’ land. Further work is required to determine the viability of these plots
and we encourage Highways England to meet with the Councils to gain a better
understanding of the suitability of these two sites.

5.1.7.

Paragraph 2.9.4 of the Draft CMS acknowledges that a number of lane closures may be
required. Of the examples given, resurfacing of the local road network in the ownership of
the Council is not mentioned. The local highway authority will need to be consulted on the
detailed phasing of this element of the 'concluding phase of works'.

5.1.8.

The high-level description in Section 4.6 of the Draft CMS on the diversion of utilities does
not make specific reference to the requirement for uninterrupted services to the blue light
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hub. It is requested that following further liaison with utilities operators, more detailed plans
for undertaking diversion works around the blue light hub are provided to the Councils.
5.1.9.

It is recommended that Highways England and the Councils consider the use of low carbon
'plastic roads' as part of the solution for the new road construction covered in section 4.7.
Highways England are presently trialling such an innovative material and it may be possible
and appropriate for it to be adopted on the Project.

5.1.10. There is no mention in Sections 4.8, 4.9 and 4.10 of the Draft CMS on the requirement for
cladding of wingwalls and retaining walls with locally sourced stone, as set out in section 3.6
of the Project Design Report, although as stated above, the possible inconsistency of the
documents is acknowledged. The use of local stone is encouraged due to the sensitive
nature of the landscape and how such materials would aid how the Project blends into the
character of the area.
5.1.11. Paragraph 4.11.4 of the Draft CMS states that there "may be a net shortage of earthworks
material early in the project which could be supplemented in the short term with the use of
local borrow pit locations". Such a feature must be identified in the ES and their impacts
assessed accordingly. Consultation with the minerals planning authority (i.e. Cumbria
County Council) is advised prior to the development of these proposals.
5.1.12. The proposal to provide an earth balance across the Project is encouraged and should be
supported. However, any movement of fill from Cumbria to neighbouring authorities should
be quantified should it not be possible for each scheme to achieve the cut and fill balance
independently. It would be preferable for the earthworks to be managed to achieve a
neutral earth balance with any excess fill moved as minimal a distance as possible. Details
of such earth movements should be provided to the Councils where the local road network
is to be used.
5.1.13. The preparation of traffic management plans is welcomed, and it is recommended that
information on the extent to which the local road network, maintained by the Councils, is to
be used during the construction phase for the import of materials and the movement of fill
between schemes is included within a Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) that
would be covered through a requirement to the DCO. A draft version of this CTMP should
be submitted in support of the DCO application.
5.1.14. Paragraph 5.1.2 of the Draft CMS states that the project will look to maintain a 60mph
speed limit and acknowledges lower limits may be applied. The Councils request to be
consulted on the implications for interactions with the local highway network where national
speed limit is to be maintained, with evidence that the safety of road users will not be
compromised.
5.1.15. There is no indication of the timescales for the confirmation of the rolling programme of
Temporary Traffic Management (TTM) lane and road closures. Highways England’s own
customer commitment is for planned TTM to have a 3-month notification period. In order for
the local highway authority and bus providers to coordinate around these alterations, a
longer notification period would be required with a commitment stated in the CTMP.
5.1.16. Highways England acknowledges that traffic will be guided along lengths of the A66 using
the existing carriageway or new temporary relief sections. For online working and large
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activity road closures, the Construction Method and Management Plan does not include
details of any proposed diversion routes. Highways England should be made aware of the
serious concerns about the unsuitability of most of the local road network to accommodate
the volume and types of vehicles that will be directed off the A66. Highways England must
work with the Councils to ensure that the limited routes have considered health and safety
implications on their change of use and mitigated these as far as reasonably practicable.
Further improvements will also be required on the A685 through Kirkby Stephen and the A6
(Eamont bridge) to make these suitable diversion routes and the Councils’ wishes to work
with Highways England to design suitable improvements at these locations.
5.1.17. There are particular concerns on the impact to the blue light hub and the on-call fire fighters
to have uninterrupted access to the station at Kemplay Bank. The Councils will inform
Highways England of the rat-run routes that will be generated as the TTM plan is
implemented so that deterrents to these alternative routes are also included in the CTMP.
5.1.18. The preparation of Environmental Management Plans (EMPs) that will accompany the DCO
application is welcomed. It is important that these contain clear commitments that ensure
that mitigation is delivered and implemented so that the natural environment and the
residents of Cumbria and Eden are protected.
5.1.19. It is welcoming to see reference for health and safety principles against Highways England’s
own ‘Home Safe and Well’ initiative, their Safety Maturity Plan KPI and use of their ‘Raising
the Bar’ guidance. It is important that where aspects of the plan can be reinforced through
collaboration, this should include the Councils. This should also include the Councils’ input
to the Project’s Customer Performance Assurance Audit (CPAA) as a way of ensuring that
schemes are doing the most they possibly can for the local community against a set of
criteria based on the 20 principles from Highways England’s ‘Roadworks: A Customer View’.
5.1.20. Chapter 8.1 promotes the use of technology to improve safety during construction.
Highways England must address the risk that 4/5G coverage along the Project corridor is
not comprehensive and would be prohibitive for the benefits promoted in the Construction
Method and Management Strategy. Highways England must therefore coordinate with
national utility providers to prioritise the route corridor for the roll out of digital infrastructure.
This will be in line with the emerging Cumbria Transport Infrastructure Plan (CTIP) policy for
Clean and Healthy Cumbria proposed to be adopted by Spring 2022. 4/5G digital
infrastructure will also improve coverage and improve the operational performance of new
technology on the route corridor and connectivity of in-vehicle systems providing advanced
warning of congestion / road closures at the same time.
5.1.21. It is concerning that Chapter 9 Community Engagement Overview does not make specific
reference to the Appleby Horse Fair. The unique stakeholder issues in this area will need to
be mitigated to accommodate the fair during the construction of the Project. It is also
expected that a Construction Traffic Management Plan, including the Traffic Management
Plan will need to set out how the Appleby Horse Fair traffic will be coordinated and
managed over both the construction and operation of the A66 NTP. Compound and site
security will also need careful consideration around Brough, Kirkby Thore, Long Marton and
Penrith.
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5.1.22. The Incident Management Plan should continue to include the input and approval of the
Councils.
5.1.23. The Councils expect that a liaison committee will have a formal role in monitoring the
operation of the CTMP and CMS will be included as a formal element of the Project and
secured by appropriately worded requirements.
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6.

THE ROUTE DEVELOPMENT REPORT REVIEW

6.1.

Introduction

6.1.1.

The Route Development Report describes the process for the evolution and development of
the design of the A66 NTP.

6.1.2.

The detail within the Route Development Report is comprehensive and there is justification
for the rationale and decision making that has taken place although, similarly to a review of
the information within the PEIR, the information is provided at a high level and therefore
does not allow for an appraisal of the detailed likely effects upon an environmental asset.

6.1.3.

To align with the requirements of the Infrastructure Planning (EIA) Regulations 2017, an
Applicant for a DCO that is also EIA development has to provide within the ES a discussion
of the alternatives to the proposals that have been discounted and the reasons (which may
not necessarily be environmental in nature) that have led to the decision for the final design.

6.1.4.

The Route Development Report is therefore considered to be an appropriate basis for the
information that needs to be presented in the ES.

6.2.

Environmental Principles

6.2.1.

Paragraph 1.1.5 of the Route Development Report infers that the design of the A66 NTP
has been influenced by the presence of designated areas such as the Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (AONB) and Special Areas of Conservation. Clearly, complete avoidance of
these areas is not possible so it is understood that Highways England has endeavoured to
minimise direct impacts upon these areas through the route and design of the Project.
However, there is still a considerable amount of information and assessment that should be
provided within the ES to allow a full appraisal of whether impacts upon these areas, as well
as other areas of environmental value, are affected and mitigated appropriately.

6.2.2.

The exclusions listed in Paragraph 1.1.6 of the Route Development Report highlight the
information that is still to be identified and is not subject to consideration in the Route
Development Report. This is reasonable given the stage of the Project, but it demonstrates
the further survey and assessment work that is still required to be undertaken as part of the
preparation of the ES.

6.3.

Councils’ Appraisal of the Presented Route Options

6.3.1.

Highways England’s consultation material sets out the proposed route options and also their
preferred route options for both Kirkby Thore (Blue route preferred) and Warcop (Black,
Blue, Black route preferred).

6.3.2.

The Councils’ own appraisal of the route options has been undertaken and has graded each
route option, by environmental topic, against a Red/Amber/Green (RAG) criterion. A Red
rating is applied where there is serious and material harm to an environmental asset of
interest to Cumbria County Council (CCC) or Eden District Council (EDC) that cannot be
adequately mitigated and would jeopardise the viability of an asset of interest to the
Councils. Amber identifies where there are likely to be significant effects upon the
environment that may still require further mitigation measures to make them acceptable, but
do not, with the information presently available, identify that the viability of the asset is
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questioned. Green identifies that there are unlikely to be significant issues of concern to the
Councils at present.
6.3.3.

The review has established that none of the presented options fall within the red criteria,
and that the majority of route options fall within the amber category for the majority of
environmental topics. However, the appropriateness of whatever option is chosen by
Highways England will be determined and will be based upon the mitigation that is provided
for the significant effects upon the environment that are likely to result. Further information
will need to be provided in the ES to ensure that the mitigation and enhancement measures
that are proposed by Highways England are suitable and acceptable to the Councils.

6.3.4.

At this stage there are no environmental impacts that have been identified for any option
that, subject to greater mitigation measures than presently available, cannot be made
acceptable in the context of the A66 which, because of its nature, will always have
significant effects upon the environment across a range of topic areas.
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7.

PROJECT DESIGN REPORT SUMMARY

7.1.1.

Highways England acknowledges in Chapter 1 Introduction of the Project Design Report
(PDR) the challenges on the A66 with congestion, road accidents, higher volumes of HGV’s
than the national average and how the Project Objectives will support economic growth for
Cumbria and the Northern Powerhouse. The PDR goes on to set out how the Project
intends to meet its Objectives. The Councils should have sight of, and contribute to, the
Project’s Benefits Realisation Plan to ensure that the commitment to maintain and improve
tourism access, services and jobs for the local community are met. The PDR introduction
separately states that the Project seeks to improve non-motorised transport provision along
the route and reduce severance for local communities.

7.1.2.

The Introduction section also recognises that good design will have a significant impact on
key decisions on this Project, to mitigate issues and concerns that the Councils have with
the design development and construction processes impacting the local communities. To
date, Highways England has included specialists from the Councils as part of the integrated
design approach. As this is a draft PDR, we think it important that the Councils are
consulted on the further iterations of this report.

7.1.3.

Chapter 3.2 of The A66 Design Principles states, under making the roads safe and useful,
‘improving the performance of key junctions including M6 at Penrith.’ At JunctionJunction 40
in particular, the Councils do not believe that this objective is currently being achieved
based on the current GA plan. The report also quotes, ‘ensuring sustainable travel
opportunities are encouraged through well connected walking, cycling and horse-riding
routes’. Again the Project does not meet the requirements to meet key policy documents
for local and national commitments to change and promote active travel. They do not align
with the DfT policy set out in “Gear Change” for betterment of active travel provisions in the
emerging Cumbria Transport Infrastructure Plan (CTIP), which is proposed to be adopted by
Spring 2022.

7.1.4.

Ensuring that a road scheme blends into the natural landform and landscape character is an
important factor in reducing its environmental impacts, as stated in Chapter 3.5. The use of
design features and the inclusion of ecological enhancement is welcomed, although specific
detail is required in order to comment further on its appropriateness. The design principle to
face new overbridge structures with local stone, as stated in Chapter 3.6 is supported but
the Councils recommend that this also includes new underbridges and retaining walls. The
Councils would like to see these details submitted as part of the DCO submission, and the
sensitive use of appropriate materials should be a Project commitment.

7.1.5.

In a similar manner, the Councils endorse Highways England’s use of steel vehicle restraint
system (VRS) in the central reserve on the Project (cross-sections in A66-MB-2-Plans-andProfiles). There would be concerns from the Councils if the VRS were to be changed to a
concrete barrier along this route corridor susceptible to high snowfall and the potential
increase in the visual impact of a concrete barrier on the Cumbrian landscape and the Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

7.1.6.

The acknowledgement in Chapter 3.7 that good road design seeks to achieve net
environmental gain is to be welcomed. The sustainability of the Project will depend upon
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the specifics that are considerably dependent upon the findings of the assessments that will
accompany the Environmental Statement. The Preliminary Environmental Information
Report PEIR has not provided sufficient detail to identify whether environmental gain is to be
secured as part of the DCO.
7.1.7.

The proposal in Chapter 3.9 to provide infrastructure to support electric vehicle charging is
welcomed and the Councils request further information and dialogue on the proposals, as
little information is included within the consultation materials. However, the Councils believe
that good road design using new technologies should also include for an integrated
technology system with the local highway authority, with a technology strategy across the
entire route corridor. Highways England must coordinate with national utility providers to
prioritise the route corridor for the roll out of digital infrastructure. This will be in line with the
emerging Cumbria Transport Infrastructure Plan (CTIP) policy for Clean and Healthy
Cumbria proposed to be adopted by Spring 2022. 4/5G digital infrastructure will also
improve coverage and improve the operational performance of new technology on the route
corridor and connectivity of in-vehicle systems. An integrated technology system with the
Councils would address many of the Road to Good Design principles to make the road safe,
inclusive and collaborative.

7.1.8.

The lasting value of good road design quoted in Chapter 3.11 will also need to consider the
condition and maintenance regime of the local highway network generated as part of the
Project, including those assets to be de-trunked.

7.1.9.

The Councils welcome the Highways England’s Design Review Panel summary statement
in Chapter 4.3 that the Project should aspire to be ‘England’s best road’. This should include
the wider scheme benefits for the local community. It is concerning that the Design Review
Panel did not recognise that there should be further work to investigate the capacity issue at
the M6 J40 terminal. However, the Panel has emphasised that the many drainage basins
proposed as part of the Project are carefully sited and their integration into the landscape be
fully exploited. Previous liaison with Highways England has raised concerns over the
number of independent basins across the Project and feel that this direction from the Design
Review Panel gives weight to the combining of the drainage networks and further work to
site and shape the basins to minimise their impact on the local landscape. It is requested
that the Councils continue to be consulted on the strategy and guidance principles, for key
components recommended by the Panel, are developed as part of the design process.

7.1.10. The high-level environmental information that is presented in Chapter 5 Responding to
Context shows the landscape context for the Project and is of benefit to understanding the
natural environment in which the Project is proposed to be constructed within, especially
with regard to the AONB. It is welcomed that the Project Design Report commits to
considering the distinct character of the area. The preservation of dark skies is an important
consideration and it is welcomed that only the M6 to Kemplay Bank section of the Project
within Cumbria is to be lit.
7.1.11. In Chapter 6 Shaping the User Experience Highways England has drawn the linkages
between the route of the A66 and the landscape, cultural heritage, tourist, and visual value.
Key landmarks along the route corridor are highlighted including Whinfell Forest and Murton
Pike and it is welcomed that Highways England acknowledges that the Project provides
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opportunities to strengthen the sense of place, and enhance the overall landscape. The
presence of Roman Roads, and the scheduled monuments in proximity, is noted by
Highways England. There are opportunities for mitigation and enhancement of these assets
through the DCO process that should be proposed and explored. Non-Roman heritage is
similarly acknowledged.
7.1.12. M6 Junction 40 to Kemplay Bank is acknowledged in Chapter 7.2 with J40 to be prone to
bottlenecks caused by high levels of congestion. It is not considered that the works
proposed at the junction will adequately address this recognised issue nor mitigate for the
increase in traffic due to the Project.
7.1.13. It is welcomed that the Project interventions to create a new dual carriageway underpass
below the existing Kemplay Bank roundabout are included. Chapter 7.2 however does not
mention the reduction in traffic speed along this stretch of the dual carriageway. Highways
England need to explain how this reduction in speed would be enforced once operational.
This chapter also states that the existing shared pedestrian/cyclist facilities will be retained
at Kemplay Bank. It is judged that the non-motorised user provision will be detrimentally
altered as it is currently shown and we would encourage Highways England to improve the
current designs for NMUs.
7.1.14. The Landscape Character Areas that are presented in Chapter 7 for each scheme are
appropriate but not of sufficient detail to inform an appraisal within an Environmental
Statement. A review of the PEIR has identified that the Local Character Areas (LCA)
presented within the Landscape and Visual Impact assessment are broadly suitable for that
purpose, although some additional LCAs have been identified for consideration in the
Technical Review of the PEIR in Appendix B. Highways England has identified the
nationally designated constraints that are present along the route corridor of this scheme as
well as the vegetation types within the surrounding landscape. It is appropriate to use these
environmental assets as a ‘starting point’ for the mitigation for the scheme, although without
detailed information on all environmental effects that will no doubt be presented in the ES, it
cannot be appraised as to whether the proposals are appropriate.
7.1.15. It is considered that the Penrith to Temple Sowerby design elements, as set out in Chapter
7.3, should accommodate diversion scenarios at the A6262 in acknowledgement of lessons
learned from Storm Desmond.
7.1.16. Chapter 7.3 also states that there will be cycle provision, which is not clear on the
accompanying figure. It is welcomed that the report states that there is a proposal to
connect Byway 311013 and Footpath 311004 to the grade separated crossing to enable
onward journeys and connectivity, as they would otherwise be terminated. Highways
England are however to clarifyclaritfy if the Byway Open to All Traffic (BOAT) for vehicles
turning right in and out will maintain current access for all traffic. This appears inconsistent
with the design plans produced as part of Statutory Consultation which do not show these
connections for the PROW network.
7.1.17. The nationally designated sites have been appropriately identified and presented in Chapter
7.3. Much more information is available within the PEIR and the Councils would expect that
even further pertinent baseline information on the status of the environmental constraints
that are present will be provided in the Environmental Statement. Reference to enhancing
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the views of Brougham Castle and the Countess Pillar are welcomed, but this must be
achieved sympathetically to the setting of the asset.
7.1.18. In Chapter 7.4 Temple Sowerby to Appleby, Highways England has identified the key
environmental constraints that are present as well as landscaping features that are pertinent
to consider when designing the optimum landscaping features to be included within the
design of the Project. Reference to the Roman features is particularly welcomed.
7.1.19. It is stated in Chapter 7.4 that the Project will sever Footpaths 336013 and 317004, however
these will be diverted via footbridges or underpasses to reconnect with the scheme in place.
Diversions of approximately 500m and 110m respectively will occur as a result. It is also
stated that “Two underpasses are proposed to redirect Footpaths 317006, 317012 and
317004 and reconnect them with the existing Bridleway 341001”. It should be noted that
317012 is in fact a bridleway and as such will allow use by cyclists and horse riders. The
scheme is extinguishing the bridleway and associated connectivity.
7.1.20. The Appleby to Brough scheme abuts the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and therefore
it is welcomed that Highways England has identified the nature of the landform that is
present in this location in Chapter 7.5. Again, similarly to the Temple Sowerby to Appleby
scheme, the presence of the Roman history in the area is acknowledged and welcomed.
7.1.21. Chapter 7.5 also draws references to the severance of footpaths that will occur and this
should be assessed within the ES and appropriate mitigation put in place for the loss of this
amenity and access to the countryside. There is an incorrect reference to PROW severance
in this section (it is identical to the previous section).
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8.

FURTHER TOPICS FOR ASSESSMENT

8.1.1.

This section provides a summary of reviews and assessments undertaken by the Councils
on the likely wider impacts of the Project and there is a significant absence of detail
presented by Highways England in the consultation documentation.

8.1.2.

This section does not revisit the additional areas of where enhancement opportunities, both
within and out with the draft DCO boundary, are identified in the Technical Review of the
PEIR (Appendix B). These aspects only require the existing proposed assessments to be
further developed to address policy requirements rather than new assessment topic areas.

8.2.

Connectivity for Local Communities and the Impact of Proposed
Junction Strategies
Main Findings from the Review

8.2.1.

All at grade right turn movements are proposed to be removed as a key feature of the A66
NTP Project. This is likely to have an impact on the connectivity of communities and key
services along the A66. The proposed improvements include several new grade-separated
junctions that will allow all movements. These junctions contribute to maintaining
connectivity for local communities, but there remain some connectivity impacts for several
communities and key services. The main ones are:
 Skirsgill Depot: routes accessing from the west by motorised vehicle can be increased by
2km, as the secondary access from the M6 slip road will be removed. To mitigate this
impact, it is recommended that the M6 slip road access to Skirsgill Depot is retained.
 Cumbria Constabulary and Cumbria Fire & Rescue Service (and the A6 south): access
routes for NMUs are proposed via the centre of the Kemplay Bank roundabout. This will
lead to an increase in severance due to an increase in the number of crossing points /
conflicts with vehicles required.
 Brougham Castle: movements between Brougham Castle and the A66 eastbound will no
longer be possible and will be required to route to the A6 via the B6262. There is
insufficient data available in the Local Traffic Report to be able to quantify the number of
users that will be impacted, however this all movement junction is used as a diversion
route during flood events at Eamont Bridge. Measures to cater for this provision should
be addressed as part of the A66 NTP, as there are little to no alternatives to during flood
events to connect to the A6 south if Eamont Bridge is closed.
 The former Llama Karma Kafe & Sewage Works: right turns from/into these sites will be
banned resulting in an approximate 5km detour.
 Long Marton and Crakenthorpe: there is no proposed junction at Long Marton, requiring
drivers to route via Kirkby Thore or Appleby to access the A66.
 Warcop: Connectivity from Warcop towards the east will be reduced as the current right
turn provision will be prohibited resulting in a 2km detour.
 Langrigg: Accessing Langrigg from the A66 west will result in a 3.6 km detour.
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8.2.2.

The Councils’ independent assessment of the safety performance related to the Project
reported that the proposed improvements are likely to improve the safety of the new A66
alignment and sections of the old A66 alignment will benefit from a traffic flow reduction and
therefore the number of PICs should also reduce.

8.2.3.

However, the northern section of the A685 between Kirkby Stephen and Brough is
predicting a traffic flows increase of 14%, this could lead to more accidents and therefore
mitigation related to safety improvements may be required on this section of the A685.

8.2.4.

The Project will impact a limited number of bus services that use the A66 to connect the
various settlements. There is only one frequent service, the 104 linking Center Parcs to
Penrith, which will need to be maintained and any impacts minimised. During construction,
there is likely to be an impact on journey times, but it would be expected that connectivity
would be maintained during the works. The Project interactions and impacts on bus services
need to be discussed with the Councils to ensure that connectivity is maintained through the
construction and operational phases.

8.2.5.

As a result of the Project there is likely to be a similar level of connectivity for bus users and,
given the de-trunked sections will continue to be used, an opportunity presents itself to
provide greater levels of service with additional stops given the lower levels of traffic on
these sections.

Further Information Required
8.2.6.

Confirmation from Highways England is required on how connectivity will be maintained for
communities during the construction period, for non-motorised users, private vehicles,
goods traffic and public transport.

8.2.7.

An assessment of safety implications of additional traffic caused by the Project on local
roads, for example the A685 between Kirkby Stephen and Brough.

The Councils’ position
8.2.8.

Further assessment will need to present the impacts that the proposed designs will have on
severance, wellbeing, pedestrians, cyclists and horse rider amenity across all sensitive
receptors such as existing routes (motorised and non-motorised), residential properties and
key destinations along the route.

8.2.9.

Highways England will need to engage with the Councils to further explore design solutions
to reduce the extended routing proposed for communities across the route including
Warcop, Long Martin and Crackenthorpe. There should be no loss of connectivity for local
communities, and opportunities to improve connections should be delivered by the Project.

8.3.

Assessment of Walking, Cycling and Horse Riding Facilities along
the A66
Main Findings from the Review

8.3.1.

The Project as presented does not provide a safe and coherent route for walkers, cyclists
and horse riders along the A66 corridor. This is a significant missed opportunity for the
Project to contribute to Cumbria’s active travel strategy, align with local and national policy
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and provide missing connectivity between settlements for both leisure and
commuting/utilitarian purposes.
8.3.2.

A number of key policy documents have been published in recent years that support a
renewed focus on active travel and the provision of high quality infrastructure to facilitate
movement. These are listed below.

8.3.3.

‘Gear Change: a bold vision for cycling and walking’ sets out the case for change and
groups actions required at all levels of Government to make it a reality under four themes:
1) Better streets for cycling and people;
2) Putting cycling and walking at the heart of transport, place-making, and health policy;
3) Empowering and encouraging local authorities;
4) We will enable people to cycle and protect them when they cycle.

8.3.4.

Under Theme 2, there is a commitment to the provision of cycle infrastructure for all new A
road schemes:
“We will ensure that new local and strategic A road schemes include appropriate
provision for cycling”

8.3.5.

Promoting active modes is also an integral part of ‘Decarbonising Transport A Better,
Greener Britain’ (DfT, 2021) with active travel part of Strategic Priority 1:
“Strategic Priority 1. Accelerating modal shift to public and active transport”
 Public transport and active travel will be the natural first choice for our daily activities.

8.3.6.

The County Council are developing the Cumbria Transport Infrastructure Plan (CTIP), which
is proposed to be adopted by Spring 2022. The three objectives of the CTIP are :
 Clean and Healthy Cumbria – promoting the role of active travel and digital
infrastructure as an enabler of inclusive economic growth and in supporting the health
and well-being of our communities and the decarbonisation of transport networks,
 Connected Cumbria - improved transport networks across to connect our places and
support economic growth and opportunities for businesses and communities, and,
 Community Cumbria – promoting integrated approaches to transport, supporting
opportunity and renewal within towns and communities across Cumbria with transport as
a barrier to social inclusion broken down.

8.3.7.

The public consultation of the Draft CTIP has recently closed, and any consultation
responses that may further this technical response, or are relevant for consideration by
Highways England for the A66 NTP, will be provided to Highways England when available.

8.3.8.

The CTIP identifies active travel as playing a critical role in delivering all three objectives.

8.3.9.

One of the ambitions set out in the CTIP is for Cumbria to be known as one of the best
places to walk and cycle in the United Kingdom. To facilitate this the following will be
promoted and delivered through the CTIP:
 High quality local cycling and walking networks in Cumbria’s main settlements;
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 Attractive and safe cycling routes connecting the main settlements and wider countryside
providing access to National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and World
Heritage Sites;
 New traffic-free trails suitable for cycling and walking;
 Cumbria will be an exemplar location for design and installation of cycling routes and
infrastructure;
 Establishment of cycle hubs at key locations across Cumbria;
 Active travel supporting better health and wellbeing of communities; and
 Establish comprehensive active travel networks to increase the number of people cycling
and walking (LCWIPs and Strategic Corridors).
8.3.10. The CTIP identifies Strategic Corridors for active travel. The A66, east and west of Penrith,
are key Strategic Corridors for active travel.
8.3.11. Although current levels of recorded use are low on the corridor, this is due to the nature of
the current A66, with multiple barriers to use of high speeds and high volumes of traffic, little
provision for walkers, cyclists and horse riders along the route and historic severance of
public rights of way and routes utilising the local road network. There is a need to consider
the latent demand for travel between settlements and attractions along the corridor and in
order to stimulate modal shift in line with the policies above, the provision of high quality
infrastructure is critical.
8.3.12. Strava usage data shows that the A66 is not a preferred route for cyclists in its current form,
with longer quieter routes being preferable. Where alternative routes are not readily
available, such as the section of the A66 immediately to the east of Appleby, usage by
cyclists is greater and this supports the case for an off-highway cycling route running
alongside the A66.
8.3.13. The Council has assessed and proposed a corridor route for active travel which would be
achievable and should be delivered by Highways England as part of the A66 NTP Project.
At a high level, this would include improvements related to the following:
 Cycle/footways using existing infrastructure (enhanced to meet current design
standards);
 Segregated cycle/footways parallel to the A66;
 New cycle/footways on existing quieter roads; and/or
 New cycle/footways on de-trunked sections of the A66.
8.3.14. The line of the continuous corridor is shown in the figure below and described below.
 Enhanced facilities for crossing M6 J40 and Kemplay Bank roundabouts aligning with the
latest guidance set out in LTN 1/20 (current designs suggest a worsening of provision);
 Utilising existing links between Kemplay Bank to Brougham Castle;
 Use of the Project’s access/farm tracks to link Brougham Castle to Center Parcs on a
parallel lightly trafficked route;
 Use of existing local roads between Center Parcs junction and Temple Sowerby;
 Use of the de-trunked A66 between Temple Sowerby, Kirkby Thore, Crackenthorpe and
on to Appleby (with suitable infrastructure amendments);
 An off-highway route running parallel to the A66 between Appleby and Warcop;
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 Use of the de-trunked A66 between Warcop and Brough (with suitable infrastructure
amendments); and
 Alternative route: utilising the disused railway line.
8.3.15. Historically it has not been possible to retro-fit active travel into significant infrastructure
projects. Therefore it is seen as critical that the active travel corridor is designed in as a core
component of the Project.
Figure 1 - Proposed A66 Active Travel Corridor

Further information required
8.3.16. The further assessment and proposals for the active travel corridor have been provided to
Highways England and a response is awaited as to how it can be incorporated into the
Project. The planned provision for active modes on the de-trunked sections of the A66 also
needs confirmation, alongside traffic modelling outputs showing the likely level of traffic
remaining, so an assessment can be made to assess the suitability of these routes as part
of any active travel corridor.

The Councils’ position
8.3.17. Currently the Project does not sufficiently provide for active travel users and does not align
with the latest DfT policy as set out in documents such as “Gear Change”, which states that
any highway upgrade should provide a betterment for active travel. The draft Cumbria
Transport Infrastructure Plan also shows active travel as a key element and specifically
identifies the A66 corridor in this regard. This means that the Project is currently misaligned
with national and emerging local policies for encouraging sustainable travel.
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8.3.18. In the context of both local and national transport policy, as set out in sections 8.3.3 to
8.3.10, improvements to active travel infrastructure as part of the A66 NTP are a critical
component of the project and must be embedded into the design proposals for the scheme
to be acceptable.

8.4.

Appleby Horse Fair
Main Findings from the Review

8.4.1.

The main impact of the A66 NTP Project will be to the west of Appleby, where there will be a
new alignment of the carriageway on the section of the A66 between Appleby and Kirkby
Thore, upgraded to dual carriageway standard. There are proposed changes to the junction
arrangement at the west of Appleby to allow movements on and off the eastbound
carriageway rather than the existing off-slip only.

8.4.2.

Although use of the A66 by horse-drawn vehicles to access and egress the Fair is
discouraged, travellers to and from the Fair continue to use the road. This can cause delay
and congestion to other road users, especially on the existing single carriageway sections
due to limited opportunities to overtake, and the perceived hazards in doing so. With the
upgrade to dual carriageway standard, the opportunity to overtake horse-drawn vehicles
increases, and thus delay may be reduced to other road users. However, the difference in
travelling speed between motor and horse-drawn vehicles will cause an increased hazard to
all road users and is of significant concern to the Councils.

8.4.3.

Between Appleby and Kirkby Thore, the existing A66 alignment could become an attractive
route for equine traffic, rather than to using the new dual carriageway when approaching or
leaving Appleby to the west. Connections to existing routes used by travellers, and
designated stopping places, will need to be maintained across the proposed dual
carriageway to enable their continued use.

8.4.4.

The de-trunking of the existing A66 carriageway could create the opportunity for further
stopping places in the vicinity of the Fair, which may either require an extension of the
Construction Traffic Management Plan to prevent this from happening, or provide an
opportunity to manage parking in the run up to and during the Fair. The Multi Agency
Strategic Coordination Group, consisting of County Council, Local Council and Town
Council elected members, emergency services, the RSPCA, a representative of the Gypsy
and Traveller Community, and officers from a variety of agencies, have developed the
Traffic Management Plan to manage the movement of vehicles migrating towards the Fair
and to prevent inappropriate parking and encampment. The Plan outlines what legal
powers and physical infrastructure are deployed or are at the disposal of MASCG Agencies
to manage the use of the highway, provided by Cumbria County Council as the local
highway authority for all non-trunk roads.

8.4.5.

The provision of the widened junction and the on-slip will result in widening Roman Road
into the Fair Hill Show Ground. This may affect the capacity of the Show Ground and the
operation of the traffic management related to access and egress.

8.4.6.

The inclusion of the on-slip road at the Appleby West junction is likely to have more of an
impact at times of departure from the Fair. Traffic travelling east will no longer have to pass
through Appleby to access the eastbound carriageway. At the departure from the Fair, this
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is likely to be an attractive route for travellers and will result in an increase of horse-drawn
traffic onto the existing A66 Appleby bypass.
8.4.7.

There are extensive traffic management plans in place alongside Traffic Regulation Orders
to manage the unique nature of the Fair. Beyond the physical alterations to the Appleby
West junction there is no information related to how the Project will interact with these
management plans and Traffic Regulation Orders.

8.4.8.

Enhanced provision on local roads in Cumbria would help to reduce the number of horsedrawn vehicles on the A66, and Highways England should work with the Councils to explore
additional infrastructure which would support this, such as advanced warning signs,
increasing capacity and quality of routes parallel to the A66, and layby/parking
management. A number of annual interventions are required to manage the Fair traffic and
this is identified in the Traffic Management Plan for the Fair. Consideration of how Highways
England can positively contribute to this plan during the construction and operation of the
A66 NTP is needed to support the operation of the Fair.

8.4.9.

Construction of the A66 NTP will occur during the Fair, which is held annually, potentially
over a number of years. There are other sections of the A66 NTP which horse-drawn
vehicles will use to access the Fair. Therefore, it is expected that a Construction Traffic
Management Plan, including the Traffic Management Plan will need to be produced by
Highways England to set out how the Fair traffic will be coordinated and managed over both
the construction and operation of the A66 NTP, which the Councils will need to be party to.

Further Information Required
8.4.10. An assessment is required of the potential need for mitigation related to the de-trunked
sections of the A66 and the likelihood of unauthorised stopping occurring by travellers
attending the fair. This may result in permanent or temporary infrastructure or TROs to be
put in place to prevent issues occurring with the Project in place.
8.4.11. Considering the provision of a new eastbound slip road onto the A66 at Appleby West, there
is a need for further information related to how this will be safely managed when travellers
are leaving the Horse Fair given the speed of traffic on the dual carriageway and the speed
of horse-drawn vehicles.
8.4.12. A Construction Traffic Management Plan, including the Traffic Management Plan will need
be produced by Highways England for the Project, and will need to set out how the Fair
traffic will be coordinated and managed over both the construction and operation of the A66
NTP, which the Councils will need to be party to. roads.
8.4.13. Consideration of how Highways England can positively contribute to the Appleby Horse Fair
Traffic Management Plan during the construction and operation of the A66 NTP is needed to
support the project, and as recommended above, should include consultation with MASCG.

The Councils’ Position
8.4.14. Enhanced provision on local roads in Cumbria would support a reduction of the number of
horse-drawn vehicles on the A66, and Highways England should work with the Councils to
explore additional infrastructure which would support this. This should include dedicated
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facilities for the travelling community, advanced direction or warning signs, increasing
capacity and quality of routes parallel to the A66, and layby/parking management.
8.4.15. There are extensive traffic management plans in place alongside Traffic Regulation Orders
to manage the unique nature of the Fair. Beyond the physical alterations to the Appleby
West junction there is no information related to how the Project will interact with these
management plans and Traffic Regulation Orders. Highways England will need to positively
contribute to this plan during the construction and operation of the A66 NTP for the Councils
to support the management plan.
8.4.16. Flashing Lane is a focal point of the Fair and is the main showcasing ‘run’ for horses being
traded. It is near the tie-in of the A66 NTP, and therefore the designs must not negatively
impact on this part of the local road network or encroach on the event field itself.
8.4.17. One of the main objectives of the A66 NTP is improved road safety across the corridor,
therefore a reduction in the number of horse-drawn carriages on the A66 would support this
objective. Highways England should support and fund improvements on the local highway
network to help achieve the reduction of horse drawn carriages using the A66.

8.5.

HGV Facilities
Main Findings from the Review

8.5.1.

The A66 currently experiences a high level of HGV flow, with HGVs comprising 23-28% of
all traffic on the A66 (2019 Webtris Data). The A66 sees a significant number of north west south east HGV movements as shown in Figure 2 (2014 Northern Trans-Pennine Strategic
Study).
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Figure 2 - GN Freight Model, Strategic Routing of HGVs on the A66 Corridor

8.5.2.

The delivery of the A66 NTP will see an increase of HGV traffic on the A66 and there is
therefore a need to understand the requirement for new HGV facilities along the A66 to
support this future demand and to address any shortfall in adequate facilities.

8.5.3.

The A66 NTP Local Traffic Report (2021) presents forecast traffic flow increases of
approximately 100% between base 2015 and future 2051 volumes, which is of a concern
given that there are existing issues of HGV nuisance and illegal parking along the A66 and
within Penrith.

Relevant Policies in Relation to HGV Provision
8.5.4.

The requirements and frequency for roadside facilities are set out in Annex B of DfT Circular
02/2012 - ‘Roadside facilities for road users on motorways and all-purpose trunk roads in
England’. Relevant extracts are presented below:
 Para B6. “The Highways Agency therefore recommends that the maximum distance
between motorway service areas should be no more than 28 miles.”
 Para B8. “The distances set out above are considered appropriate for to all parts of the
strategic road network and to be in the interests and for the benefit of all road users
regardless of traffic flows or route choice.”

8.5.5.

National Planning Policy Framework (2021) states:
 Para 109. “Planning policies and decisions should recognise the importance of providing
adequate overnight lorry parking facilities, taking into account any local shortages, to
reduce the risk of parking in locations that lack proper facilities or could cause a
nuisance.”
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8.5.6.

In light of these policy statements, an assessment of the existing provision of HGV facilities
serving the A66 has been undertaken and has identified a number of issues associated with
inappropriate parking causing nuisance and safety concerns.

Existing Provision
8.5.7.

The existing service areas serving the A66 and surrounding routes are as follows:







8.5.8.

Stainmore Services (A66);
AWJ Penrith Truck Stop (M6);
Tebay Services (M6)
Tebay Truck Stop (M6);
Barton Services (A1(M)); and
Leeming Bar Services (A1(M)).

The locations of the existing service areas which can accommodate HGVs are shown in the
figure below.
Figure 3 - Existing Service Areas

8.5.9.

The distance between adjacent service stations on routes that use the A66 is presented in
the table below. It should be noted that the A685 has an existing weight restriction of 18
tonnes and a height limit of 14.6ft, so not all HGVs can use the A685 to get to/from the
M6/A66.
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Service Area

Service Area

Distance in
miles

Notes

AWJ Penrith Truck Stop (M6)

Stainmore Services (A66)

25.7

Along A66

AWJ Penrith Truck Stop (M6)

Tebay Services (M6)

16.2

Along M6

AWJ Penrith Truck Stop (M6)

Tebay Truck Stop (M6)

17.7

Along M6

*Tebay Services (M6)

Stainmore Services (A66)

Tebay Services (M6)

AWJ Penrith Truck Stop (M6)

16.4

Along M6

Tebay Services (M6)

Tebay Truck Stop (M6)

1.5

Along M6

Tebay Truck Stop (M6)

AWJ Penrith Truck Stop (M6)

18.1

Along M6

*Tebay Truck Stop (M6)

Tebay Services (M6)

1.8

Along M6

*Tebay Truck Stop (M6)

Stainmore Services (A66)

19.6

Along A685 and
A66

Barton Services (A1(M))

Leeming Bar Services
(A1(M))

13.2

Along A1 (M)

Barton Services (A1(M))

Stainmore Services (A66)

29.7

Along A66

Leeming Bar Services
(A1(M))

Barton Services (A1(M))

16.2

Along A1 (M) & A66

Leeming Bar Services
(A1(M))

Stainmore Services (A66)

40

Along A1 (M) & A66

21

Along A685 and
A66

*HGVs in excess of 18 tonnes and 14.6ft in height heading along the A66 must use J40 of M6 and
not A685.
8.5.10. As shown in the table, there is an existing absence of provision of HGV facilities along the
A66 of circa 12 miles for north west / south east movements during the day when applying
guidance set out by the DfT (this is between Leeming Bar Services and Stainmore). At
night, this gap increases to 65 miles as Stainmore services is closed at night (although
HGVs park overnight in the site).
8.5.11. This results in two main issues:
 The existing laybys on the A66 become full of HGVs as drivers have no alternative or
desirable place to park overnight and,
 The Penrith Truck Stop becomes full of HGVs in the evening, and subsequently HGVs
overspill into Gilwilly Industrial Estate, resulting in illegal parking on the estate, and
causing nuisance to adjacent residential areas.
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Further Information Required
8.5.12. Further survey data is required to understand the occupancy levels of laybys along the A66
during the day and night to understand whether there is a safety issue resulting from ‘full’
laybys which may prevent other vehicles from parking there in an emergency.
8.5.13. Further survey data of the parking issues around Gilwilly Industrial Estate are required to
inform the assessment of impact that additional HGVs are likely to have on the existing
problem of nuisance and illegal parking.
8.5.14. There is a need for market testing to independently assess the demand and viability of a
service area, both new and existing, and Highways England should consider this as part of
the DCO Application.

The Councils’ Position
8.5.15. The Councils request an assessment of the impacts of the A66 NTP as a result of increased
numbers of HGVs in relation to the available provision and adequacy of HGV facilities.
8.5.16. The Councils’ position is that there is currently inadequate provision to cater for the existing
HGV demand. This is resulting in illegal and nuisance parking in Penrith, and overnight
parking in laybys on the A66 causing a potential safety risk.
8.5.17. It is recommended that a potential new service area be provided to cater this demand with
investment in new infrastructure required at a location along the A66 to provide an all
movement access to a potential new service area.
8.5.18. There is a need for market testing to independently assess the demand and viability of a
service area, both new and existing, and Highways England should consider this as part of
the Environmental Statement.
8.5.19. To address residents’ concerns regarding nuisance parking in Penrith, improved
enforcement should be implemented or physical measures introduced to prevent nuisance
HGV parking. Mechanisms to achieve this, including funding contributions, should be set out
and agreed with the Councils.

8.6.

De-Trunking
Main Findings from the Review

8.6.1.

Highways England proposes significant lengths of new offline bypass around the north of
Kirkby Thore starting from the existing Temple Sowerby bypass, along the preferred blue
route, continuing north of Crackenthorpe, until it ties back into the existing A66 at Appleby.
There are also shorter lengths of new offline carriageway at Warcop and Langrigg. The
result of these offline carriageway works would produce a de-trunked length of
approximately 9km of the old A66 which Highways England will seek to transfer the
ownership of this land and the liability for the assets in those sections of redundant
carriageway to the local highway authority.

8.6.2.

There are no specific drawings indicating the lengths of carriageway to be de-trunked as
part of the Statutory Consultation. The lengths of carriageway reviewed, mentioned above,
have been inferred from the General Arrangement Plans (A66-MB-2-Plans-and-Profiles).
There is currently no De-trunking Strategy Report to review as part of this consultation.
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Discussions between Highways England and the Councils are ongoing and a De-Trunking
Strategy document is expected to be produced as part of the Project.
8.6.3.

There would have to be agreement to a number of conditions before any transfer of assets
can take place. These agreements would include:
 Establishment of the extent nature and restrictions on landownership proposed to be
handed over (free/leasehold, mineral rights, etc);
 Confirmation on the location, restrictions and rights to existing statutory undertaker
infrastructure not being diverted to the new strategic highway;
 Identification of the type and extent of assets to be transferred;
 Assessment of the condition of the assets to be transferred and agreement of what works
would be required to bring those assets up to an acceptable condition for the local
highway authority to take over the maintenance of those assets;
 Identification of ancillary works to be undertaken consequential on the local highway
authority taking responsibility for those assets;
 Agreement on any commuted sums to be paid by Highways England to the Councils for
the maintenance, in perpetuity, of those assets. These agreements would be negotiated
during the design stage of the Project but would be focussed on a set of parameters
agreed at the outset.
 Agreement on the timeframe for correction of defects within the agreed residual life of an
asset, encountered after completion of handover; and,
 Main points above to be written into the articles of the draft DCO submission in so much
as, in a similar statement on the adoption of new or altered roads, the condition must be
to a standard reasonably acceptable.

Further Information Required
8.6.4.

Highways England are to develop a clear strategy for lengths of the A66 that will be detrunked so that the sections adopted by the Councils are at an acceptable standard and
commuted sums are provided to support future maintenance. The transferred sections of
the route should be subject to redesign and modification where these are considered to best
reflect their new classification and to address any safety concerns.

8.6.5.

These de-trunked sections also offer the opportunity to form part of the local road network
and improve connections to and from the A66, mitigating each scheme impacts. With the
necessary investment from Highways England, de-trunked sections of the A66 can provide
improved walking and cycling connections to key communities.
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8.6.6.

Prior to handover to the Councils,
and under ancillary works prior to
de-trunking, an intervention is
required to improve an identified
safety issue at existing junctions
along the lengths of the A66 to be
bypassed. This will require a
separate study to assess the road
safety against a newly determined
road classification and develop
options for remediating aspects of
the existing road. This will apply to
the existing junction of the A66
with the C3065 Main Street in
Kirkby Thore.

Junction of A66 and C3065 Main Street, Kirkby Thore

The Councils’ Position
8.6.7.

The de-trunked sections of the A66 do not currently come within the Project’s proposed draft
DCO boundary. It is essential that Highways England provide the Councils with a
commitment or funding to bring the de-trunked sections up to an acceptable standard before
handover and adoption. The condition of the proposed de-trunked sections need to be
independently assessed, which would include undertaking condition surveys to understand
deterioration of the asset once construction work commences until the handover date.
Furthermore, the extent of de-trunking needs to be discussed and agreed with the Councils
prior to establishing de-trunking agreements.

8.6.8.

The current Project designs lack the provision of a continuous active travel network linking
key communities along the A66. For offline sections, there are opportunities to use the detrunked sections of the A66 to form an active travel corridor.
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8.7.

Diversions
Main Findings from the Review

8.7.1.

The Project should, when operational, reduce the number of occasions when the A66 needs
to be closed and will help to reduce the frequency of accidents. However, with the increase
of traffic set to double by 2051 on the A66, this will put pressure on existing permanent
diversion routes. These strategic diversions routes, A6 and A685, currently fall outside the
Project’s proposed draft DCO boundary. Highways England must work with the Councils to
improve, and identify key pinch points along, the strategic diversion routes and provide
funding to mitigate the impact of extra and different types of traffic which will use these local
roads.

8.7.2.

Highways England acknowledges that traffic will be guided along lengths of the A66 using
the existing carriageway or new temporary relief sections. For online working and large
activity road closures, the
Construction Method and
Management Plan does not include
details of any proposed diversion
routes. There are serious
concerns about the unsuitability of
most of the local road network to
accommodate the volume and
types of vehicles that will be
directed off the A66. Highways
England must work with the
Councils to ensure that the limited
routes have considered health and
safety implications on their change
Restricted access on B6262 at Brougham Castle
of use and mitigated these as far
as reasonably practicable.

8.7.3.

There are no specific drawings indicating the temporary construction or permanent
operational diversion routes as part of the Statutory Consultation. There is currently no
separate Construction Traffic
Management Plan (CTMP) to
review as part of the Statutory
Consultation. Discussions between
Highways England and the Councils
are ongoing and a CTMP document
is expected to be produced as part
of the Project.

Limited cross section on C3056 adjacent to Center Parcs
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Further Information Required
8.7.4.

The impacts as a result of construction of the
upgraded A66 need to be minimised through
early joint working with the Councils. The
temporary traffic management diversion routes
during construction of the Project will need to
be agreed with the local highway authority to
ensure minimal disruption and impact, both on
the delays caused to drivers, the condition of
local road assets, parking restrictions and
physical limitations impacting on local
communities.

8.7.5.

Mitigation measures on the temporary
diversion routes and against 'rat running' will
be required. It is essential that mitigation
measures are completed before each section
moves into the construction phase.

8.7.6.

This is of particular concern on the A6 at
Kirkby Stephen. The existing railway bridge
has a restricted headroom. There is on-road
parking for local residents on the southern
outskirts of the village and a pinch-point within
the village that is currently controlled by traffic
lights. All of these would combine to become
seed points for congestion when diversions
are in place on the A685.

8.7.7.

Highways England must undertake a feasibility
study to determine the solution to these issues
on the Project’s primary diversion route in
Cumbria, working with the Councils to agree
mitigation measures.

Low level structures on diversion routes

Parked vehicles narrowing diversion routes

Pinch Points

8.7.8.

Highways England will need to demonstrate
how the Project intends to mitigate against ‘ratrunning’ and mis-use of sat-nav alternative
routes being mis-used by motorists as well as
HGV drivers.

8.7.9.

The impacts on local bus services must be
considered and replacement shuttle services
Sat Nav and Technology
must be provided in the case that bus services
are prevented from accessing key settlements during construction of the Project. All
diversion routes will require condition surveys to be undertaken prior to being utilised as
formal diversion routes.
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8.7.10. Further feasibility work is also required to understand how the new layout may impact on
Eamont Bridge during normal operation, and also when it is used as a diversion route and
the feasibility of improving the signal controls to help the flow of traffic

Eamont Bridge on A6 at Kemplay Bank

The Councils’ position
8.7.11. Highways England must develop a clear strategy for traffic management and the
establishment of viable alternative/diversion routes to support the construction of the
upgraded A66. There are clear challenges with the suitability of the rural road network to
accommodate the types and volumes of vehicles to be diverted. There are also significant
concerns on the diversion routes around and through Penrith where there is already a
significant traffic issue, as discussed earlier in the Local Traffic Impact Report Review.
Highways England must improve the existing strategic diversion routes, specifically the A6
and the A685 and undertake further feasibility work to determine how these routes can be
enhanced.

8.8.

Technology
Main Findings from the Review

8.8.1.

Existing technology across the Cumbria section of the A66 Project has been identified
through desktop walkthrough assessments and through the Highways England ServiceNow
technology asset database.

8.8.2.

There are no current CCTV installations within the Project area. Suitable enabling
infrastructure such as fibre transmission (via NRTS) does not currently exist within each
scheme extents, although in the interim, wireless technologies could provide the necessary
video transmission data transfer rate.
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8.8.3.

The A66 (Cumbria section) currently has two Environment Sensor Stations to cover a large
section of the A66. Accuracy will inevitably diminish with distance from the ESS weather
station, as well as where topography such as valleys intervene between adjacent monitoring
sites.

8.8.4.

The A66 is almost entirely without VMS provision. There are Message Sign Mark 3’s (MS3s)
local to M6 J40 and a further MS3 4x15 sign before the A685 joins the eastern section of the
A66.

8.8.5.

Traffic signals are a key tool in managing the movement of traffic between the SRN and the
surrounding highways network. Traffic Monitoring Units (TMUs) in the form of ground
induction loops provide the opportunity to measure the movement of vehicles and there are
numerous locations across the A66. Automatic Number Plate Recognition (ANPR) cameras
are used to collect journey time and origin-destination information and the speed can also
be calculated.

8.8.6.

Once operational, this information will also be of use for the local authorities in determining
future works on the adjacent road network and to inform feasibility of further interventions.

Further Information Required
8.8.7.

Highways England need to demonstrate that the proposed re-location of VMS provide
sufficient advanced warning for road users when emergency diversion are active. Highways
England should undertake a review to optimise the number of weather stations and VMS
signs across the corridor, in order to provide sufficient strategic information for road users
during heightened situations (i.e. are there other strategic locations on the local roads where
this would provide benefit).

8.8.8.

Highways England need to confirm what plans are currently being considered to install
strategic CCTV traffic surveillance cameras on the A66. The Councils believe that access to
the system (National Highways Traffic Cameras System web portal) is important to future
resilience measures along the A66 NTP corridor.

The Councils’ Position
8.8.9.

The Councils would like to explore any means to understand the performance of the road
network, in terms of congestion and journey time reliability and the consequences for the
local road network and formalise the in-time communication during heightened situations.
Highways England are requested to provide clarification as to what data local highway
authorities can access to monitor the performance of the A66.

8.8.10. In line with the further information requests above, Highways England should engage
collaboratively with local highway authorities (inc. CCC) and key operational stakeholders
(e.g. Cumbria Police, Cumbria Fire and Rescue, North West Ambulance service) to prioritise
their delivery.
8.8.11. The Councils welcome Highways England’s promotion on the use of technology to improve
safety during construction and effective operation of the new A66. However, Highways
England must address the risk that 4/5G coverage along the Project corridor is not
comprehensive and would be prohibitive for the benefits promoted. Highways England must
coordinate with national utility providers to prioritise the A66 corridor for the roll out of digital
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infrastructure. This will be in line with the emerging Cumbria Transport Infrastructure Plan
(CTIP) policy for Clean and Healthy Cumbria. 4/5G digital infrastructure will also improve
coverage and improve the operational performance of proposed technology as part of the
Project and connectivity of in-vehicle systems providing advanced warning of congestion /
road closures at the same time.

8.9.

Socio-Economics

8.9.1.

The need for a socio-economic assessment to accompany the ES has been addressed in
greater detail in the Technical Review of the PEIR in Appendix B. This has identified the
need for the following to be prepared:
 An assessment of the Socio-Economic effects of the Project that addresses how the
Population of Cumbria (as per Schedule 4 of the Infrastructure Planning (EIA)
Regulations 2017) will be affected by the Project. Further information on a suitable
scope for this assessment is provided in Appendix B and Highways England should
consult the Councils on this scope prior to undertaking the assessment;
 A Skills and Employment Strategy to facilitate and contribute to support training and
upskilling to ensure that the Project contractors can make the best use of the local
workforce and provide suitable support and training for those will need to re-skill.
Support for local schools and colleges to increase and extend the range of courses
available to ensure young people have the right skills and qualifications to secure
apprenticeships and employment opportunities generated directly and indirectly by the
project needs to be provided. It is of note that EDC has a very low unemployment rate
and very small spare labour supply. Larger employers are increasingly, therefore,
dependent upon labour coming in from outside of Eden.
 A Business Support Strategy to include quantifiable and deliverable measures which
enable local businesses to take full advantage of the supply chain opportunities which
the £1bn investment will generate; such measures should include (but not limited to)




contractors to have clear KPIs which encourage the utilisation of local subcontractors and suppliers. These KPIs should be easily monitored and evaluated;
Ensure that procurement opportunities are advertised locally with advanced
training opportunities and accreditation scheme; and
Provide local sub-contractors and suppliers with guidance and support in tendering
opportunities.

 An Accommodation Strategy to ensure that the workforce accommodation is suitable
and accessible by sustainable transport modes and to provide a legacy benefit for the
area. As stated previously in this response, Highways England must work closely with
the Councils to identify appropriate locations for worker accommodation.
 Further work is required with the Councils to maximise the potential legacy benefits from
this project. This should be set out clearly by Highways England in the Project’s Benefits
Realisation Plan and should not be left to the contractors to determine. This could
include the use of electric vehicle charging points delivered through the Project, the
reuse of compounds and worker accommodation provided to support the creation of
local housing and employment sites identified in the Local Plan, support for local
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community projects and the provision of a long term community benefits package to
acknowledge the communities who have hosted the new development.
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Appendix A

General Arrangement
(GA) Review Log

APPENDIX A - GENERAL ARRANGEMENT (GA) REVIEW LOG
The Statutory Consultation for the A66 NTP published a series of General Arrangement (GA) plans covering the different sections of the Project. These were published under the following parts of the Section 42
information pack:

A66 Northern Trans Pennine Booklet final;


A66-MB-1-General-Arrangement-Drawings-Preferred-Routes; and



A66-MB-2-Plans-and-Profiles.

The GA Plans published as part of the s42 Statutory Consultation have been reviewed by WSP specialists with comments listed in the log below.
Log Entry Applicable Document / Drawing Series
Number
1

All

2

All

3

All

4

All

5

All

6

All

7

All

8

All

9

All

10

All

11

All

Title

Detailed Description

As currently presented on all consultation GA plans, there is little in the way of definition for each of the proposed bridge, culvert and
retaining wall assets. It is appreciated that these will require development as the Project progresses. Further design development
Structure definition
detail will need to be presented to the Councils to provide assurances that the structures development remains acceptable to the local
authorities. Key areas are set out in further detail immediately below.
Structure width and headroom needs to be robustly designed to accommodate proposed future usage (active travel, footway,
Optimise Structure Usage/ design that cycleway, bridleway widths, local road beneath span) to match existing, with checks for room to pass, sightlines, etc
meets current standards
More detail around proposals for structures accommodating public (non-trunk) roads and public rights of way should be discussed
and agreed with the Councils.
Further engagement required with the Councils and wider users to ensure that the proposed structures are designed and located to
Suitable measures in the design
meet the needs of users (overbridges in lieu of long, narrow, underpasses, width to encourage use, lighting to suit anticipated usage,
consideration to assure use.
no blind corners, etc). More detail around proposals for public roads and public rights of way structures should be discussed and
agreed with the Councils.
Structure designs will require visual integration into the surrounding local landscape character to reduce visual impacts. Consideration
will need to be given to materials for construction, finishes, in combination with materials for construction – e.g. stone clad in local
Visual impact mitigation.
stone, paint colours for painted metallic elements, etc, large expanses of concrete to be avoided, particularly wingwalls, abutments,
piers, retaining walls for such structures that can be viewed from a position other than the A66 main line. More detail around
proposals should be discussed and agreed with the Councils.
Wider area impacts associated with the Project leading to effect on remote structures needs to be assessed; permanent changes to
Impacts on wider network
highway network and traffic flows or temporary diversion routes.
Assurances are required that options have been developed with structural forms to an appropriate level of technical detail to ensure
that scheme can be delivered within land take and scheme extents shown. Appropriate consideration of span configuration, support
Level of detail
positions, construction depth and headroom, particularly where these may influence sight lines, verge and central reserve widths, side
road alignments, etc. Development of structural proposals and arrangements sufficient to meaningfully inform landscape integration
for the structural assets
Legacy assets to be passed to the Councils for de-trunking shall be of a standard agreed with the local highway authority, and the
extent of works required to achieve this shall be agreed between Highways England and the Councils. This will entail clear
identification of all such assets for which future inspection, maintenance and demolition responsibility to reside with the
Councils. Clear understanding of currently assessed capacities and condition and clear identification of work bank for such
De-trunking - asset liability and whole
structures, and associated costs, etc would be required. Asset management work is required to understand whole life cost of asset,
life costing.
including consultancy fees, council management regime (new assets usually carry a 120 year life). Highway England and the
Councils need to carry out analysis of structures to understand the most likely routing / impacts etc. Further work is required to
explore options as to how the road will be used in the future; its look, feel and classification etc. The Council recommends an options
appraisal is undertaken as part of the process.
It appears that long access tracks are proposed to serve drainage ponds. However at some locations access to these ponds is
Access to drainage ponds from Lay-bys gained from lay-bys on the A66 mainline. Highways England should provide the risk assessment hierarchy for determining each
on A66 mainline.
access. If access tracks are being provided for the sole purpose of maintenance of drainage ponds, then a consistent approach,
should be applied where feasible to minimise impact on the local roads and land take.
As currently presented on the Project GA plans, there is limited detail provided on the overall drainage strategy/ design. Further
Drainage Strategy
design development detail will need to be presented to the Councils to provide assurances that the drainage strategy/ design is
acceptable. Key areas are set out in this table., with detail provided through the progressive assurance process.
Impact of drainage basins and/or access tracks on planned and potential development/ regeneration sites along the A66 corridor e.g.
Mitigation of socio-economic impact
land to east of Skirsgill Depot (M6:J40) should be considered in more detail to mitigate any potential impact.
Clarity is required regarding the operation and maintenance of de-trunked and legacy drainage assets passed to the Councils. A
Legacy/ Operation & Maintenance
collaborative approach is required to determine the locations and condition of existing drainage assets and responsibilities for

12

All

Rationalisation of drainage assets

13

All

Mitigation of water quality impacts

14

All

Flood risk reduction

15

16

17

18

19
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ongoing maintenance to facilitate effective asset management. Where required, drainage assets will need to be remediated to bring
them up to an acceptable condition in line with current standards
The proposals show a large number of drainage assets, such as basins, pipework and associated access tracks. Further detail
should be provided to the Councils to confirm how the design of these assets has been optimised to reduce land take, landowner and
environmental impacts; improve the sustainability of the drainage proposals; and reduce overall scheme costs.
Protection of aquatic ecology through the use of appropriate pollution mitigation measures are of paramount importance. Further
clarity is required on the measures that will be implemented by Highways England to safeguard receiving watercourses from the
harmful effects of highway runoff. Particularly de-trunked and legacy assets passed to the Councils, which are unlikely to receive the
same level of drainage investment as the A66 mainline.
Opportunities to maximise the benefits provided by the A66, in terms of flood risk reduction across the corridor, need further
consideration - this should include consideration of Natural Flood Management (NFM) and other flood risk mitigations to supplement
works currently being undertaken by the Environment Agency in partnership with the Councils. Two key areas of focus are Warcop
and Skirsgill Lane, where there are existing known flooding issues.

Quality of provision for cyclists and
pedestrians through M6 J40.

The proposal to close the current uncontrolled crossing of the A66 north of Skirsgill Depot, for pedestrians and cyclists, and replace
with a route that involves 4 separate signalised crossings, with associated delay and diversion from the desire line, is not acceptable.
The Project should provide a crossing of the A66 as close to the current alignment as possible, utilising signals or grade separation.
The current proposal does not align with design principles set out in LTN 1/20 or CD195 under Directness: “Cycle networks serve all
the main destinations and seek to offer an advantage in terms of distance and journey time”.

Quality of provision for cyclists and
pedestrians between M6 J40 and
Kemplay Bank.

There is insufficient detail shown in the consultation information within the “Routes for Consultation General Arrangement drawings”
mapbook to show if the existing shared use cycle/footway is to be retained on the north side of the A66 between J40 and Kemplay
Bank. This needs to be retained and enhanced to meet current width and design guidance within LTN 1/20. The Route Development
Report states that this will be retained in the Scheme, however no detail is given as to the detail of its design.

Quality of provision for cyclists and
pedestrians through M6 J40.

For cyclists and pedestrians passing through J40 there is no betterment to provision and the need to pass through several signalised
crossings (six for the movement from A66 west to Skirsgill Depot) to navigate the junction is a barrier to the necessary growth in
active travel set out in local and national policy. The approaches to the junction will be widened and additional traffic attracted as a
result of the scheme, both of which make the junction more hostile and less attractive for pedestrians and cyclists. The quality of the
design is not of the expected standard and falls short of meeting the core design principles of LTN 1/20 and CD195 under Coherence,
Directness, Comfort and Attractiveness. The use of the central island of the roundabout would be acceptable if a separate on demand
stage can be introduced where both the entry and exit are held on red, while cyclists can cross to and from the central island in one
diagonal movement (See 10.7.27 in LTN 1/20).

"About this Booklet"
Signage and Lighting Columns

Red Line Boundary
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Skirsgill Pedestrian Access
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M6 J40 Capacity and Pedestrian
Crossing Positions

The preface to the Consultation Document "About this Booklet" states that "The general arrangements show the layout of the
proposed scheme including: Permanent works, new roads, earthworks and roadside features such as signage and lighting
columns". There do not appear to be any signage or street lighting shown on the consultation drawings. Therefore, it is not possible
to make comment on these issues, although lighting is expected to be provided from M6 Junction 40 to Kemplay Bank. In the
"Legend" reference is made to "Buffering SAC". It is not completely clear as to what this feature is.
Red Line Boundary often excludes area of highway to be de-trunked and where works will have to be undertaken to accommodate
Project proposals. e.g. A592 junction with Clifford Road, A66 to the west of J40. There is a concern that this will preclude the works
required to these areas from being delivered as part of the DCO. Highways England to set out what plans are there for any such
works to be funded, assessed and delivered. This issue appears on many subsequent drawings.
The vehicular access from Skirsgill Depot north onto A6 has been replaced by an access approximately 100m to the east. This is
helpful for vehicles exiting Skirsgill Depot and enables them to manoeuvre into the correct lane on the approach to M6 J40
roundabout. However there doesn't appear to be a dedicated pedestrian access onto A66 . A pedestrian access could be provided
on approximately the same alignment as the existing vehicular access and this would save a 200m detour.
It would appear that grass verges are being provided alongside the new access into Skirsgill Depot. Footways would be preferable.
Internally, the vertical alignment of the depot access / egress will be altered by the proposal, making it difficult for drivers, particularly
lorry/ wagon drivers to negotiate the proposed gradients. It is recommended that further analysis of levels is explored to mitigate this.
The retention of only 3 lanes on the M6 J40 overbridges and the retention of traffic signals on the slip roads onto M6 north and A66
west, may limit capacity of this junction despite the proposed scheme providing additional lanes on the approaches. By moving the
pedestrian and cycle movements onto the central island, it may be possible to move the 3 lanes on the overbridges further to the
nearside, thus eliminating the requirement for traffic signals on the slip roads leading off the roundabout, thereby improving capacity
and lessening the likelihood of traffic backing up from these signals and blocking the roundabout.
Additionally, a new pedestrian/cycle overbridge across the M6 would provide an alternative to pedestrians/cyclists having to negotiate
round the periphery of this large roundabout. This would allow an additional traffic lane to be incorporated on the M6 overbridges,
improving capacity of this junction (subject to bridge assessments).
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Quality of provision for cyclists and
pedestrians through Kemplay Bank
Roundabout.
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A66 slip roads at Kemplay Bank.
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PRoWs at Kemplay Bank

The Project as shown in the “Routes for Consultation General Arrangement drawings” mapbook, shows the routing of pedestrians
and cyclists through the centre of the roundabout. This would be detrimental for directness and attractiveness of journeys , especially
for the north to south movement as the current arrangement of two signalised crossings of the A66 is replaced by four. The current
proposal does not align with design principles set out in LTN 1/20 or CD195 under Directness: “Cycle networks serve all the main
destinations and seek to offer an advantage in terms of distance and journey time”. Grade separation of active modes or more direct
signals is required at this junction . The Route Development Report describes a different proposal, with “Cycleways and footways
currently located through the centre of the roundabout will be re-routed around the roundabout.”. More information is required to be
able to form an opinion as to whether this is an acceptable design. The use of the central island of the roundabout would be
acceptable if a separate on demand stage can be introduced where both the entry and exit are held on red, while cyclists can cross to
and from the central island in one diagonal movement (See 10.7.27 in LTN 1/20). Passing through this junction forms part of the
Cumbria County Council preferred route for an east-west cycle route.
It would appear that, with limited detail on the consultation GAs, there is only a single lane exit from A66 eastbound onto the A6
Kemplay roundabout. This is on the diversion route for traffic from the M6 when the M6 is closed either north or south of
J40. Consideration should be given to providing 2 lanes rather than a single lane on the approach to this signal controlled
roundabout over a distance of say 200m to help satisfy the need to maximise capacity at this junction. The additional construction
required (two 3.65m lanes plus 1m hard strip versus one 3.7m lane plus 3.3m hard shoulder) would be minimal and appears to
present better value. Provision of a two lane approach to the traffic signal controlled roundabout, should also be considered for
westbound A66 off slip on the opposite side of the roundabout.
The existing Public Rights of Way and the intentions for their stopping up or diversion should be made clear on the drawings. E.g. to
the west of Kemplay roundabout existing PRoWs are severed but there don't appear to be proposals for stopping up or
diversions. To the west of Clifford Road, PRoWs are shown going through private gardens.

It is not clear from the Consultation GA plans as to whether there are any footways or cycle tracks alongside the A66 between M6 J40
Lack of Footways/Cycleways alongside and the Kemplay roundabout. It would appear that the drawings indicate grass verges alongside the mainline carriageways. The
A66 from M6 J40 to Kemplay Bank Councils recommend the introduction of an appropriately wide surface suitable for use by both pedestrians and cyclists in line with
LTN 1/20.
The Project provides a track/bridleway that runs parallel to the A66 from the B6262 to the new Center Parcs junction. There is
insufficient detail shown in the consultation information within the “Routes for Consultation General Arrangement drawings” mapbook
to show whether this will be a public right of way for pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders. The Project should provide this link for all
non-motorised users if it can be demonstrated that it can be safely shared with farm vehicles and those used for maintaining drainage
ponds, assumed to be at a minimal level of traffic. However, the proposed width of the access tracks (as shown in the Plans and
Requirement for cycle route parallel to
Profiles Booklet) is not deemed sufficient for overtaking cyclists and should be a minimum of 4.5m, following guidance within LTN
A66.
1/20 for bus lane widths. If the tracks cannot be opened up for non-motorised users, then the Project should create a parallel route for
non-motorised users to provide an alternative to using the A66, which is unsuitable for these users. This parallel route should provide
appropriate protection and priority for users when crossing side roads.
The provision of an off highway route for Walking, Cycling and Horse-riding for this section aligns with the preferred route for an cycle
route as set out by the Councils which connects key communities along the route.

Reduced PROW accessibility.

Opposite Whinfell Park Cottages there is an existing Byway Open to All Traffic (BOAT) running north from the A66. The Project
restricts access to this Public Right of Way as the junction with the A66 will become left in/left out. The current level of accessibility,
for all traffic, should be retained and it appears that the access track that crosses the A66 at this location could perform this function if
designated as a BOAT, therefore allowing right turn movements in and out to be replicated.

PROW severance.

To the east of the new Center Parcs junction there is an existing public footpath running south from the A66. The Project prevents
access to this Public Right of Way as the dual carriageway with central reserve will prevent users from connecting to and from the
local road to the west and onward to the wider Public Rights of Way network as can be done now. A connection should be provided to
allow users of the footpath to connect to the new Center Parcs junction (again, the proposed track running parallel to the A66 should
be utilised).

At Whinfell Park Cottages, an underbridge (underpass) is proposed taking an access track beneath the proposed A66
mainline. Responsibility for maintenance must be agreed. Underpasses usually need to be illuminated which presents an ongoing
Underpasses / Subways Maintenance maintenance liability. Provision of energy, replacement electrical components, vandalism. There are also issues with cleaning/litter
issues
picking / removal of graffiti. If used as a bridleway, there can be issues relating to keeping the underpass clean and fit for purpose as
an underpass will not self-cleanse. There are a considerable number of underpasses proposed on the Project and these same issues
will manifest at other locations.
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Link/Connector Roads Transfer of
Ownership to the Councils

Overbridge skew west of Barn Owl
Cottage and other locations

The access track overbridge (circa 200m west of Barn Owl Cottage ) is shown perpendicular to A66 mainline. By introducing a slight
skew ( say 20 degrees) the horizontal alignment of the access track would be improved and it would avoid the sharp 90 degree bends
as depicted. This would add 1.2m to the span of the overbridge.
This situation occurs at several other locations on the scheme.

The scheme at Temple Sowerby creates local access routes via the existing A66 and Priest Lane. There is insufficient detail shown in
Provision for Non-motorised users on the consultation information within the “Routes for Consultation General Arrangement drawings” mapbook to show what provision will
existing A66 and other local routes be made on either of these routes for pedestrians and cyclists or the level of traffic that will remain on these roads once the scheme is
(Kirkby Thore)
in place. The appropriate provision on these local routes should be guided by LTN 1/20 in respect to vehicle flows and speeds. The
Councils preferred route for a walking and cycle route follows the de-trunked A66 at this location.
Opportunity for traffic free route into
Kirkby Thore.

The diverted bridleway running under the new A66 alignment at Priest Lane presents an opportunity to create a traffic free route into
Kirkby Thore and should be surfaced for use by road cyclists so that the link between the two sections of Priest Lane can be made,
forming a low traffic/traffic free route into the settlement.

The provision of the new Kirkby Thore junction will create additional traffic on Main Street north of Sleastonhow Lane. The provision
Provision for non-motorised users in of facilities for pedestrians and potentially cyclists is needed as a result given that this stretch of road is single track and without
Kirkby Thore and impact of traffic at new footways. There is insufficient detail shown in the consultation information within the “Routes for Consultation General Arrangement
junction.
drawings” mapbook to show whether footways will be provided through the new grade separated junction, but this is also necessary if
not already within the design.
New bridleways crossing the A66 should be designed to enable different user types to pass as per the typical cross sections shown in
Quality of provision for bridleways
the plans and profiles document, with 5m width shown. There does not appear to be sufficient width allowed in the GA drawing (sheet
crossing the new A66 alignment.
4 of 11) to allow for the diverted bridleway running along the road between Halefield Farm and Kirkby Thore Primary School to be of
the standard as shown in the typical cross sections.
The “Routes for Consultation General Arrangement drawings” mapbook and “Route Development Report” do not show if any changes
are to be made to the existing A66 running through Kirkby Thore. It is expected that given the reduced traffic flows on the route and
Provision for Non-motorised users on its new role as a local access road, it should be redesigned to ensure it is useable by pedestrians, cyclists and horse-riders along its
existing A66 at Kirkby Thore.
length and for access to the local Public Rights Of Way network. Consideration of segregated facilities from traffic should be made,
based on traffic flows and speeds. The Councils preferred route for a walking and cycle route follows the de-trunked A66 at this
location.
Currently there are two public rights of way (one footpath and one bridleway) that run from the Roman Road southwards to the north
of Crackenthorpe. The Project shows the bridleway being diverted via an underpass, however the public footpath is cut off by the new
PROW severance.
alignment of the A66. This is not acceptable and the PROW here should be maintained as close to the current alignment via a
footbridge.
The “Routes for Consultation General Arrangement drawings” mapbook and “Route Development Report” do not show if any changes
are to be made to the existing A66 running through Crackenthorpe. It is expected that given the reduced traffic flows on the route and
Provision for Non-motorised users on
its new role as a local access road, it should be redesigned to ensure it is useable by pedestrians, cyclists and horse-riders along its
existing A66 (Crackenthorpe).
length and for access to the local Public Rights Of Way network. Consideration of segregated facilities from traffic should be made,
based on traffic flows and speeds. This should link to the current facilities on the B6542.
Junction design

The existing compact grade separated junction at the very start of this scheme appears to be constructed to old design standards
which are not consistent with the design of other junctions on the proposed scheme (auxiliary lane, tapers, radii). Highways England
to demonstrate that an operational safety assessment has confirmed this is appropriate.
The Councils recommend further consideration of the 'Red Line Boundary' to recognise the need for works, as part of this scheme, to
be undertaken to parts of the existing A66, which are to be de-trunked and permanent/temporary diversion routes and areas of the
local road network impacted by increased traffic volumes as a result of the project. Positioning of the Red Line Boundary appears
inconsistent at certain locations. E.g. Red Line Boundary on the single carriageway A66 (link road) is drawn to exclude the centre
line markings on this road. However Red Line Boundaries are drawn around what are apparently traffic signs on the existing
mainline.
There are many instances where new link/connector roads are proposed to replace sections of the existing A66. Often these link
roads replace sections of the A66, picking up local traffic and connecting to the proposed A66 mainline at new junctions. A good
example is shown on this consultation GA sheet. If the intention is that these link roads are to be offered to the Councils for adoption
and future maintenance, this should be subject to a formal adoption procedure and agreement and the links should be designed to
the Councils' standards and specification. Drainage, street lighting, traffic signs and signals, structures, maintenance including
routine, structural, winter, soft landscaping, fences and hedges etc would all be considered in this agreement. Note that these
agreements would be separate to de-trunking agreements relating to the adoption of sections of existing A66 which will no longer be
required as part of the A66 trunk Road.
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Long underpasses /underbridges are indicated on this drawing. It is likely that they will require lighting and maintenance i.e.
Underpasses / Subways Maintenance
sweeping, litter picking etc. It is possible that they would be subject to vandalism requiring removal of graffiti. Highways England are
issues
to set out if these responsibilities are to be transferred to the Councils and formal agreements will be required as part of the DCO.

Closure/Diversion of Priest Lane

Retention Ponds and PRoW

Priest Lane is shown as being severed by the proposed A66 mainline. An access track/PRoW is shown being diverted to the west of
where Priest Lane is severed by the A66 mainline. Highways England should consider an alternative to diverting Priest Lane, with an
underbridge constructed on the alignment of Priest Lane (with an approximate skew of 45 degrees) which would also serve as the
diversion route of the access track/PRoW. A slight realignment of Priest Lane would be required. The additional cost of constructing
an 8m wide skewed underpass versus a 3m wide underpass to the west would be offset against the cost of constructing the Priest
Lane diversion to the north, which would have extensive earthworks and environmental impact.
The retention of Priest Lane on its approximate existing alignment would obviate the need for the maintenance liability for the
diversion route being transferred to the Councils.
The principle of separate networks for strategic and local roads should be challenged with Highways England. For example the three
drainage ponds (north west side of A66 mainline) on this sheet should be combined or reduced to two ponds to reduce costs / land
take. The diverted PRoW should be diverted around the north-west side of the large drainage pond to reduce construction costs and
shorten the diversion route.

Kirkby Thore Junction

The Kirkby owl junction does not appear to allow for "Right In" or "Right Out" traffic movements at the connection of the Link Roads
with Main Street. Highways England should consider if all traffic movements were permitted at the connection of these Link Roads
with Main Street.

PRoWs - not clear as to whether
stopped up

The Consultation GA plans appear to show, on this sheet, many existing PRoWs crossing the A66 mainline without being indicated
as "stopped up".

Location of PRoW Overbridge

Highways England should consider if the proposed overbridge for PRoW is better placed on the alignment of the existing PRoW/track
as there is little pedestrian desire line in its proposed location and the alternative would make the route more commodious
for pedestrians. It is noted that there are no proposed connecting PRoWs to the north and west.

On the north side of the Kirkby Thore junction there is a proposed new road running west and then north leading off Main
Street. Running parallel to this road there is also an access track/road approximately 400m long which runs at the top of the
Roads to north of Kirkby Thore Junction embankment. The typical distance between the road and the track is 15m wide, which leaves a very narrow grass/landscape area
400m long , which the Councils would not wish to take on ownership and would be difficult to maintain. Highways England to
consider if the access can be provided from the new road instead.
Central Reserve of A66 Mainline

The central reserve of the A66 mainline appears to be very wide, even allowing for sight lines. Highways England to justify the
additional land take.

Alignment of Sleastonhow Lane
Diversion.

The proposed local diversion of Sleastonhow Lane crosses the A66 Mainline on an approximate 20 degree skew. To comply with
sight lines and minimum radii on the approaches, this produces a horizontal alignment which is convoluted, takes up large amounts of
land and requires wide highway verges. Consideration should be given to increasing the skew on the bridge. This would increase
the span but would bring about a significant improvement in alignment, reduce highway construction and reduce land take. This
proposal would also minimise "sterile" land between the existing and proposed alignments which the Councils would not look to
adopt.

PROW severance.

The existing public footpath running south from Wheat Sheaf Farm is stopped up and apparently re-routed via a route to the west,
combined with a public footpath that runs to Sandford. However, the consultation materials do not show an associated underpass for
this route. These PROW should be maintained to allow the current network to remain connected.

Reduced PROW
accessibility/connectivity.

At the Warcop EB Junction there is a diversion of the public footpath which currently runs from the A66 to Warcop. The current
connectivity to the public footpath to the north of the A66 (Hayber Lane) is removed by the Project as no footway provision is shown
to link the old A66 at Street House to Hayber Lane. This connectivity needs to be maintained.

The “Routes for Consultation General Arrangement drawings” mapbook and “Route Development Report” do not show if any changes
are to be made to the existing A66 running between Warcop and Brough. It is expected that given the reduced traffic flows on the
Provision for Non-motorised users on route and its new role as a local access road, it should be redesigned to ensure it is useable by pedestrians, cyclists and horse-riders
along its length and for access to the local Public Rights Of Way network. Consideration of segregated facilities from traffic should be
existing A66 (Warcop to Brough).
made, based on traffic flows and speeds. The Councils' preferred route for cycle and walking route follows the de-trunked A66 at this
location.
Reduced PROW
To the west of Brough there are numerous Public Rights of Way that currently connect to the A66, these need to be maintained as a
accessibility/connectivity.
form of non-motorised access into the town. The consultation information within the “Routes for Consultation General Arrangement
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drawings” mapbook and “Route Development Report” do not show how differing forms of PROW (bridleways and footpaths) and it is
therefore not possible to establish whether connectivity is maintained by the Project. To ensure access for cyclists and horse riders,
the track which runs parallel to the A66 and to the south should be upgraded to a bridleway to form a connection between the
bridleway running west to Langrigg and the bridleway running east from Musgrave Lane.
Reduced PROW
accessibility/connectivity.

Given that the junction and bridge for new local access provision at Brough will be used to maintain a public right of way (assumed to
be a footpath) it should be widened suitably to allow a footway or bridleway to run alongside the road. This does not appear to be
present in the consultation materials.

There is a need to provide an off-carriageway link between Appleby and the old A66 at Kemplay. This section of the A66 is well used,
as evidenced by Strava data, as it provides the most direct route to link local roads and settlements. The scheme will add additional
Requirement for cycle route parallel to
traffic to the route making it much less suitable for cycling. Without a link at this location, the opportunity of creating a walking and
A66.
cycling route utilising the de-trunked A66 sections at Kirkby Thore, Crackenthorpe and Warcop will be lost. The Councils' preferred
route is for a parallel link to the A66 at this location.
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INTRODUCTION

PUBLIC

1

INTRODUCTION

1.1

CONTEXT OF THE RESPONSE

1.1.1.

WSP has been appointed by Cumbria County Council (CCC) and Eden District Council (EDC)
(collectively, “the Councils”) to provide technical advice to help inform their response to the
Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) prepared by Highways England (the Applicant)
for the A66 Northern Trans-Pennine (NTP) Project (the Project).

1.1.2.

The Project is to be considered for consent via the Development Consent Order (DCO) process
because it is a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) as defined in the Planning Act
2008 and therefore the Councils’ role is that of host authorities rather than as consenting authorities
although they retain their statutory obligations for their respective duties for any environmental asset
that is not retained within the permanent land take subject to the DCO. This response has been
prepared in the context of PINS Advice Note 2: The Role of Local Authorities in the Development
Consent Process where the roles of the host authorities is detailed.

1.1.3.

The technical review of the PEIR has followed a chapter by chapter approach mirroring the topics
that the Applicant discussed within their PEIR, and builds upon and responds to the points that were
raised in response to the Environmental Scoping Report.

1.2

CONSULTATION WITH THE APPLICANT

1.2.1.

As part of this technical review, we are aware that the Councils have liaised with the Applicant on a
number of matters relating to the Project prior to publication of the PEIR.

1.2.2.

WSP would endorse and advise the Councils that ongoing liaison with the Applicant throughout the
development of the Project would be beneficial.

1.2.3.

Reference within this technical review is made to the knowledge that the Councils hold about the
baseline environment within Cumbria. The sharing of baseline information between the Councils
and the Applicant is encouraged to improve understanding and identify how the Project’s effects
upon the environment can be appropriately mitigated. This is particularly important to allow for the
necessary depth of understanding of the area for guiding the proposed development that
Environmental Impact Assessment alone does not achieve, ensuring adequate design and legacy
from the HE proposals.
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2

GENERAL COMMENTS

2.1

TOPICS FOR INCLUSION IN THE EIA

2.1.1.

This technical review of HE’s PEIR has identified that the proposed format of the ES is acceptable,
and as stated in HE’s Environmental Scoping Report and the SoS’s subsequent Scoping Opinion,
these chapters will be carried forward to assessment in the ES. The chapters are:












2.1.2.

Air Quality
Biodiversity
Climate
Cultural Heritage
Geology and Soils
Landscape and Visual
Material Assets and Waste
Noise and Vibration
Population and Human Health
Road Drainage and the Water Environment
Cumulative Impact Assessment.

A technical review of each topic chapter is presented in Chapters 3-13 of this report. Further
commentary on other topics is outlined within Chapter 2 below.

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT
2.1.3.

WSP previously recommended that a Traffic and Transport chapter should be included in the scope
of the ES and the technical review of the Environmental Scoping Report presented a suitable scope
for what should be included in such an assessment. The PEIR does not provide such an
assessment and therefore the text below follows from WSP’s previous recommendation regarding
Traffic and Transport in the Environmental Scoping Report Response. This recommendation still
stands:

2.1.4.

In addition to these assessments it is noted that traffic and transport matters relating to the Project
have not been proposed as an assessment within the ES which is inconsistent with the approach
proposed in paragraph 5.206 of the National Policy Statement for National Networks. A dedicated
chapter within the ES that considers the impact of the Project upon traffic and transport in both the
construction and operational phase is considered to be necessary as insufficient information has
been provided in the Environmental Scoping Report to justify the exclusion of this topic from the EIA.
Without such an assessment being included, the assessment of likely significant effects upon the
population of Cumbria would not be included within the scope of the EIA.

2.1.5.

The scope of the traffic and transport chapter should be informed by suitable guidance such as the
‘Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic’ produced by the Institute of
Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) and should consider:
 Severance (including new pedestrian severance from community facilities and relief from
severance for pedestrians);
 Driver stress and delay;
 Pedestrian and cyclist amenity, journey times and delay;
 Collisions and safety; and
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 Fear and intimidation.
2.1.6.

The assessment within the Traffic and Transport chapter should also consider the likely effects upon
public transport and propose mitigation measures that are needed in order to ensure that
communities are not disrupted and affected by significant changes to the public transport system.
Opportunities to promote and facilitate increased public transport usage should be identified by the
Applicant and discussed with the Councils so that the Project doesn’t solely benefit private car
users.

2.1.7.

Furthermore, having a clear position on the requirements for the scheme design will assist HE with
making the Case for the Scheme for DCO by being able to demonstrate where the first four Key
Tests have been developed in agreement with the local authorities1.

2.1.8.

This is considered to be necessary acknowledging that the Covid-19 pandemic has disrupted
patterns of work and travel across the country creating potential changes in behaviour and demand
for, or use of infrastructure, potentially different to that envisaged at the time of publications of RIS1
and 2.

2.1.9.

Within a Traffic and Transport Chapter, the Applicant should draw upon how the Project will help to
deliver the three broad objectives of the Cumbria Transport Infrastructure Plan (CTIP). The CTIP is
currently being prepared but a draft will be presented to the CCC Cabinet in late July 2021 and will
be adopted in full 2022. The three broad objectives are:
 Clean and Healthy Cumbria – promoting the role of active travel and digital infrastructure as an
enabler of inclusive economic growth and in supporting the health and well-being of our
communities;
 Connected Cumbria – making the case for improved transport networks across and into Cumbria
to connect our places and support economic growth and opportunities for businesses and
communities; and
 Community Cumbria – promoting integrated approaches to transport, supporting opportunity and
renewal within towns and communities across Cumbria.

2.1.10. It is also of note for the Applicant to be aware that the draft CTIP states that CCC proposes to “work
closely with Highways England to support delivery of this proposal [the A66] and ensuring the
effecting integration of existing communities, sites and transport modes”.
2.1.11. The Applicant should therefore be aware that emerging local transport planning policy mirrors some
of Cumbria County Council’s Key Tests.”

SOCIO-ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT
2.1.12. As required by the Councils in their response to the Environmental Scoping Report, the need for a
assessment upon socio-economic receptors still stands because of the potential for the Project to
have significant effects upon population (as per Schedule 4 of the Infrastructure Planning EIA
Regulations 2017). The receptors that could be significantly affected are the tourism sector, the

It is of note that the Key Tests were prepared and published by CCC and the Local Enterprise Partnership,
although they are endorsed by EDC.
1
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temporary accommodation sector, the construction employment sector and businesses that may
experience a changing environment either during construction or during operation of the Project.
2.1.13. An assessment should therefore be included within the ES of how the Project could impact upon
these receptors in a socio-economic assessment of both the construction and the operational
phases.
2.1.14. In order to ensure that the Project maximises the opportunity it presents for upskilling the labour
force, a Skills and Employment Strategy should be a requirement to the DCO and a draft included in
support of the DCO application. The Skills and Employment Strategy should be informed by the
findings of the socio-economic assessment although it is of note that EDC has a very low
unemployment rate and very small spare labour supply. Larger employers are increasingly,
therefore, dependent upon labour coming in from outside of Eden.
2.1.15. An Accommodation Strategy should be a requirement to the DCO and a draft included in support of
the DCO application. This would detail how the Applicant will ensure that the temporary
accommodation sector is not significantly affected by the construction of the Project either through
absorbing what accommodation is available or inflating prices for the construction duration.
2.1.16. A Business Support Strategy, should be a Requirement to the DCO that addresses any impacts
upon local business that may be affected by the Project. These businesses would be identified in
the Socio-Economic assessment that should accompany the ES and the Strategy should mitigate
adverse effects that the assessment identifies.
2.1.17. Further discussion between the Applicant and Councils on the detailed scope of this socio-economic
assessment should take place.

HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT
2.1.18. Aspects of potential impacts upon human health have previously been requested from the Applicant
in the response to the Environmental Scoping Report. It is noted that the Secretary of State has
also requested additional assessments upon human health (see Chapter 4 of the Scoping Opinion)
are included within the ES. It is therefore advised that these matters and assessments would be
most clearly presented within a Human Health Risk Assessment.

ASSOCIATED ASSESSMENTS
2.1.19. The inclusion of a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) and a Water Framework Directive
(WFD) assessment in support of the DCO is appropriate. It will be important that the scope and
conclusions of the ES are consistent and integrated with any mitigation measures that are proposed
within these associated assessments.

2.2

SCHEME DETAIL

2.2.1.

The Applicant has provided greater information on the likely significant effects of the Project in the
PEIR than was available in the Environmental Scoping Report but there remains considerable
uncertainty as to what the precise boundary of the project proposals will be. Additionally, there is the
potential for changes to the boundary dependant on the development of mitigation strategies as a
result of consultation (see 2.2.7). This is particularly the case in the Kirkby Thore area where the
orange, red and blue routes could all lead to different significant effects upon the environment and
the Applicant’s attention is drawn to information in response to the landscape and noise and
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vibration assessments that identifies the need for further acoustic mitigation measures that similarly
would aid how the Project is constructed sympathetically in the landscape.
2.2.2.

The Applicant has also supplied differing degrees of information for the baseline environment that
informs the assessment for each technical discipline within the PEIR. However, it is acknowledged
that this reflects the degree of work that has been undertaken to date and not all assessments can
be progressed to the same degree of completion at the same stage.

2.2.3.

This is also the case for the assessment of alternative route options for the Temple Sowerby to
Appleby Scheme and the Appleby to Brough Scheme where not all assessments have been
completed to the same degree and hence an equal understanding of the likely significant effects is
not as progressed. For example, noise modelling of the Temple Sowerby to Appleby Scheme has
identified an increase in road traffic noise that is likely to be presented as a significant effect in the
ES. However, there is very limited information on what archaeological assets are likely to be
present along the route option corridors and no such comparison can be made at this stage.

LIMITS OF DEVIATION
2.2.4.

There are no proposed Limits of Deviation (LoD) in the PEIR document and therefore details of the
LoD should be outlined within the ES. The text below follows from the previous recommendation in
the Environmental Scoping Report Response. This recommendation still stands:

2.2.5.

“Any Limits of Deviation that the Applicant wishes to include within the DCO should be clearly
presented within the ES so that it is possible to identify that the worst-case scenario of what consent
is sought for has been considered in the EIA process. This is particularly relevant for any ecological
surveys that will not have been completed by the submission of the DCO application because the
extent of mitigation needed may not have been fully identified.

2.2.6.

The Applicant identifies that therefore not all survey information may be available within the ES and
a ‘highly precautionary worst-case approach’ will be undertaken. This is an acceptable approach,
but it would be beneficial for the Applicant to identify as soon as possible to the Councils, and
certainly at the S42 stage, what surveys will not be available within the ES and the approach that
they will be taking to address this knowledge gap and what deficiencies and limitations this
presents.”

DRAFT ORDER LIMITS
2.2.7.

It is noted that the draft DCO boundary is substantially reduced to that presented in the
Environmental Scoping Report and that the likely final boundary will be smaller still at the application
stage due to the refinement of the Project. It is recommended, prior to submitting the DCO
application, that the Councils are consulted upon the Applicant’s chosen boundary as pursuant to
comments in this Technical Review there may be the need for additional land to be included to
ensure that significant effects are adequately mitigated.

2.3

CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION

2.3.1.

The PEIR includes a breakdown of likely construction activities, including construction compound
locations, construction duration, material storage, earthworks and construction vehicle movements.
However, at this stage there is only sufficient information to inform an indicative assessment of
some impacts and much further information should be further developed and presented in the ES.
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Where it is possible to identify the specific gaps in the information, this is highlighted in the
respective chapter of this technical review.
2.3.2.

The PEIR does not include sufficient information on how the Applicant proposes to phase or
programme the constituent Schemes. The information in the PEIR implies that all schemes will be
constructed simultaneously and it is noted that the draft Construction Method Statement (CMS)
includes some detail on phasing, though this is also not sufficient to inform an assessment of likely
significant effects and further detail should accordingly be presented in the ES.

2.3.3.

The ES should include further information on the construction process to be followed. As noted
above information already included in the PEIR (such as approximate construction compound
locations) should also be further developed for inclusion in the ES, for example by providing exact
locations on a plan/figure. As a minimum, the following aspects need to be further developed to
inform the assessments in the ES:
 Construction start, duration and end dates for each Scheme clearly shown to understand whether
the Schemes will be under construction in parallel or not;
 The location of construction compounds, including satellite compounds, haul roads and storage
and soil handling areas;
 Proposed construction hours as well as the need for any night time or weekend working, where
this would be, and for what duration;
 Proposed construction employment numbers broken down into skill types and skill sets of the
employees required hence allowing the Applicant to be able to identify any skill shortages and
mitigate accordingly (see Paragraphs 2.1.14); and
 The need for the transfer of material (e.g. soil) between Schemes so that the impacts of
construction related traffic, traffic diversions, and the potential for the re-use of site won material
can be fully understood.

2.4

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

2.4.1.

The Applicant has committed to providing a draft Environmental Management Plan (EMP) alongside
the DCO application. It is recommended that the draft DCO should allow for, as a Requirement to
the DCO, an EMP to be produced for each Scheme as appropriate prior to construction
commencing. Notwithstanding the proposed approach in Appendix 4.1 to the PEIR, that the EMP
will be finalised and agreed during the examination period, there is a risk that changes to the Project
may be necessary once the examination has closed and a Requirement is the most appropriate
mechanism for ensuring that such changes are captured.

2.4.2.

The commitment to liaise and engage with the Councils in the development of the EMP is
welcomed.

2.4.3.

The inclusion of a non-exhaustive list of possible additional consents to the DCO in Paragraph 4.5.3
of Appendix 4.1 is welcomed. The Applicants should identify clearly within the DCO application
which of these consents is being sought within the DCO and which will be sought at a later
opportunity.

2.5

DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE

2.5.1.

The common approach to the determination of significance, that is presented in Section 4.6 of the
PEIR, is based on the matrix in LA104 and is considered to be appropriate. In addition, the definition
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of magnitude, sensitivity and classification of significance is provided, in accordance with LA104.
Any deviation from the methodology and classifications should be justified accordingly in the ES.

2.6

DESIGN, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

2.6.1.

The PEIR outlines that the ES will follow DMRB LA104 guidance on reporting mitigation, both
embedded and essential mitigation. The PEIR defines both embedded and essential mitigation in
the context of the Project and outlines the methodology for mitigation measures in the ES.

2.6.2.

At this stage, no specific embedded mitigation measures are outlined. Instead assumptions of best
practice measures being adopted and commitments with adhering to the Environmental
Management Plan and Register of Environmental Actions and Commitments. While appropriate, the
ES should provide full details on specific mitigation measures included in the design, and reasoning
for their inclusion.

2.6.3.

Essential mitigation measures are discussed in the respective chapters. Additionally, explanation of
implementation/enforcement of mitigation and enhancement measures are also provided. The
explanation and outlined approach to mitigation is appropriate. However, these discussions take a
preliminary form and will require further development and explanation within the ES.

2.7

ALTERNATIVES

2.7.1.

The information provided in Chapter 3 of the PEIR details the methodology taken in the
consideration of alternatives to date. The alternatives presented in the PEIR relate to both design
and alignment options with details given on reasons for consideration and factors influencing
decision outcomes. This information should be presented and expanded if relevant in the ES.

2.8

MAJOR ACCIDENTS AND DISASTERS

2.8.1.

It is noted that Major Accidents and Disasters (MA&D) is scoped out of both the PEIR and the ES
Stage, as stated in the PEIR:
“The following topics have been scoped out of further assessment […] by virtue of the nature and
location of the project it was considered there is unlikely to be a significant risk of major accidents
and disasters not already adequately considered within other topic chapters, or mitigated through
project design and the requirements of existing legislation to prevent major accidents and to protect
the health and safety of people.”

2.8.2.

This statement is not wholly representative of the SoS’s response provided in the A66 TPN Scoping
Opinion. The Scoping Opinion notes:
“The inspectorate […] is content that the ES does not need to include a standalone [MA&D] chapter,
provided consideration of such impacts are included in the relevant aspect chapters, where likely
significant effects could occur. […] The ES should include a description and assessment (where
relevant) of the likely significant effects resulting from [MA&D] applicable to the Proposed
Development. The Applicant should make use of appropriate guidance (e.g. that referenced in the
[HSE] Annex to the Inspectorate’s Advice Note 11) to better understand the likelihood of an
occurrence and the Proposed Development’s susceptibility to potential [MA&D]. […] The
assessment should specifically assess significant effects resulting from the risks to human health,
cultural heritage or the environment.”
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2.8.3.

Based on the SoS’s statement the Applicant should be prepared to include assessment of MA&D
events were relevant, though notably not in a standalone chapter. In particular the identified ground
instability risks associated with Gypsum mines at Kirkby Thore, Hulands Quarry, railways and
pipelines (see Paragraph 2.9.6 of the Technical Response to the Environmental Scoping Report)
should be considered in the ES.

2.9

DIGITAL EIA

2.9.1.

The use of digital-led solutions for the PEIR is welcomed, and further to comments within Paragraph
2.10.1 of the Technical Review of the Environmental Scoping Report, the opportunity for this to
develop further at the ES stage should be encouraged.

2.10

ENHANCEMENT MEASURES

2.10.1. The inclusion of enhancement measures within the proposals for the Project should be encouraged
and supported by the Councils. The Applicant has made several references to where enhancement
measures are being considered and that details will be provided within the ES although this
Technical Review has identified where enhancement measures are most appropriate to address
environmental impacts created by the Project and which are particularly of interest to the Councils.
2.10.2. This would be consistent with the policy set out in Paragraph 3.3 of the National Policy Statement on
National Networks (NPS NN):
2.10.3. “In delivering new schemes, the Government expects applicants to avoid and mitigate environmental
and social impacts in line with the principles set out in the NPPF and the Government’s planning
guidance. Applicants should also provide evidence that they have considered reasonable
opportunities to deliver environmental and social benefits as part of schemes.”
2.10.4. Further dialogue and study is being undertaken by the Councils to identify what enhancement
measures are most appropriate given their unique position in being able to identify, balance and
address environmental pressures in the County and District. In order to accord with Paragraph 3.3
of the NPS NN, mutually beneficial enhancement measures that benefit both the Applicant and the
Councils should be included within the Project proposals.

2.11

REQUIREMENTS

2.11.1. The role of the Councils, should the DCO for the Project be granted, will include the need to review
and discharge Requirements as appropriate within the remit of their statutory obligations and
responsibilities. Such documents are likely to include, amongst others, a Written Scheme of
Investigation (WSI) that details the approach to intrusive archaeological works and a final
Environmental Management Plan (EMP) which will detail the measures in place to protect the
environment during the construction phase.
This Technical Review details where at this stage in the consenting process there is a likely need for
a Requirement and hence a statutory role for the Councils beyond the examination stage. It is
therefore of benefit to both the Councils and the Applicant if early liaison and sharing of draft
versions of any information that will be submitted in support of the discharge of a Requirement is
undertaken.
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3

AIR QUALITY

3.1

INTRODUCTION AND POLICY CONTEXT

3.1.1.

The Eden Local Plan 2014-2032 states the following in Policy ENV7: Air Pollution:

3.1.2.

Development proposed nearby any Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) declared within the
district will require an air quality assessment to identify the likely impacts of development upon the
designated area. Permission will only be granted if the individual and cumulative impact of the
proposed development on air quality is acceptable and appropriate mitigation measures are applied.
Contributions towards measures identified to deliver the Air Quality Action Plan will be required as
part of the development.

3.2

STUDY AREA AND ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

3.2.1.

The latest available version of DMRB LA105: Air Quality has been followed in the PEIR and while
not specifically stated, it is reasonable to assume that LA105 will be applied in the ES in the same
way. Commitment to the application of LA105 in the ES is described in the following Paragraphs of
the PEIR:
 5.9.2 that construction phase mitigation measures outlined in LA105 will be included in the EMP;
 5.9.5 that options to reduce operational phase impacts will be included in a Project Air Quality
Action Plan; and
 5.9.6 in the assessment of compliance with the EU Directive.
Study Area

3.2.2.

The construction dust assessment includes all receptors within 200m of the draft DCO boundary in
accordance with LA105. However, the buffers and receptors are not shown on any figures in the
PEIR. Whilst it is accepted that there are very few receptors along the majority of the preferred route
alignment and drawings for the whole route are unnecessary, localised drawings would have
increased understanding of local dust impacts. For example, to the south of Penrith where
population density is high or where the 12 potential compounds coincide with populated areas.

3.2.3.

The construction traffic assessment is qualitative, and it is reasonable to expect detailed
assessment at the ES stage when information on designated haul routes, road closures and
diversions are available. The study area therefore cannot be defined at the PEIR stage.

3.2.4.

For the assessment of operational effects, the study area is defined by applying the DMRB LA105:
Air Quality criteria on roads within the Traffic Reliability Area, which relate to changes in traffic flow,
changes in HDVs, speed band and carriageway alignment. All roads which trigger the criteria, and
adjoining roads within 200m, define the Affected Road Network (ARN). This approach is applied to
the preferred route alignment in its entirety in the PEIR. The ES will include assessment on a
localised geographic basis including the M6 between junction 35 and 45 encompassing Penrith.
However, to properly assess the impact of the preferred alignment on local air quality, receptors on
roads outside the ARN (defined as affected roads and adjoining roads within 200m) from the
boundaries may need to be assessed in locations such as the potential Air Quality Management
Area (AQMA) at Castlegate in Penrith. Incremental increases in traffic below 1,000 Annual Average
Daily Traffic (AADT) have the potential to cause significant local air quality increases which could
impact on the extent and timing of any declaration.
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3.2.5.

We note the study area highlighted in Figure 5.1 of the PEIR is not always consistent with the
definition in Section 5.5 as follows:
 The 200m study area buffer in relation to the ARN should be shown in relation to the existing and
preferred route alignment;
 The potential AQMA at Castlegate in Penrith, which is a compliance link for the purpose of
national reporting under the EU Directive 2008/50/EC, is not shown on Figure 5.1 sheet 3;
 Several ancient woodland and veteran tree sites are not included across the preferred route
alignment, but these will be addressed in the ES; and
 County wildlife sites are the responsibility of Cumbria County Council and the assessment of
impacts of the Project on these sites is not included and should be addressed in the ES.

3.2.6.

The ES should show the extent of the study area based on the draft DCO boundary. This should be
shown in a series of figures including specific human and ecological receptors in relation to the
study area and order limits for the preferred route alignment for the construction dust, construction
traffic and operational phase assessments.
Construction Phase

3.2.7.

The methodology for the assessment of construction dust impacts using the receptor banding
system described in section 2.5.6 of DMRB LA105 is followed which is good practice for a strategic
highways assessment. Furthermore, the methodology for screening on-road construction traffic
following the DMRB LA105 thresholds is provided. The PEIR correctly notes the risk of construction
traffic emissions on elevated levels of pollution within the potential Castlegate AQMA in Penrith
which will be managed through implementation of a Construction Traffic Management Plan.

3.2.8.

It is agreed that the impact of construction activities on air quality (dust and traffic) cannot be
assessed without detailed information on construction activities and vehicle/plant movements and
final information is unavailable at this stage. The construction phase assessment will therefore be
expanded in the ES on receipt of this information which is good practice.

3.2.9.

It is noted there may be a temporal element to the construction phase study area depending on the
proposed phasing of the schemes which could yield overlapping or single study areas at different
times. These could be subject to different baseline conditions as datasets are updated. Further to
comments in Chapter 2 of this technical review, it would be beneficial to understanding the
assessment if this could be considered in the ES. This would allow construction activities to be
reconciled with live local action plan measures contained within the local air quality action plan for
Penrith.
Operational Phase

3.2.10. A preliminary, route wide detailed assessment of the preferred route alignment has been completed
which is reasonable at this stage. The methodology employs traffic data from a strategic transport
model including committed development. However, the PEIR does not describe how the committed
developments have been identified and assessed and how they may impact both the construction
and operational phases.
3.2.11. Simple assessment of the alternatives from Temple Sowerby to Appleby, Appleby to Brough and
between Cross Lanes and Rokeby, have been undertaken using specific vehicle flows and
alignments using Highways England’s DMRB Air Quality Model (V8, EFTv10.1) which is appropriate.
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This contains vehicle emission factors and estimates pollutant concentrations at different sensitive
receptor locations based on the alternative alignments.
3.2.12. The operational phase methodology described in the PEIR is an accurate representation of the
Highways England LA105: Air Quality method including the adjustment of NO2 concentrations with
the Highways Agency Interim Alternative Long Term Annual Projection Factors (LTTE6). We note
the following aspects of the application of the ADMS-Roads v5.0.0.1 model to the detailed
assessment:
 The traffic year modelled is 2-years after the actual opening year which is stated as a limitation.
This PEIR states that this is a result of a construction programme change that will be corrected in
the ES. See section 3.5 Assumptions and Limitations.
 The use of multiple meteorological data sites to represent sections of the project will be explored
in the ES.
 We note the application of model verification to maximise model accuracy which overall is poorly
described. It is assumed that the Defra LAQM.TG(16) method has been followed but this should
be confirmed in the ES. Model adjustment during verification appears to have been completed
using a single adjustment factor for the entire route. Given the variation in conditions across the
route this is not robust as the model can perform differently in different conditions and so it is not
appropriate to apply the route wide adjustment factor to the simple assessment of route options in
this way. Furthermore, the exclusion of valuable monitored datasets that lie outside the ARN
removes valuable ground-truthing points from the model in key areas such as the potential
Castlegate AQMA. This could lead to a local under-estimation. The model verification should
therefore be refined using all available datasets to ensure that the strategic level air quality model
is adjusted to reflect local conditions as accurately as possible. This should include the
presentation of model performance statistics as per the presentation recommendations described
in Box 7.17 of Defra LAQM.TG(16).
 It is also recommended that further baseline monitoring in the context of the limitations in the
Defra background maps to represent local conditions is undertaken where properties are either
very close to the carriageway (Eden) and where concentrations are close to the Air Quality
Objective level (Penrith and Eamont Bridge). A NO2 monitoring campaign could also serve to
provide data for an extended model verification in areas of concern. There is an absence of the
assessment of particulates (PM10 aerodynamic diameter of 10µm or less and PM2.5 aerodynamic
diameter of 2.5µm or less) in the PEIR. Although we note that the exclusion of PM2.5 is consistent
with the Highways England LA105: Air Quality guidance, as detailed in Policy Guidance Local Air
Quality Management; Policy Guidance 16 (2016) (Chapter 7), local authorities are expected to
work towards reducing emissions and/or concentrations of PM2.5. We welcome acknowledgement
that this matter will be addressed in the ES on the basis of the latest background monitoring
results available and request the local monitoring of particulates in areas of concern to inform the
decision as to whether these pollutants can be scoped out of the assessment. It is recommended
that PM2.5 emissions are assessed at the M6 J40 Penrith scheme in the ES in the presence of
local sources (A66 and local traffic) in light of potential changes to the particulate air quality
objectives.
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3.2.13. There is emerging evidence2 to show that ammonia (NH3) provides a greater contribution to nitrogen
deposition than previously understood. LA105: Air Quality guidance does not provide a methodology
to address this emerging issue nor the impact of the deposition of nitric/sulphuric acid. However,
County Councils have a responsibility for the protection of the health of County Designated Sites
within their jurisdiction. This is a potential gap in the assessment of nitrogen and acid deposition
which needs to be included in the assessment. We note that National Highways is developing a tool
for determining the additional contribution of NH3 emissions from vehicles to deposited nitrogen. If
the tool is not released in time for the submission of the ES, it is not clear how NH3 will be assessed.
This is likely to result in additional sites exceeding the 1% critical load threshold and therefore
additional designated ecological sites over and above those identified in Section 5.10.42 of the PEIR
may be considered to experience likely significant effects.

3.3

BASELINE CONDITIONS

3.3.1.

The method for the definition of sensitive receptors is not clear because the underlying datasets
used are not described. Furthermore, the PEIR does not include identified receptors presented on
scheme drawings, particularly for the M6 J40 Penrith scheme. This applies to the construction dust
and operational phase assessments and EU Directive compliance link assessments for which the
method for determining sensitive receptors is different. It is also noted that in Penrith, the PEIR
would have benefitted from the inclusion of more receptors outside the ARN in south and central
Penrith such as Castlegate where there is the potential declaration of AQMA based on elevated
concentrations of NO2.

3.3.2.

For the compliance risk assessment, areas with qualifying features on the Pollution Climate Mapping
(PCM) road network that meet Defra's interpretation of the Air Quality Directive are not identified on
scheme drawings in Figure 5.1 of the PEIR. These should be included in the ES with further
information on the underlying datasets be used to identify the qualifying features. These include
public access (e.g. footpath) and sensitive receptors (e.g. residential properties, schools and
hospitals). This will ensure that all potential exposures within Cumbria have been captured.

3.3.3.

Datasets contained in the 2020 Annual Status Report (ASR) are accurately represented. The report
states that an AQMA will be declared on Castlegate in Penrith because of exceedances of the NO2
annual mean objective. Baseline traffic flows in and around the potential AQMA are not included in
the PEIR on key affected links such as Ullswater Road, Clifford Road, Haweswater Road and
Castlegate which prevents the comparison with the flows with the preferred alignment in place.

3.3.4.

There are 46 designated ecological sites referenced in the Environmental Scoping Report and 19
designated habitats identified within 200m of the draft DCO boundary in the PEIR. We again advise
that ecological receptors as defined in LA105: Air Quality be re-examined during the determination
of the ARN on receipt of complete ancient woodland, veteran tree and flora survey datasets. The
approach to assess nitrogen deposition at all sites is welcomed, but this assessment should be

Air Quality Consultants (2020). Ammonia Emissions from Roads for Assessing Impacts on Nitrogen-sensitive
Habitats.
2
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expanded to assess the contribution of potential NH3 emissions in the ES. It is also noted that the
requirement to assess impacts at designated County Wildlife Sites lie outside the jurisdiction of
Highways England.
3.3.5.

To validate background concentrations, inform baseline conditions and verify the model in the ES,
monitoring data should be collected for NO2 and particulates within the ‘vicinity of the project’ that
has been ratified, bias corrected and annualised by Eden District Council ready for use rather than
that reported at fixed annual intervals to Defra in the Annual Status Report. NH3 should also be
monitored. This will ensure the most recent data available to characterise the baseline and validate
the model has been considered and we further encourage the Applicant to consult the Councils to
obtain these data.

3.4

POTENTIAL IMPACTS
Construction Phase

3.4.1.

It is agreed that residual construction impacts are unlikely to be significant as they will be temporary
and controlled through mitigation measures secured in the EMP. However, the ES should qualify the
method used to determine the type and level of mitigation required to ensure amenity and human
health protection for each scheme. The mitigation measures required for the J40 and Kemplay Bank
Schemes could be quite different to those required for more rural schemes and generic measures
may not be sufficient.

3.4.2.

The potential for cumulative construction phase impacts should also be considered in the ES
construction phase assessment, particularly for the schemes in more built-up areas such as Penrith,
and Appleby-in-Westmorland.
Construction Dust

3.4.3.

For the assessment of construction dust, the route is assessed as a major infrastructure project with
a large dust risk potential in accordance with DMRB LA105. We agree with this assessment.

3.4.4.

Table 5-5 of the PEIR shows that there are 2,065 human receptors in bands within 200m of the draft
DCO boundary and 19 designated sites across the entire route. While it is welcomed that mitigation
to reduce these emissions will be included in the EMP, including a dust management plan, the EMP
will require flexibility so that the intensity of the mitigation is proportional to the dust emissions risk.
With appropriate best practice mitigation measures in place we agree that the potential impacts from
construction dust will be not significant.
Construction Traffic

3.4.5.

As there are likely to be compounds situated in Penrith, Bowes and other locations, the PEIR
correctly identifies the risk to local air quality and designated ecological receptors from constructionrelated vehicle emissions using transport routes.

3.4.6.

Emissions could also be changed locally if construction-related vehicles affect or divert local traffic
within the potential Castlegate AQMA or sensitive receptors close to these routes where air quality is
poor. We agree that the Construction Traffic Management Plan would aim to ensure construction
vehicles avoid these areas and this should be encouraged.

3.4.7.

Although the construction phase is temporary, the likely HDV numbers, duration of works and the
presence of receptors mean the assessment of effects from construction-related traffic cannot be
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scoped out of assessment in the ES. We therefore welcome the commitment to further work to
characterise the potential impacts as part of the EIA once detailed data are available.
Operational Phase
3.4.8.

For human receptors pollutant concentrations are assessed at 151 sensitive receptors along the
entire preferred route alignment. As a strategic level assessment, it is entirely credible that 151
receptors lie within 200m of the ARN.

3.4.9.

However, in an area with local air quality issues such as Penrith, it would have been more robust to
include road links on Castlegate (A592) and Norfolk Road (B5288) to enable the use of the
monitoring data in the model verification. This would increase confidence in the model results in this
area and serve to identify other receptors close to the air quality objective to inform local air quality
management. It is requested that this is considered in the ES even if these road sections do not
trigger the DMRB LA105 thresholds and irrespective of whether an AQMA has been declared at the
time of the ES publication.

3.4.10. Exceedances of the NO2 air quality objectives have been modelled at three locations in Penrith
which are indicated in Figure 5.1 sheet 3 of the PEIR. Specific addresses of these properties and
the road link changes causing the exceedance should have been included in the PEIR as there are
potential implications for the AQMA designation in Penrith if these results are accurate.
3.4.11. As no performance statistics are presented in the PEIR it is difficult to assign a level of confidence in
the results. It is requested that unique verification factors are developed for specific route sections or
locations along the preferred route corridor to ensure that model error is minimised as far as
possible. The presentation of model performance statistics in accordance with Box 7.17 of Defra
LAQM.TG(16) will increase confidence in the results.
3.4.12. Paragraph 5.10.35 states that the Defra PCM model overlaps with the ARN around Penrith for just
one link which is anticipated to be compliant with the limit values for the project in the proposed
opening year of 2031. It would be helpful if this link is added to the figures in the ES to provide
context.
3.4.13. The ES should include an assessment of the impact of nitrogen deposition at designated ecological
sites, including County Wildlife Sites so that the impacts upon the assets that have been designated
by CCC are understood and mitigated accordingly.

3.5

DESIGN, MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES
Construction Phase

3.5.1.

We maintain the position that a robust assessment of the risks of construction phase impacts is
likely to yield a series of mitigation measures secured via an EMP and dust management plan,
which will be sufficient to protect amenity and health in Cumbria.

3.5.2.

However, mitigation measures may need to be supplemented in high risk areas. In Penrith, a
summary of the likely increase in traffic through the Castlegate AQMA would be required to
understand the potential impact of increases in construction HGV traffic on local air quality which
may require iterations to the Construction Traffic Management Plan to ensure construction vehicles
avoid high risk areas.
Operational Phase
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3.5.3.

A commitment to implement a Project Air Quality Action Plan (PAQAP) to mitigate adverse effects in
accordance with the guidance in LA105: Air Quality is requested. It is suggested that any PAQAP is
based upon the specific requirements of each scheme and is aligned with the proposed
Construction Management Plans for each of the Councils.

3.5.4.

It may be necessary, depending upon the findings of the monitoring exercise requested in
Paragraph 3.2.5, for further measures to be considered that seek to reduce the exposure to nitrogen
dioxide at receptors due to experience a deterioration in air quality. These measures would need to
consider the source of any increase in traffic flow and what is causing the increase.

3.6

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS

3.6.1.

Uncertainties or limitations related to transport data should discussed in the Traffic and Transport
chapter that has been previously identified in the Technical Review of the Environmental Scoping
Report as an omission to the ES. It is requested that further detail is provided in the ES on the
limitations of the transport data specific to the air quality assessment including:
 The type of road transport model, verification and applicability of the transport model outputs to
local scale impact assessment considering that traffic modelling will be completed for the project
as a whole rather than schemes in isolation;
 The traffic year modelled is 2-years after the actual opening year which means that vehicle
emissions could be underestimated in the PEIR as a result of improvements in vehicle emissions
technology expected between 2029 and 2031. We understand that this is a result of a
construction programme change that will be corrected in the ES;
 The proposed approach to minimising uncertainty through the air quality model verification
process; and
 The method whereby committed development is represented in the traffic data.

3.6.2.

The Applicant is requested to provide further detail on how the significance of effects (in line with the
EIA Regulations) will be determined and mitigated, and how the Project will be compliant with
national planning policy (i.e. NPSNN) and local planning policy (Eden Local Plan 2014 to 2032).

3.6.3.

Further detail should be provided within the ES to detail how the assessment will comply with Policy
ENV7 of the Eden Local Plan 2014-2032 which requires that ‘All major development proposals will
be required to assess the likely impacts of the development on air quality and mitigate any negative
impacts by: 4. Contributing towards the improvement of the highway network where the
development is predicted to result in increased congestion on the highway network.’
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4

BIODIVERSITY

4.1

INTRODUCTION AND POLICY CONTEXT

4.1.1.

This review of the preliminary assessment of effects on biodiversity contained within the PEIR is
informed by Policy DEV5 of the Eden Local Plan 2014 to 2032 3 which requires that “New
development will be required to demonstrate that it meets each of the following criteria:
 Shows a clear understanding of the form and character of the district’s built and natural
environment, complementing and enhancing the existing area.
 Protects and where possible enhances the district’s distinctive rural landscape, natural
environment and biodiversity….”

4.1.2.

Policy ENV1 of the Eden Local Plan 2014 to 2032 also gives substantial protection to the natural
environment and biodiversity and states “New development will be required to avoid any net loss of
biodiversity and geodiversity, and where possible enhance existing assets….”

4.1.3.

Furthermore, Policy ENV2 of the Eden Local Plan requires that development “…should contribute to
landscape enhancement including the provision of new trees and hedgerows of appropriate species
and in suitable locations…”; and Policy ENV3 requires that major development within the North
Pennines Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) fully considers detrimental effect on the
environment.

4.1.4.

Policy ENV 4 of the Plan requires that “New development should ensure that:
 Opportunities for the protection and enhancement of the district’s green infrastructure network are
maximised.
 Proposals account for any known local deficiencies of green infrastructure identified by the
Council.”

4.1.5.

The Applicant should also be cognisant of the fact that County Wildlife Sites within Cumbria are
recognised as being at least county, and sometimes national, importance for their nature
conservation value; having regard to maintaining or enhancing the biodiversity off these sites would
fall within the duties of CCC under Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities
Act 2006:
[The] public authority must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is consistent with the
proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity

4.1.6.

The requirements of Paragraphs 5.22 and 5.23 of the NPS NN also form part of the assessment in
the ES.

4.1.7.

It is therefore appropriate that the Applicant addresses matters relating to biodiversity within the ES
so that the impacts of the Project can be fully understood.

3

https://www.eden.gov.uk/media/5032/edenlocalplan2014-2032finalwithoutforeword.pdf
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4.2

STUDY AREA AND ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

4.2.1.

The biodiversity assessment methodology for the Project is described at a high level as being in line
with DMRB LA108 Biodiversity, and also refers to Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental
Managements; Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland (CIEEM 2018).
This is considered a suitable approach but there are a number of clarifications needed with regard
to:
 Study area(s); and
 Assessment methodology.

STUDY AREA
4.2.2.

A description of the study area is divided into Desk Study and Surveys.

4.2.3.

As per the Environmental scoping report, desktop data search parameters are clearly presented in
the PEIR, but there is no stated reason for the search radius of 2km from the boundary of all land
required for construction for European Sites (excepting sites designated for bats at 30km). and
further justification is required. A list of data sources is provided and desktop data search for
protected species, based on the general summary tables presented, appears to have been
comprehensive to date. Desktop data on Priority Habitats from Natural England’s Open Data and
from MAGIC are presented. Reference is made to statutory sites beyond 2km from the Project, that
are likely to be affected by changes in air quality and noise. Reference is made to relevant
Biodiversity Action Plans (BAPs).

4.2.4.

For proposed field surveys, there is a statement in Paragraph 6.3.6 of the PEIR regarding surveys
having been carried out or being still underway, with reference to survey methods being presented
in Appendix 6.2 to the PEIR. However, there is no indication within the main document as to what
surveys have been carried out. No reference to relevant survey guidance is provided, except to refer
to the aforementioned Appendix. There is reference, with some detail, to desktop study and
consultation, which appears to have been comprehensive and covers appropriate search radii for
statutory and non-statutory designated sites of between 1km and 30km.

4.2.5.

Within the Appendix that lists surveys carried out and the relevant method (Appendix 6.2), there are
gaps in information as to why some surveys have been carried – for example the range of bat
surveys which are in some cases carried out up to 100m from the DCO boundary. There should be
a rationale offered for this distance. Similarly, no survey area is described for red squirrel, beyond an
indication that suitable habitat was surveyed.

4.2.6.

Relevant survey methods for the habitat and species surveys should be listed together with relevant
study areas (buffer distances form the DCO boundary). Methods can be obtained from the sources
set out in CIEEM’s Competencies for Species Surveys4 and elsewhere. Consultation with Natural
England and other statutory bodies on survey scopes is discussed and this should continue to
occur.

4

https://cieem.net/resource/competencies-for-species-survey-css/
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4.2.7.

The following items for field surveys require further clarification before the proposed field study area
and scope can be considered appropriate:
 A short and clear list in the PEIR as to what surveys have been carried out, with study areas;
 A clear rationale for the survey distances should be provided for each survey type being
proposed;
 Survey methods should be informed by clearly referenced survey guidance within the PEIR,
rather than simply cross referring to an appendix. Where the Applicant intends to deviate from
any standard methodology, a clear rationale for this should be provided; and
 Clarification that connectivity with Special Protection Areas5 within 20km that support geese has
been considered within the 30km search area for internationally designated sites. A search for
these Special Protection Areas (SPA) should be carried out to confirm the presence or absence
of such sites and where relevant they should be screened for likely significant effects.

4.2.8.

The following items need to be considered and assessed as appropriate in the ES:
 Given the importance of red squirrel in Cumbria it is recommended that the Applicant also
engages with Penrith and District Red Squirrel Group;
 The ES should also have regard to emerging Local Natural Recovery Strategies (LNRSs) and
any related local habitat data available from Cumbria Biodiversity Data Centre (CBDC).
Information on the pilot LNRS is available from the link to the Cumbria BAP that is referenced in
the PEIR. In addition, the Cumbria Biodiversity Evidence Base (CBEB) provides publicly
accessible species and habitat statements for UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UKBAP) Priority
Habitats and Species within Cumbria and these should be consulted.
 Connectivity to wildlife corridors in Cumbria which are not directly in the zone of influence or
ARN, such as Smardale Gill National Nature Reserve (NNR), is discussed and this consideration
of habitat connectivity should continue through to the ES.
 The appended HRA Screening covers appropriate LSEs for the River Eden SAC, the North
Pennine Moors SPA, and Asby Complex SAC which is in the ARN for the scheme. It is noted and
welcomed that the consideration of air quality effects from construction are included within the
scope of the ES. The screening out of LSEs for other European Sites is presented logically,
notably based on distance and lack of hydrological or other connectivity to the Project.
Consultation with Natural England and other stakeholders should continue throughout the HRA
process.

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY
4.2.9.

The assessment methodology combines elements of DMRB LA108 Biodiversity and CIEEM
Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland 2018. A key point of clarification
is on the statements of significance. In the CIEEM approach, the importance of an ecological feature
is first determined before it is included in the detailed assessment. At that point the significance – or
not – of any effects on the feature is determined. In paragraph 6.3.3 of the PEIR the Applicant
describe the CIEEM geographical frame of reference for determining importance, but does not state

5

Scottish Natural Heritage (2016). Assessing Connectivity with Special Protection Areas (SPAs). Version 3.
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the threshold geographical level at or above which ecological features (or receptors) are actually
considered important in this assessment.
4.2.10. Clarity on the assessment methodology is required for how significance will be determined: based
on the nature of an effect on an important feature (as per CIEEM); or on a combination of a feature’s
importance and the nature of the effect (as per DMRB LA108 Biodiversity).

4.3

BASELINE CONDITIONS

4.3.1.

The PEIR presents a range of baseline information, collected through desktop study and ongoing
field survey. A list of statutory and non-statutory designated sites is provided, together with the
reasons for their designation and their distances from the Project.

4.3.2.

The PEIR indicates that some field survey has been undertaken whilst some is still ongoing (data is
included up to June 2021). For locations relevant to Cumbria and Eden, the Applicant has carried
out a number of surveys along the River Eden SAC and tributaries including Trout Beck, as well as
great crested newt, badger, bat, red squirrel, limited reptile surveys (Temple Sowerby to Appleby
only), white-clawed crayfish surveys; and surveys are ongoing for fish, aquatic and terrestrial
invertebrates, and macrophytes.

4.3.3.

Priority Habitat information from desktop study, together with the above sites, is presented on
figures showing their location in relation to the draft DCO boundary.

4.3.4.

The Tables (6-4 and 6-5) in the PEIR summarising Phase 1 habitat types and protected species so
far recorded should include some indication of location of the habitats and species relative to each
of the schemes within the Project. Otherwise, the figures accompanying Appendix 6.2, together with
the text summaries for each scheme, are more useful for decision makers than the route-wide
information presented herein.

4.3.5.

Some of the valuations for protected species require some explanation: for badgers, the species
distribution within the study area for each scheme should be considered, not simply the legislation
under which badgers are protected, in assigning ‘Local importance’. For birds, some granularity is
needed here as not all species will be part of the qualifying suite of species listed within the North
Pennine Moors SPA, and then only during breeding. For water vole, a valuation of County level
seems counter-intuitive, when the baseline discusses records across multiple counties.

4.3.6.

As noted in the response to the Environmental Scoping Report, the Cumbria Biodiversity Evidence
Base (CBEB) provides publicly accessible species and habitat statements for UKBAP Priority
Habitats and Species within Cumbria and these should be consulted. Whilst there is reference to the
Cumbria BAP, the information noted dates from 2001 and the CBEB Species and Habitat
statements date from 2016.

4.3.7.

The following clarifications and additional items should be made available within the ES:
 Mapping for protected species records, and of locations already surveyed for protected species,
would greatly improve the clarity of baseline information presented;
 Mapping of local sites and veteran trees in relation to the ARN should also be carried out as
advised at the Scoping stage. Local sites and veteran trees are presented in the figures for the
Biodiversity section of the report, but not in relation to the ARN;
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 Mapping of alternative routes on Phase 1 habitat and other maps would assist in the presentation
of baseline data in relation to habitats affected or locations of survey areas, rather than simply
providing an outline of the draft DCO boundary; and
 Review and appropriate discussion of priority habitats and species statements in the Cumbria
Biodiversity Evidence Base.
4.3.8.

Further commentary on the baseline for individual schemes is provided below.

4.3.9.

The mapping of designated sites provided is useful as is the mapping for Priority Habitats and
Phase 1 habitats. Maps indicate improved grassland and amenity grassland in the M6 J40 to
Kemplay Bank Scheme, with some aquatic habitats where the scheme crosses Thacka Beck. This
beck is noted as a potentially key crossing point for otters. Two bat roosts were recorded in the
scheme and there is evidence of red squirrel.

4.3.10. For Penrith to Temple Sowerby, the River Eden SAC and River Eden Tributaries SSSI are both
within the draft DCO boundary and there are a number of other watercourse crossings described.
Terrestrial habitats are described as being primarily improved grassland, arable and species-poor
semi-improved grassland. The scheme also supports four main badger setts, nine potential otter
holts (seven on the River Eamont), two bat roosts and red squirrels present in all suitable habitats
surveyed. Two ponds support great crested newt and no white-clawed crayfish were found in
surveys (although there are a number of records).
4.3.11. Temple Sowerby to Appleby is described as containing mainly improved pasture and arable land
bounded by species rich hedgerows with trees - a Priority Habitat. Trout Beck, a tributary of the
River Eden and part of the River Eden and Tributaries SAC/SSSI, is in the east and supports some
Annex 1 habitat. All three alternatives for this scheme cross Trout Beck. Baseline data presented on
protected species for this scheme is currently more limited to desktop records, notably records of 16
maternity bat roosts, 13 otter records, and 61 red squirrel records.
4.3.12. The Blue Option route for this scheme is described as crossing greater areas of species-rich
hedgerows with trees than the other alternatives, due to its wider land take. Trout Beck in the
vicinity of this alternative is considered of high conservation value. There are at least two structures
with high bat roost potential within the draft DCO boundary for the Blue Option, and wintering bird
surveys indicated large flocks of lapwing (500+ birds) near Kirby Thore. Breeding bird surveys
included kingfisher, a Schedule 1 species under the WCA 1981. This Option supports three areas
with high potential for terrestrial invertebrates.
4.3.13. The Red Option is described as crossing largely mixed farmland but has a much-reduced area for
the northern construction compound relative to the Blue Option. This alternative crosses Trout Beck
1km further upstream than the Blue Option, and appears to support substantial but smaller flocks of
species such as lapwing. It does not appear to support kingfisher. Otherwise, this Option crosses
similar habitats and supports similar potential bat roosts and terrestrial invertebrate areas to the Blue
Option.
4.3.14. The Orange Option crosses mixed arable and improved grassland habitats; and from the description
given appears to generally cross fewer important or Priority Habitats than the Blue or Red Options.
4.3.15. Discussion of the baseline for Appleby to Brough provides a very high-level overview of Phase 1
habitat survey data, correctly noting the influence of this scheme’s more upland location relative to
more westerly schemes. Priority and Annex 1 Habitats described include fen, mires, a range of
heath habitats and acid grassland. The baseline describes designated sites including the River Eden
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SAC, Moorhouse and Upper Teesdale SAC and the North Pennines SPA. The discussion of
designated sites includes coverage of local sites within the ARN, which is in accordance with the
IAQM guidance previously noted.
4.3.16. It is not entirely clear from the text as to which protected species surveys have so far been
completed for the Appleby to Brough scheme, although there is high level description of some of the
basic differences between the alternative route options, such as the two additional watercourse
crossings noted for the Blue Option (central section or Black-Blue-Black route). Wintering bird
surveys are described for the Black-Black-Black Option as supporting large numbers of lapwings
and species such as golden plover. Beyond this information on wintering birds, which has some
variations described for the Black-Blue-Black and Black-Black-Orange Options, there appears to be
only desktop data and the baseline lacks clarity as to the exact locations of, for example bird survey
areas. Red squirrel and water vole data will be especially important for assessment of this scheme,
especially given the large number of red squirrel records and the location of a previous water vole
reintroduction scheme at Warcop.

4.4

POTENTIAL IMPACTS
OVERVIEW

4.4.1.

Impacts are described for the route-wide scenario and for each of the schemes of relevance to
Cumbria CC and Eden DC, including the alternative Options for the sections between Temple
Sowerby and Appleby and between Appleby and Brough.

4.4.2.

The impact assessment tables cover the route-wide issues first, and then discuss any variations for
each scheme and where relevant, any alternatives. However, much of what is in these tables
repeats the more general information provided in the preceding text, albeit with reference to, for
example, specific designated sites or protected species where occasionally relevant. There is some
potential ‘double counting’, for example rivers and streams are counted as potentially internationally
important, when the River Eden SAC has already been discussed as an internationally important
site. A suggested approach here might be to consider designated and non-designated (but
otherwise ecologically important) rivers separately.

4.4.3.

The impact assessment tables, are, however, appropriately precautionary when describing whether
or not any impacts will remain significant after mitigation has bene applied - for example the
discussion of impacts to bats in Table 6-6. It is advised that details of mitigation be developed with
this same precautionary approach in mind as the ES develops and design details become clearer.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
4.4.4.

The overview of potential impacts for construction set out in the text preceding the impact
assessment tables is comprehensive, and covers:
Temporary and permanent habitat loss;
Habitat fragmentation;
Noise and lighting;
Habitat damage and degradation including due to air quality changes on the ARN – this is also
reflected in the HRA Screening appended to the PEIR;
 Disturbance; and
 Species mortality (including risks from entrapment in excavations, storage piles and equipment).
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4.4.5.

There is suitable coverage of which species are most likely to be affected by each of these (listed
below).
Birds including barn owl;
Badger;
Bats;
Red squirrel;
Other mammals (European hedgehog, brown hare, European polecat);
Fish - with regard to noise and vibration within the aquatic environment and the differing
requirements of the species recorded;
 Amphibians; and
 Reptiles.







4.4.6.

One key omission is in any reference to specific temporal aspects of construction, such as dates of
commencement or durations of certain activities. There are brief references to the project
description being in Chapter 2, but it would be useful to see some indication of, for example,
whether any works that require watercourse crossings or in-channel works are likely to occur during
sensitive times of year for salmonids. Similarly, impacts on breeding birds will not be likely for works
carried out in winter.

4.4.7.

The extent of DCO boundaries requires some justification for some schemes, notably for the
Appleby to Brough section: All three options for this scheme have DCO boundaries that overlap with
a number of local, national and international sites. For some of the local sites, notably Temple
Sowerby Moss Site of Invertebrate Significance, the draft DCO boundary extent requires some
justification here, as this site, also designated a SSSI, is at the western end of this scheme where
the boundary could be realigned to avoid the designated site. Similarly, the draft DCO boundaries
near and within Ross Wood CWS, Chapel Wood (Appleby in Westmoreland) CWS and eastern
areas of the River Eden SAC/Eden and Tributaries SSSI require some justification regarding their
extents.

4.4.8.

For all schemes in the project, the draft DCO boundary should be kept to a minimum and should
avoid designated sites wherever feasible.

CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION
4.4.9.

The ES should continue to consider specific construction mitigation for:
Air quality changes to habitats and sites in the ARN due to traffic diversions;
Birds including barn owl;
Badger;
Bats;
Red squirrel;
Other mammals (European hedgehog, brown hare, European polecat);
Fish – with regard to noise and vibration within the aquatic environment and the differing
requirements of the species recorded;
 Amphibians; and
 Reptiles.








OPERATIONAL IMPACTS
4.4.10. General operational impacts are listed as:
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Habitat fragmentation;
Habitat damage and degradation including due to air quality changes;
Disturbance due to noise, lighting and increased human activity; and
Species mortality.

4.4.11. As with construction, the coverage within the route-wide assessment and the scheme-specific
variations is comprehensive, and adopts an appropriately precautionary approach. However, there
are occasions when some of the text lacks clarity, for example for red squirrel mitigation it is not
clear to what extent any habitat replacement and enhancement has been considered (page 6-73).
There will be sites that are better suited to enhancement, and to creation of connecting corridors,
than to replacement of habitat.
4.4.12. The ES should present the proposed operational mitigation, taking account of:
 Design considerations, such as the BCT/ILP Bats and Artificial Lighting in the UK6, and the
DMRB LD118 Biodiversity design on mammal crossings for species such as otter and badger,
should be considered as the minimum standard for mitigation of operational effects. Crossings for
bats and red squirrels, and connectivity of aquatic and terrestrial habitats, should also be key
factors in the mitigation of operational effects;
 Guidance from the Barn Owl Trust7 on mitigation for barn owls and major roads should be
followed, with landscaping as appropriate to increase flight heights around activity hotspots;
 Nitrogen and acid depositions on local8 sites within the ARN should be assessed and relevant
mitigation applied; and
 Post-construction monitoring should be included in the mitigation as appropriate.
4.4.13. Some more specific design recommendations for ‘standard’ mitigation items, such as the
specifications for ledges in culverts for otters; or suitable recessed or dropped kerbs for amphibians,
can be considered even at this preliminary stage of assessment - these should be included for
consideration as early as possible in the design and assessment process.

4.5

DESIGN AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES
DESIGN AND ENHANCEMENT

4.5.1.

Any design of the Project should seek to:
 As indicated in the impact assessment tables, the Project should not only avoid severance of
foraging and commuting habitats for protected species, notably for mobile species such as
badgers, bats and red squirrels but should seek to enhance it, especially given Cumbria’s
importance to the red squirrel in England. There are significant opportunities to create green
bridges and crossing points, avoid severing key links between existing patches of habitat, and

Bat Conservation Trust/Institution of Lighting Professionals (2018). Bats and Artificial Lighting in the UK.
Guidance Note 08/18.
7 Barn Owl Trust (2012). Barn Owl Conservation Handbook.
8 The term ‘local sites’ here refers to all sub-national designations
6
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also create habitat corridors along road verges. Landscape level connectivity for priority species
and habitats should be an overarching design principle for the Project;
Local habitat networks, especially those in the emerging Cumbria Local Nature Recovery
Strategy, should also be enhanced or protected in the design;
Specific design for the provision of safe crossing for red squirrel, bats and barn owl should also
be considered and included in the design if necessary to avoid significant effects;
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) should be aligned to seeking a 10% net gain in line with the
requirements of the forthcoming Environment Bill. Discussion with the Councils, and consultation
with partners including Cumbria Biodiversity Data Centre (CBDC) on the emerging Cumbria Local
Nature Recovery Strategy, should inform the opportunities for BNG, although the extent to which
a project wide BNG is achieved will depend upon the degree to where the net-loss is
experienced. It is therefore recommended that the Applicant liaises with the Councils in the
development of the BNG proposals so that the proposals can be commented upon. The
aforementioned policies from within the Eden Local Plan 2014 to 2032 should also be
considered; and
The assessors should ensure that they fully apply the mitigation hierarchy before commencing
with any measures relating to no net loss or Biodiversity Net Gain, in accordance with the
relevant BNG principles9. Whilst no net loss may be considered to be part of the scheme’s design
as described in Paragraph 6.8.19 of the PEIR it must only be applied once the mitigation
hierarchy has been followed.

4.5.2.

The Applicant should therefore, within the ES, identify what enhancement measures they propose
for the Project alongside details of how these enhancement measures will be secured. Any relevant
proposals for enhancement should be shared with the Councils to ensure that they maximise the
mutual benefit that can be delivered as a consequence of a Project of the nature of the A66 NTP.
Enhancement opportunities may be present on the de-trunked sections of the existing A66 and
these proposed should be discussed with the Councils and presented in the ES.

4.5.3.

Offsite enhancement measures would also clearly be of benefit to the natural environment and
would be supported by the Councils and facilitated where possible to do so.

https://cieem.net/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/C776a-Biodiversity-net-gain.-Good-practice-principles-fordevelopment.-A-practical-guide-web.pdf
9
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5

CLIMATE

5.1

FOREWORD

5.1.1.

The climate chapter of the PIER is divided into two subsections covering greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions and climate change adaptation. This technical review has also therefore been divided into
two, commensurate with the Environmental Scoping Report layout.

CLIMATE RESILIENCE
5.2

INTRODUCTION AND POLICY CONTEXT

5.2.1.

The introduction and legislative and policy framework sections for the PEIR are considered to be
comprehensive and relevant in relation to climate resilience.

5.2.2.

This Technical Review is informed by Objective 5 of the Eden Local Plan 2014-2032 which states as
a development principle:

5.2.3.

To guide changes in the built environment in a way that takes proper account of climate change,
reducing greenhouse gas emissions and promoting energy efficiency in design and construction of
all new developments, reducing current flood risk and effectively managing risk. (Policies LS1, LS2,
DEV1, ENV5).

5.3

STUDY AREA AND ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

5.3.1.

The study area for consideration of climate change adaptation is identified as comprising the
engineering boundary within the draft DCO boundary. The assessment is proposed to consider the
infrastructure and assets that constitute the proposed Project and aspects relevant to end users of
the Project have also been assessed. The baseline and future baseline assessment extend beyond
the draft DCO boundary to align with regional and UKCP18 data sets. As stated at the Scoping
stage it is recommended that the Applicant extends the study area (up to 1km beyond the draft DCO
boundary) to encompass any potential climate risks from adjacent areas of land (e.g. land owned by
third parties) which may impact upon both the Project and the immediate wider environment.

5.3.2.

The assessment methodology outlined in line with DMRB LA114 is considered acceptable. It is
recommended that IEMA’s EIA Guide to Climate Change Resilience and Adaptation is also used in
conjunction with DMRB LA114 Climate in order to demonstrate good practice. The IEMA guidance
will also be relevant to the ICCI assessment methodology.

5.4

BASELINE CONDITIONS

5.4.1.

The baseline for climate resilience presents historical observed data and projected climate data as
advised in DMRB LA114 Climate. The historic data makes use of regional weather data, however, to
ensure the baseline conditions align with DMRB LA114 Climate, the Applicant should supplement
this information with local weather station data from the Met Office. It is noted and welcomed that
the PEIR states that records of flooding events on the existing A66 will be presented and considered
as part of the ES.

5.4.2.

The future baseline presents UK Climate Projections (UKCP18) for RCP8.5 at the 50th percentile for
the 2060 and 2080 time periods. Given that the construction phase has been scoped out, these
timescales for the future baseline are considered appropriate for the design life and the assessment.
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5.5

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

5.5.1.

The construction stage impacts have been scoped out for further assessment. Justification for this is
provided in the PEIR Assessment Methodology explaining that, while the climate will have changed
by the construction period, the changes are unlikely to be significant, and the Applicant has standard
construction processes in place to address extreme weather events.

5.5.2.

The potential impacts identified for the operational phase are comprehensive in relation to impacts
as a result of increased precipitation. The potential for melting and/or deterioration of road surface
as a result of increased temperatures and prolonged periods of hot weather has been considered in
the PEIR Appendix (Appendix 7.3 Climate Change Risk (CCR) Assessment) where it is noted that
this will be mitigated through pavement design, the specification of materials and regular monitoring
and maintenance regimes.

5.5.3.

The assessment of in-combination climate impacts (ICCI) (i.e., the extent to which climate
exacerbates or ameliorates the effects of the Project on the environment) is outlined in the Institute
of Environmental Management and Assessment EIA Guide to Climate Change Resilience and
Adaptation10. This assessment has not been carried out in the PEIR, however, under paragraph
7.8.5 it is noted that “potential impacts or risks of or to any mitigation measures implemented to
address impacts from other EIA topics, …will be considered during the ES once information on
measures is available”. The Road Drainage and Water Environment Chapter (Chapter 14) does
include a section on climate change. Other topic chapters only include a cross reference to the
climate chapter which does not constitute an ICCI assessment. To comply with the IEMA guidance
and good practice, and to ensure each topic considers the impact of climate change, the ES should
consider in-combination climate impacts.

5.6

DESIGN, MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES

5.6.1.

The climate change risk assessment outlined in the PEIR takes into account embedded mitigation
measures. These are described in Table 7.16 of Chapter 7, in Appendix 7.2: Climate Mitigation and
Appendix 7.3 CCR Assessment.

5.6.2.

Where significant climate risks have been identified, additional mitigation measures are identified
(Table 7.17 of Chapter 7 of the PEIR). Measures include:
 Addition of run-off defences in detailed design and monitoring of embankment and cuttings by the
Applicant from increased surface run-off resulting in scouring of embankments and cuttings
leading to potential earthwork failure;
 Monitoring for wildfires in relation to extended period of hot dry weather. If the frequency of
wildfires increases, it is proposed that the Applicant engages with landowners/land managers to
discuss adaptive management techniques, which may include proactive avoidance, species
selection/replacement and integrating firebreak features; and

Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (2020) EIA Guide to Climate Change Resilience
and Adaptation
10

A66 NORTHERN TRANS-PENNINE PROJECT
Project No.: 70081489 | Our Ref No.: 7081489_004
Cumbria County Council and Eden District Council

PUBLIC | WSP
November 2021
Page 26 of 60

 At the Kemplay Bank underpass, additional consideration for flooding will be undertaken at
detailed design stage (and be informed by detailed flood modelling) and where necessary the
incorporation of additional storage and enhanced drainage mechanisms.
5.6.3.

The mitigation measures are considered suitable for the management of future climate change on
the Project. The embedded and additional mitigation measures should also be reviewed for the ES
and updated/amended as necessary to align with any changes to the Project design.

5.7

DESCRIPTION OF THE LIKELY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

5.7.1.

The assessment at construction stage has been scoped out due to its duration. It is identified that
the EMP will set out measures for the Contractor to action in order to provide resilience to extreme
weather events. The outline EMP provided in Appendix 4.1 of the PEIR contains no detail on these
measures, however, it is noted that a commitment to submit a draft EMP with the DCO has been
made and the Councils should be provided the opportunity to comment.

5.7.2.

The significance of impacts during the operation stage is determined by calculating a combination of
likelihood and consequence, as set out in DMRB LA114 Climate. This assessment is included in
Appendix 7.3: CCR Assessment, with the significant effects reported in Chapter 7 of the PEIR. The
CCR assessment covers the assets and their operation and end users in line with DMRB LA114
Climate. The assessment also incorporates embedded mitigation.

5.7.3.

The assessment identifies three significant climate change risks:
 Increased surface run-off resulting in scouring of embankments and cuttings, leading to
earthworks failure (applicable to all Schemes);
 Extended periods of hot dry weather leading to a risk of spontaneous grassland fires in the
vicinity of the route, affecting safety on the road (applicable to the Penrith to Temple Sowerby;
Temple Sowerby to Appleby; and Appleby to Brough Schemes within Cumbria); and
 Flooding of the road surface (applicable only to the Kemplay Bank Underpass).

5.7.4.

The PEIR provides proposed future mitigation measures on these significant risks (as described in
Section 5.5. above) re-assess the likelihood and consequence with this additional mitigation in
place. The residual risks are identified as not significant, on the basis that the proposed future
mitigation is implemented.

5.7.5.

The assessment in Appendix 7.3 also provides commentary on the alternative route options.

5.7.6.

The CCR assessment and identification of additional mitigation measures is considered suitable.
The ES should capture and design changes or changes to embedded mitigation measures which
may alter the CCR and need for additional mitigation.

5.8

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS

5.8.1.

The assumptions and limitations set out in Chapter 7 and Appendix 7.3 of the PEIR are considered
appropriate to the CCR assessment. The assumption that “embedded mitigation measures…would
be implemented successfully” has the potential to alter the CCR assessment and the identification of
significant effects in the event that the mitigation is not successfully implemented. It is recommended
that the inclusion of embedded mitigation design measures is monitored as the Scheme design
develops.
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GREENHOUSE GASES
5.9

INTRODUCTION AND POLICY CONTEXT

5.9.1.

This Technical Review is informed by Objective 5 of the Eden Local Plan 2014-2032 which states as
a development principle:

5.9.2.

To guide changes in the built environment in a way that takes proper account of climate change,
reducing greenhouse gas emissions and promoting energy efficiency in design and construction of
all new developments, reducing current flood risk and effectively managing risk. (Policies LS1, LS2,
DEV1, ENV5).

5.10

STUDY AREA AND ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

5.10.1. The study area for GHG emissions is described in line with the advice in DMRB LA114 Climate. The
study area includes direct GHG emissions arising from construction activities and land use change
within the draft DCO boundary as well as indirect embodied GHG emissions from construction
materials. The study area also includes operational GHG emissions arising from maintenance and
refurbishment activities within the draft DCO boundary as well as operational traffic emissions for the
ARN within the project traffic model. This is in accordance with current DMRB guidance and no
recommendations have been identified.
5.10.2. The assessment methodology is in line with DMRB LA114 Climate and PAS 2080. The Highways
England Carbon Tool has been used to calculate construction and operational emissions, with the
exception of land use change and end user emissions. Land use change has been quantified by
‘calculating the potential loss of carbon stock associated with the loss or degradation of existing
vegetation, habitats and soils’ using guidance from Natural England. End user emissions have been
calculated using a traffic model. This approach is considered acceptable.
5.10.3. The scoped in GHG emissions sources are considered to be appropriate for the size and nature of
the Project to determine overall emissions. Although reference is made to PAS 2080, Tables 7-2 of
the PEIR does not make reference to PAS 2080 when outlining emissions sources. It is
recommended that the ES includes the potential sources of GHG emissions associated with the
Project using the PAS 2080 lifecycle stages and provides justification for which lifecycle stages are
scoped in or out for further assessment.

5.11

BASELINE CONDITIONS

5.11.1. The baseline scenario is described as recommended by DMRB LA114 Climate. The PEIR has
outlined the ‘do minimum’ scenario for the baseline and future baseline GHG emissions, covering
operational road user emissions in the ARN.
5.11.2. Reference is made to future construction baseline, which assumes that no significant future
construction activity will take place, aside from typical maintenance. This is considered acceptable
and no recommendations have been identified.

5.12

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

5.12.1. The potential GHG emission sources during the construction and operational phases are considered
to be appropriate for the size and nature of the Project. However, the PEIR does not provide
justification for scoped out emission sources, such as decommissioning. It is recommended that the
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ES includes a complete list of the PAS 2080 lifecycle stages and justification for why each emission
source has been scoped in or out of the assessment.
5.12.2. Although reference is made to PAS 2080 in the assessment methodology, Tables 7-11 and 7-12 of
the PEIR do not make reference to PAS 2080 when outlining emissions sources. It is recommended
that the ES includes the potential sources of GHG emissions associated with the Project using the
PAS 2080 lifecycle stages.

5.13

DESIGN, MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES

5.13.1. The mitigation measures identified are considered appropriate for the PEIR stage. The report states
that the proposed mitigation methods will be refined at the ES stage and liaison with the Councils to
identify what mitigation can be achieved is required to ensure that they can facilitate any
arrangements where it is feasible to do so. The Applicant should seek the preference of the
Councils in developing these proposals.

5.14

DESCRIPTION OF LIKELY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

5.14.1. The total Project-wide emissions are presented as a range for both construction and operation as
the methodology considers alternative alignments for some Schemes. This is considered
appropriate due to the nature of this assessment. The construction phase emissions are broken
down per scheme and their alternatives. It is requested that the construction phase emissions are
broken down per material type for each route so that hotspots can be identified and further
refinement of the design to reduce emissions would be simpler to target as a consequence.
5.14.2. The PEIR states that significance will be assessed in line with DMRB LA114 Climate, reporting on
GHG emissions that will have a material impact on the ability of Government to meet carbon
reduction targets. The construction emissions have been assessed against the UK’s Fourth and
Fifth Carbon Budgets and the operational phase emissions assessed against the Sixth Carbon
Budget to determine significance. The PEIR concludes that, in isolation, the Project will ‘not have a
significant effect on climate or a material impacts on the ability of the Government to meet its carbon
reduction plan targets and carbon budgets’. There is no reference to the best practice guidance
document, Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) EIA Guide to Assessing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Evaluating their Significance, which states that all emissions are
significant. Although the PEIR states that emissions will be assessed in line with DMRB LA114
Climate, it is requested that the ES should refer to the IEMA guidance, acknowledging that all GHG
emissions are considered significant which is consistent with the Climate Emergency that has been
declared by Eden District Council.

5.15

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS

5.15.1. The assumptions and limitations outlined are considered acceptable.
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6

CULTURAL HERITAGE

6.1

INTRODUCTION AND POLICY CONTEXT

6.1.1.

This response to the proposed assessment upon Cultural Heritage is informed by Policy ENV3 and
ENV10 of the Eden Local Plan 2014 to 2032.

6.1.2.

Policy ENV3 - Development within or affecting the North Pennines Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) will only be permitted where each of the following criteria apply:
 Individually or cumulatively it will not have a significant or adverse impact upon the special
qualities or statutory purpose of the AONB;
 It does not lessen or cause harm to the distinctive character of the area, the historic environment,
heritage assets and their setting.”

6.1.3.

Policy ENV10 – EDC will attach great weight to the conservation and enhancement of the historic
environment, heritage assets and their setting, which help to make Eden a distinctive place.

6.1.4.

Conservation Officers have been omitted from the list of consultees. We are aware that such
consultation has taken place, but it is not currently evidenced in the PEIR. No details are provided
on how consultation has informed the PEIR and so it is not possible to judge whether the issues
raised during consultation have all been fully addressed.

6.1.5.

The requirements of Paragraphs 5.126 and 5.127 of the National Policy Statement for National
Networks are now included and we welcome this addition.

6.1.6.

Cumbria County Council is a statutory consultee in the preparation of Local Plans and works closely
with Eden District Council to ensure that work takes place in line with local policy. This includes a
responsibility for providing advice on the historic environment during the DCO process.

6.2

STUDY AREA AND ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

6.2.1.

The approach and methodology within the PEIR is in line with that outlined at scoping and is
generally acceptable, with the understanding that the ES will present a realistic worst case scenario
to enable flexibility through limits of deviation. Further clarification on methodology for setting has
been provided, as requested in the review of the Environmental Scoping Report.

6.2.2.

Consistency and correlation between the DCO boundary and study areas needs addressing.

6.2.3.

There are omissions in the assessment methodology provided. There is no clear information on
what the National Highway’s Environmental Technical Working Group is, or how they have informed
the assessment methodology.

6.2.4.

There is conflict between the introductory sections and Paragraph 8.6.8 of the PEIR. The latter
states that the results of the ongoing surveys have informed this assessment, whilst the introduction
states that they have not.

6.2.5.

It is not currently clear why some assets have been assessed for setting and others scoped out.
There is no clear rationale provided for assessment of substantive change. Clarity is needed on how
aerial photos have informed the assessment and whether any new assets have been identified from
them. It is also unclear how the ZVI has been utilised.
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6.2.6.

It was recommended in the review of the Environmental Scoping Report that the Applicant should
consider views to and from Conservation Areas, even where they are assessed of as medium value,
with reference to Eden District Council’s guidance relating to Conservation Areas.

6.2.7.

No detailed assessment of setting has been undertaken for the Temple Sowerby to Appleby
Scheme. With multiple route options currently under consideration, this would seem to be an
oversight.

6.3

BASELINE CONDITIONS

6.3.1.

The archaeological background is well written but the lack of cross-references to site numbers
makes consultation difficult.

6.3.2.

LiDAR data has been used in the baseline summary for each area, but it is not clear whether those
assets count toward the resource summary for each scheme area – this appears to be based on
HER data only.

6.3.3.

The aerial photograph sources cited in the Wessex Archaeology A66 LiDAR and Aerial Photograph
Interpretation report and the PEIR are not the same. The Wessex report does not cite the Historic
England Archive, Swindon but cites Britain from Above, which holds only a small number of Historic
England images. This requires checking and clarification.

6.3.4.

Information on non-designated assets appears to be missing. We would suggest that this could have
been addressed through walkover survey. Cumbria County Council and Eden District Council are
both able to assist with access to supporting information for the HER (noted as missing due to
COVID restrictions).

6.3.5.

This is particularly important in the assessment of Temple Sowerby to Appleby, where the offline
sections appear to have few impacts, whereas this is more likely to represent a lack of information.

6.3.6.

It is not clear how the potential for hydrogeological changes has been evaluated and therefore we
are unable to advise on this element of the assessment until further information is provided by the
Applicant in the ES.

6.3.7.

Currently unknown remains associated with scheduled monuments have been assessed as medium
value. The association with a scheduled monument suggests that associated remains could be of
national significance and therefore high value. As we do not have the results of surveys presented
here, the justification for this lower assessment of value is unclear.

6.3.8.

Uncharacterised cropmarks have been assigned a low value. However, as they are uncharacterised,
we do not agree that they cannot be assigned a value.

6.3.9.

At Crackenthorpe Roman camp the design boundary appears to extend into the currently scheduled
area and there is a strong potential for additional associated features.

6.3.10. The rationale for trenching is not clear and with the absence of up-front survey and consequently
joined up assessment there will be a considerable risk. We have concerns that without detailed
consultation on the specific location of geophysical survey and trenching, the assessment of
archaeological potential may not be sufficient.
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6.4

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

6.4.1.

The Applicant has presented a breakdown by Scheme with a summary of key constraints (e.g.
proportion of scheme requiring new land take), and which of the impacts outlined apply.

6.4.2.

However, and further to comments raised in the technical review of the Environmental Scoping
Report, discussions during consultation and evidence to the contrary, no potential for impacts on
buried archaeology within the present alignment or highway boundary of the A66 are discussed.

6.4.3.

To reiterate, previous works on the A66 have identified archaeological deposits beneath the
carriageway (specifically Roman burials). Cumbria County Council can provide the Applicant with
further details of this work if required.

6.4.4.

All impact assessments presented in the PEIR are only to known archaeology, with no reference to
the potential for previously unrecorded assets. Whilst we understand why this approach may have
been taken, given the likelihood of further, as yet unknown, archaeology, we are concerned that this
downplays the effects of the Project.

6.4.5.

The cumulative effect of the individual schemes on the historic landscape character does not appear
to have been considered because no cumulative operational effects on the historic landscape
character have been included in the tables of potential effects.

6.4.6.

Section 8.16 states that there will be up to major adverse effects during construction on the Roman
forts and yet that they will see operational benefits. This appears to be a conflict in assessment and
this requires further clarification and justification.

6.4.7.

We do not agree that at this stage impact has been dealt with effectively for the Temple Sowerby to
Appleby Scheme. With the information at present, we consider that the impact will be major
adverse.

6.5

DESIGN, MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES

6.5.1.

It is encouraging that the Applicant leads the discussion of impact with the opportunity for
enhancements and this statement needs more substantial support at the DCO application stage.
Only one general and two specific asset enhancements are suggested. Consultation with the
Councils would allow greater opportunities for enhancement measures to be identified.

6.5.2.

The current design information does not provide sufficient detail to enable the evaluation of impact
to the Countess Pillar and the design at this location appears to contrast with the suggested
opportunities for enhancement which is probably due to the detail of the Project in this location not
being particularly clear and detailed General Arrangement drawings should therefore accompany
the DCO application.

6.5.3.

The Applicant should consult with the Councils to discuss how the ES and mitigation detailed in the
EMP can be informed by a Project-wide research design and local research priorities. Any
opportunity to promote the cultural heritage educational and recreational benefits of the Project are
communicated and shared should be taken to ensure that the important historical context of the
route corridor is understood, shared and maximised. The Councils’ position in understanding the
non-designated heritage assets that are present (as well as the likelihood of further unknown assets
being present) would make discussion and consultation an invaluable exercise to promoting and
protecting cultural heritage assets.
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6.5.4.

In the ES the Applicant should consider and include reference to opportunities for enhancement,
with particular reference to the Eden Local Plan 2014-2032 and Historic England Guidance.

6.6

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS

6.6.1.

No geophysical survey data, or plans showing the locations surveyed has been included. Including
this information would have facilitated the consultation process given the archaeological potential
identified.

6.6.2.

No details of planned (and ongoing) trenching and planned or undertaken geophysics have been
provided and it is therefore not possible to consult on whether the coverage and location of the
survey is sufficient. Consultation discussion on the survey has not been captured in the PEIR.

6.6.3.

We would expect to see the results of geophysical survey and evaluation by trial trenching included
as without this, there is a risk of unknown cultural heritage of significance. Greater consideration
should be given of an integrated approach to the evaluation and of explanation of the selection of
locations and methods provided.

6.6.4.

The figures provided do not include numbered assets and so it is not possible to cross check
individual statements on impact with the assessment provided in the text.

6.6.5.

Clarification is sought on the definition of monitoring, as this has been excluded for cultural heritage
(section 8.10 of the PEIR).

6.6.6.

A Written Scheme of Investigation and adequate reporting for surveys should be submitted with the
ES. Further to comments raised in Paragraph 2.11.1, liaison with the Councils, prior to submission
of any WSI, is encouraged to ensure that it reflects their requirements.
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7

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

7.1

INTRODUCTION AND POLICY CONTEXT

7.1.1.

This response to the proposed assessment of Geology and Soils effects is informed by Policy ENV8
of the Eden Local Plan 2014 to 2032 which states:

7.1.2.

ENV8 - The Council will approve development on land that is contaminated or where contamination
is suspected, subject to other policies if:
 Adequate contaminated land assessments prepared by a suitably competent person are
submitted prior to any planning decision being taken, to determine whether or not unacceptable
risks to human health or the environment arise from the proposals.
 Where necessary, suitable remediation is carried out to ensure safe development.

7.1.3.

Environment Agency Guidance, Land Contamination Risk Management (LRCM) and Yorkshire and
Lincolnshire Pollution Advisory Group (YALPAG) guidance are referenced in the Environmental
Scoping Report with respect to the assessment of land contamination and this is considered
appropriate. The Applicant should also complete the assessment in consideration of the available
Local Authority Guidance ‘Development of Potentially Contaminated Land and Sensitive End Uses.
An Essential Guide for Developers’.

7.2

STUDY AREA AND ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

7.2.1.

The methodology for the assessment of geology and soils is stated to follow the requirements of
DMRB LA 109. Potential impacts on geodiversity sites, soils resources and the effects the Project
will have on human health surface water and groundwater in consideration of contamination have
been identified. It is confirmed that geotechnical hazards such as ground instability are outside the
scope of the geology and soils assessment and are included within the geotechnical design. This
general methodology is considered appropriate although the Councils should be consulted upon any
aspect of the geotechnical design that affects an asset of interest to them at the DCO application
stage.

7.2.2.

The study area is stated to comprise a 250m buffer either side of the draft DCO boundary. This is
stated to be based on professional judgement and is also in line with other major highway and
infrastructure schemes, which is considered acceptable. It is also stated that a 1km buffer will be
considered in areas where sensitive groundwater receptors are present; again, this is considered
acceptable.

7.2.3.

Intrusive ground investigation (GI) and soil surveys will target areas within the DCO boundary only.
At this stage this is acceptable. The extent of the GI should be reviewed as the Project progresses
and consideration made to GI outwith the DCO boundary if warranted, e.g. to increase
understanding of baseline conditions such as groundwater quality. The Councils should be informed
and consulted if there is any need for an extension to the DCO boundary as a consequence.

7.2.4.

Paragraph 10.6.6 of the Environmental Scoping Report stated that an intrusive GI is currently being
completed and Paragraph 9.3.7 of the PEIR states that the final reports will be available to inform
the ES. There is no indication of the GI scope provided. Clarification should be provided in the ES
of the extent to which the Councils and other relevant consultees, have commented on the scope of
the GI.
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7.2.5.

Paragraph 10.6.7 of the Environmental Scoping Report states that the assessment of impacts on
contaminated land will be primarily based on desk based sources, however, the Environmental
Scoping Report goes on to state that the desk based information will be validated using the results
of the intrusive GI. Paragraph 9.4.2 of the PEIR states that the GI was ‘designed to provide
adequate information for preliminary design and to inform the general understanding of baseline
ground and contamination conditions’, it is also stated that the GI did not target potential
contamination sources. Paragraph 9.8.6 states that further phases of ground investigation may
need to be completed to inform detailed remediation design however such investigations are not
required to inform a robust baseline for the ES. Clarification is required at the ES stage as to
whether there is sufficient GI to appropriately characterise baseline conditions and whether further
GI is required to target specific potential contaminative sources.

7.2.6.

Appendix 9.1 of the PEIR provides a summary of the identified potential contaminative sources in
tabular form and it is stated that a second stage of screening will be completed in the ES. As the GI
is stated to have not targeted potential contamination sources clarification is required as to whether
the second stage of screening process as referenced in Paragraph 9.4.4 of the PEIR will be based
solely on available desk based information.

7.2.7.

It is stated within Paragraph 10.2.2 of the Environmental Scoping Report that where invasive
methods of GI are not possible, non invasive methods will be considered and that the findings of any
additional GI which may be required as part of detailed design will not be available in time to inform
the EIA. There is no indication of GI scope provided within the PEIR, it is anticipated that the extent
and limitations of the GI with respect to the assessment of geology and soils will be discussed in the
ES. The scope and methodology of additional, potentially non invasive, GI should be discussed with
the Councils.

7.2.8.

The methodology is stated to follow the requirements of DMRB LA109 Geology and Soils; this is
considered appropriate.

7.2.9.

The methodology (Paragraph 9.3.18 of the PEIR) notes that the initial desk study soils assessment
is based on the provisional agricultural land classification data available. Further field survey work
will be completed and reported within the ES.

7.2.10. The presence of peat within the study area is referenced within the baseline conditions, and
confirmation is required of where in the ES the loss of peat will be assessed in consideration as both
a resource and its ecological value. Within the assessment the potential effect of both the
temporary and permanent loss of peat is required.

7.3

BASELINE CONDITIONS

7.3.1.

Section 9.6 of the PEIR summarises the baseline conditions. The geology and soils baseline relies
on information provided within the Preliminary Sources Study Report (PSSR) available for the
Project, dated 2019. For sections of the Project not covered by the PSSR, available desk based
information has been used to inform the baseline. This is considered appropriate for the PEIR, but
further information may be required to refine the baseline provided within the ES.

7.3.2.

A GI has been completed in early 2021 but findings have not been provided within the PEIR. It is
anticipated that further detail, based on GI information will be provided within the ES. Comment on
the extent of GI scope will be provided on review of the ES.
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7.3.3.

A summary of the sources of baseline data is provided together with stakeholder engagement. It is
noted that further stakeholder engagement will be completed to inform the ES. It is anticipated that
additional information / clarification with the regards to foot and mouth burial sites will be included
within the ES.

7.3.4.

With reference to the potential for unexploded Ordnance (UXO) Paragraph 9.7.16 of the PEIR
recognises the comment made within PINS Scoping Opinion requesting further information in
relation to UXO risk. Justification in relation to not requiring further detailed assessment should be
provided within the ES.

7.4

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

7.4.1.

Potential impacts are split into those related to geodiversity, soils and contamination. A worst case
assessment has been completed and as such it has been assumed that all land take is permanent
land take. It is anticipated that a more representative assessment will be completed within the ES.

7.4.2.

It is suggested that clarification is provided as to whether the permanent loss of soils and agricultural
land is considered as a potential impact as a result of the construction phase or operational phase,
or commentary provided to explain it is considered within both.

7.4.3.

Soils and agricultural land are discussed separately when discussing impacts during the
construction phase however only soils are referenced when summarising potential impacts during
the operational phase, for clarity we would suggest consistent headings within the construction and
operational phase.

7.5

DESIGN, MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES

7.5.1.

The Applicant notes that the potential impacts to geodiversity are during construction phase and that
alternative routes to access the Geopark during construction will be provided. Pursuant to
Paragraph 5.23 of the NPS NN enhancement of the Geopark would be encouraged by the Councils
and proposals should be shared for their comment.

7.5.2.

The nature and setting of the Project impacts to agricultural soils can not be entirely mitigated
however a further understanding of the extent of the impact through the completion of a ALC
intrusive survey would be beneficial. It is recommended that the Applicant explores the potential for
enhancement of areas of lower grade agricultural land which may be only subject to temporary land
take.

7.5.3.

The Applicant’s consideration of beneficial enhancement measures such as the potential permanent
or temporary exposure of potentially important geological features is noted. The potential
requirement for remedial measures is also noted as a potential enhancement. It is anticipated that
this requirement will be further detailed in the ES.
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8

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL

8.1

INTRODUCTION AND POLICY CONTEXT

8.1.1.

This technical review is informed by Policy ENV2 of the Eden Local Plan 2014-2032 which states:

8.1.2.

New development will only be permitted where it conserves and enhances distinctive elements of
landscape character and function.
Proposals should take account of and complement:






The distribution and form of settlements and buildings within their landscape setting,
Local styles and materials of buildings within the settlement,
Natural elements such as hedgerows, woodland, and local topography,
Any visually sensitive skylines or hill and valley sides and
The tranquility of the open countryside.

Development should contribute to landscape enhancement including the provision of new trees and
hedgerows of appropriate species and in suitable locations. Loss of ancient woodland and
significant/veteran trees will not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that there is an
overriding need for the development which outweighs their loss.”
8.1.3.

Reference in the PEIR to the relevant policy in the NPS NN is welcomed.

8.2

STUDY AREA AND ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

8.2.1.

Reference to requirements of DMRB LA 107 Landscape and Visual Effects (Highways England,
2020a), DMRB LA 104 Environmental assessment and monitoring (Highways, England, 2020b), and
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 3rd Edition (GLVIA3) (Landscape Institute
and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment, 2013) for the Landscape and Visual
assessment is considered appropriate. It would be helpful if the Applicant could identify which
aspects of the guidance are to be applied and how.

8.2.2.

In determining the study area at the scoping stage reference was made to a Zone of Theoretical
Visibility (ZTV), limited to 10km. The PEIR has subsequently confirmed that the study area is limited
to 7km from the centreline of the alignment, enabling longer distance intervisibility with higher
ground to the north (including the North Pennines AONB) to be incorporated into the assessment. In
this respect, the PEIR has defined the study area to be used for the purpose of landscape character
and visual effects.

8.2.3.

In defining the landscape character and visual effects study area, it is stated that the 7km study area
would be measured from “from the centreline of the alignment, including main roads, junctions and
side roads”. However, the application site (draft DCO boundary) is likely to extend beyond the
centreline of the alignment by some margin to incorporate construction compounds, haul routes and
changes to accesses. In line with DMRB LA104 Environmental assessment and monitoring,
paragraph 3.13, the ES shall clearly define the study area, and this should include elements
associated with construction, such as construction compounds and haul routes, as well as the
operational phase of the Project.

8.2.4.

Therefore, without the refined study area for the assessment being provided on a plan, it is not
presently possible to confirm whether a 7km buffer is appropriate or whether, given the possible
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locations for construction related temporary infrastructure, a wider study area is more appropriate. A
plan that shows the refined study area would therefore be of great benefit in support of the
assessment within the ES.

8.3

BASELINE CONDITIONS

8.3.1.

The identification of relevant National and Regional Character Areas is satisfactory.

8.3.2.

The PEIR identifies the relevant Landscape Character Units (LCU) within the proposed 7km study
area. It is appropriate that the LCUs be scoped down and only those predicted to be subject to a
significant effect be described further, however no description of why the other LCUs within the 7km
study area have been scoped out is provided within the PEIR. The ES should clearly explain why
certain LCUs have been progressed within the assessment of landscape effects.

8.3.3.

It would be beneficial to understand which published landscape assessment reports the identified
LCUs have been sourced from.

8.3.4.

Further comment upon the proposed methodology and approach to the assessment for the
Schemes within Cumbria are provided below.
M6 Junction 40 to Kemplay Bank

8.3.5.

It would be helpful for a figure to be provided that indicates the boundary between the National
Character Areas (NCAs) for this, and all other, Schemes. The affected NCAs are appropriately
identified with the exception of the Orton Fells NCA, located to the south of the Scheme.

8.3.6.

The majority of LCUs are appropriately identified, however the reasons for scoping out the
remaining LCUs need to be appropriately explained, and an assessment of the effects on impacted
LCUs and relevant designations needs to be provided.

8.3.7.

The selection of viewpoints is appropriate given the information provided to date, however it is
considered that additional viewpoints should be considered from:
 The A66 looking east and approaching junction 40 of the M6, representative of users of the local
road network; and
 The Eamont Bridge area, which may be impacted particularly during the construction phase.

8.3.8.

It would be helpful to ensure that the orientation of views is focused on the relevant Scheme or
Schemes. For example, proposed Viewpoint 1.1 Clifford Road where the orientation of the view
might be more appropriate facing south or south-west rather than west.

8.3.9.

The proposed viewpoint locations to be provided as a photomontage are considered to be
appropriate. All photomontages should be provided in line with Type 4, as outlined in Technical
Guidance Note 6/19 published by the Landscape Institute, in order that a representation of the
relevant Schemes is understood.
Penrith to Temple Sowerby

8.3.10. The affected NCAs are appropriately identified with the exception of the Cumbria High Fells NCA,
located to the west of the western limit of the Scheme which is not included for this Scheme.
8.3.11. The majority of LCUs are appropriately identified, however it is considered that there are additional
LCUs located within the 7km study area for the Scheme which are not identified. The reasons for
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scoping out the remaining NCAs and LCUs need to be appropriately explained, and an assessment
of the effects on impacted LCUs and relevant designations needs to be provided within the ES.
8.3.12. Given the open landscape and lack of public access to much of the area adjacent to the A66, the
selection of viewpoints is appropriate, however it is considered that an additional viewpoint should
be considered from the Centre Parcs access road where there are views to the north-west and
north-east, both of which have views of the existing A66.
8.3.13. The proposed viewpoint locations to be provided as a photomontage are appropriate.
Temple Sowerby to Appleby
8.3.14. The affected NCAs are appropriately identified with the exception of the North Pennines NCA,
located to the north-east of the Scheme which is not included for this Scheme. The LCUs are
appropriately identified. The reasons for scoping out the North Pennines NCA, and an assessment
of the effects on impacted LCUs and relevant designations needs to be provided within the ES.
8.3.15. The selection of viewpoints is appropriate, however it is considered that additional viewpoints should
be considered to provide a more expansive range of views of the proposed options. Whilst not
prescriptive, additional views could be considered from the following locations:
 A location on the elevated landform to the north east within the North Pennines AONB (potentially
associated with the Pennine Way) to demonstrate the broad extent of views, within which the A66
is currently a relatively discrete feature;
 The area to the north-east of the red option, in the vicinity of the Roman Road and network of
footpaths where views are likely to be afforded in the near-distance;
 The area to the west of Appleby-in-Westmorland and the proposed tie in with the existing A66;
 Views that would capture the de-trunking of the existing A66 where the Scheme provides an offline alignment; and
 A location along South End Lane – running east from Bolton to Colby.
8.3.16. Views from the elevated landform to the north east within the North Pennines AONB (potentially
associated with The Pennine Way) are provided to demonstrate the broad extent of views, within
which the A66 is currently a relative discrete feature. However these are not identified on the
viewpoint location plans provided (for example the location for a viewpoint from Great Dunn Fell is
provided on Figure 10.1 but not labelled).
8.3.17. The proposed viewpoint locations to be provided as a photomontage are appropriate, however a
further montage from the western edge of Appleby-in-Westmorland should be included.
8.3.18. The orientation of the views may need to be modified in order that they reflect the location of the
Project once the options have been finalised for assessment in the ES.
Appleby to Brough
8.3.19. The affected NCAs are appropriately identified with the exception of the Orton Fells NCA, which is
not included, and located to the south-west of the Scheme. The majority of LCUs are appropriately
identified, those omitted are not anticipated to be materially affected.
8.3.20. The selection of viewpoints is appropriate, however it is considered that additional viewpoints should
be considered to provide a more expansive range of views of the proposed options. Whilst not
prescriptive, additional views could be considered from the following locations:
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 A location to the south of the A66 at the western tie in, with an orientation towards the proposed
structure; and
 A location along the Eden Valley Railway where it runs parallel with the existing A66 and views
are afforded in the near-distance.
8.3.21. The proposed viewpoint locations to be provided as a photomontage are appropriate, however a
further montage from a location to the south of the A66 between Flitholme Bridge and Turks Head
would provide an appropriate vantage point to understand the landscape context to the Scheme.

8.4

POTENTIAL IMPACTS
DEMOLITION AND CONSTRUCTION

8.4.1.

With reference to paragraph 10.7.2 and 10.7.3 of the PEIR, the impact of vegetation removal or the
demolition of buildings, would arise during the construction phase, which it is indicated would be a
period of four years. Whilst the avoidance of double counting effects is appropriate, the impacts
should be assessed during the phase in which they occur. Therefore, it would be appropriate to
record the impact of the loss of an existing landscape feature at the time at which it arises, as this
may be important to understanding the significance of effects. It would be appropriate to then record
the effects of the loss of landscape features during the construction and operational phase, noting
that they have arisen during construction. With the above in mind it would be appropriate to record
the removal of vegetation within the list of potential impacts during construction.

OPERATION
8.4.2.

It would be beneficial to the assessment, if the ES were to draw the distinction between impacts and
effects. The effects described for each of the Schemes and described under Potential Impacts, are
impacts rather than effects.

M6 JUNCTION 40 TO KEMPLAY BANK
8.4.3.

The notable impacts of the additional infrastructure, including the grade separated junction, loss of
vegetation and impacts on areas of farmland are appropriately identified.

8.4.4.

In the absence of a detailed environmental mitigation strategy no further commentary on the
potential impacts can be provided at this time.

PENRITH TO TEMPLE SOWERBY
8.4.5.

The notable impacts of the additional infrastructure, including the grade separated junction at
Whinfell, overbridges and local access roads, loss of vegetation and impacts on areas of farmland
are appropriately identified.

8.4.6.

In the absence of a detailed environmental mitigation strategy no further commentary on the
potential impacts can be provided at this time.

TEMPLE SOWERBY TO APPLEBY
Blue Option
8.4.7.

The notable impacts of the additional infrastructure, including the overbridges and local access
roads, loss of vegetation and impacts on areas of farmland are appropriately identified. However, it
is noted that the realigned Cross Street and sections of Priest Lane are on an embankment rather
than cutting, as described. In addition, it is considered that there may also be impacts on the users
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of footpaths and bridleway on elevated ground to the north-east and from within the North Pennines
AONB, which should be considered should the blue option be progressed.
8.4.8.

The location and extent of the proposed road east of Oak Dene is not clear on the figures provided.

8.4.9.

In the absence of a detailed environmental mitigation strategy no further commentary on the
potential impacts can be provided at this time.
Red Option

8.4.10. The notable impacts of the additional infrastructure, including the multi span structure to cross Trout
Beck, and detention ponds over and above those impacts described for the Blue option are
appropriately identified. In addition, it is considered that there may also be impacts on the users if
footpaths and bridleway on elevated ground to the north-east and from within the North Pennines
AONB, which should be considered should the blue option be progressed.
8.4.11. In the absence of a detailed environmental mitigation strategy no further commentary on the
potential impacts can be provided at this time.
Orange Option
8.4.12. The notable impacts of the additional infrastructure, including the overbridges and local access
roads, loss of vegetation and impacts on areas of farmland are appropriately identified. In addition, it
is considered that there may also be impacts on the users if footpaths and bridleway on elevated
ground to the north-east and from within the North Pennines AONB.
8.4.13. In the absence of a detailed environmental mitigation strategy no further commentary on the
potential impacts can be provided at this time.

APPLEBY TO BROUGH
Black-Black-Black Option
8.4.14. The notable impacts of the additional infrastructure, including the overbridges and local access
roads, loss of vegetation and impacts on areas of farmland are appropriately identified.
8.4.15. In the absence of a detailed environmental mitigation strategy no further commentary on the
potential impacts can be provided at this time.
Black-Blue-Black Option
8.4.16. The notable impacts of the additional infrastructure, including the overbridges and local access
roads, loss of vegetation and impacts on areas of farmland are appropriately identified. The
provision of a local access road to the north of the Scheme, and potentially impacting directly on the
North Pennines AONB are particularly noteworthy.
8.4.17. In the absence of a detailed environmental mitigation strategy no further commentary on the
potential impacts can be provided at this time.
Black-Black-Orange Option
8.4.18. The notable impacts of the additional infrastructure, including the overbridges and local access
roads, loss of vegetation and impacts on areas of farmland are appropriately identified.
8.4.19. In the absence of a detailed environmental mitigation strategy no further commentary on the
potential impacts can be provided at this time.
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8.5

DESIGN, MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES

8.5.1.

The description of high-level landscape mitigation is appropriate, and the landscape mitigation
measures outlined would reflect the landscape features that currently exist in the landscape of the
Schemes.

8.5.2.

It is appropriate that the proposed mitigation strategy should reflect the guidance provided in
Highways England’s The Road to Good Design (Highways England, 2018), LD117 Landscape
Design; The value of design in infrastructure delivery report (National Infrastructure Commission,
2018a); and Design Principles for National Infrastructure (National Infrastructure Commission,
2018b). Reference should also be made to DMRB LD119 Roadside environmental mitigation and
enhancement Revision 0 (or as current at the time of writing).

8.5.3.

The Project mitigation measures provide a high-level approach to landscape and visual mitigation
and are appropriate. In line with best practice, and LD117 Landscape Design and LD119 Roadside
environmental mitigation and enhancement, and as mitigation measures are developed, these
should be discussed with statutory bodies in order that a high-quality landscape led approach is
adopted, and where appropriate this reflects local variations in the landscape character. This
approach should be reflected in the Landscape Management Plan developed for each Scheme at a
scale that specific measures can be readily identified, and which should be included as a
requirement to the DCO.

8.5.4.

As set out in DMRB LD119 Roadside environmental mitigation and enhancement, the landform
should form an integral part of the landscape design associated with the Schemes as it can be
particularly effective in providing or reinforcing other mitigation measures such as planting blocks.
As such, the design should consider suitably graded and profiled landscape earthworks that
integrate embankment slopes and cuttings into the surrounding landform where this mitigates likely
significant effects. Proposed landforms should not give rise to impacts but should be complementary
to the existing landscape. The ES should include suitably scaled cross sections to aid understanding
on the approach taken to earthworks, screening and planting as part of the mitigation design.
Particularly in the area of Kirkby Thore, should the blue or red option be preferred, there are areas
where softening of the earthworks could have mutually beneficial outcomes for acoustic, landscape
and ecological purposes and the Applicant and the Councils should discuss how these can be
incorporated within the proposals for the Project.

8.5.5.

Further investigation into off-site enhancement measures remains appropriate, however these must
be supported with appropriately detailed management plans and funding provided to the relevant
bodies for future management and maintenance. This is also possible in areas of de-trunked
highway.

8.5.6.

With the exception of safety reasons, lighting should be avoided wherever possible, both during
construction and operation. Where lighting is required an appropriate lighting design strategy should
be prepared. The lighting design strategy should consider alternatives to standard designs to reduce
potential impacts, and also any ecological constraints that may be present.

8.5.7.

The ES needs to provide a clear description of the proposed lighting strategy, particularly given its
proximity to the dark skies associated with North Pennines AONB, and this should be provided
within the ES. It would be beneficial as a consequence for DCO to specifically only consent the
lighting in the J40 to Kemplay Bank scheme through reference to an appropriate drawing or
strategy.
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M6 JUNCTION 40 TO KEMPLAY BANK
8.5.8.

The specific high-level landscape mitigation measures described are generally appropriate to the
location and setting.

8.5.9.

The exception to this is reference to single species woodland planting adjacent to the southbound
off slip road and adjacent to the Gillian Way Business Park. Single species planting is considered
inappropriate for the following reasons:





It provides reduced biodiversity;
Is vulnerable to decline or failure if ground conditions are unsuitable;
Is vulnerable to decline or failure if vegetation is affected by climatic change; and
It would be visually inappropriate at this location due to the surrounding vegetation diversity.

8.5.10. In the absence of a detailed environmental mitigation strategy no further commentary on the
mitigation strategy can be provided at this time.

PENRITH TO TEMPLE SOWERBY
8.5.11. The specific high-level landscape mitigation measures described are generally appropriate to the
location and setting. Whilst there is reference to drystone walling forming a key boundary feature to
the Scheme on Figure 10.11, no reference is made to this within the description of high-level
mitigation measures. Similarly, there is reference to specific views, including those of Brougham
Castle and Hall, and the Countess Pillar made on Figure 10.11 but these are not identified within the
description of high level mitigation measures. Greater information on how these mitigation
measures will be incorporated within the design for the Scheme should be provided within the ES
and reference to the comments raised in Chapter 6 of the Technical review with regard to the
Countess Pillar should be noted.
8.5.12. Given the lack of notable roadside vegetation, and open characteristics of the landscape, the
integration of earthworks, particularly around junctions and structures will be key to achieving a good
level of fit with the surrounding landscape.
8.5.13. In the absence of a detailed environmental mitigation strategy no further commentary on the
mitigation strategy can be provided at this time.

TEMPLE SOWERBY TO APPLEBY
8.5.14. In the absence of a detailed environmental mitigation strategy no further commentary on the
mitigation strategy can be provided at this time. Nevertheless, the mitigation commentary on Figure
10.11 provides some insight into the current thinking on the approach to the landscape mitigation for
this Scheme, which is broadly acceptable.

APPLEBY TO BROUGH
8.5.15. In the absence of a detailed environmental mitigation strategy no further commentary on the
mitigation strategy can be provided at this time. Nevertheless, the mitigation commentary on Figure
10.11 provides some insight into the current thinking on the approach to the landscape mitigation for
this Scheme, which is broadly acceptable.
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8.6

DESCRIPTION OF LIKELY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS
ROUTE WIDE

8.6.1.

The findings of the assessment should report in full the landscape and visual effects arising from an
individual Scheme or combination of Schemes. Visual receptors on higher ground to the north east
have the potential to have views of more than one Scheme, and are of particularly high sensitivity,
and relatively modest changes to the views have the potential be significant.

8.6.2.

In relation to landscape character, it is pre-emptive of the assessment (refer to 10.9.1 to 10.9.3 of
the PEIR) to presume that the combination of several Schemes, within or adjacent to an individual
LCU would not give rise to a significant effect on the LCU as a whole. The assessment of effects
should describe the impacts on the LCU from an individual Scheme and the combination of more
than one Scheme where the impacts occur on the same LCU.

SCHEME ASSESSMENT
8.6.3.

In the absence of detailed mitigation proposals, it is assumed that the description of potential
landscape and visual effects provided on the individual Schemes are only preliminary at this stage of
the assessment process. It is therefore inappropriate for further commentary to be provided on the
findings of the assessment until such time as more information is available including detailed
mitigation proposals and future management.

8.6.4.

LCUs and visual receptors identified as part of the baseline appear to have been scoped out of the
assessment, however the justification for this is currently not provided.

8.7

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

8.7.1.

The description of the methodology presents a high-level description of the process for a landscape
and visual impact assessment. It appropriately differentiates between different types of receptors,
and how viewpoints have been used to represent the views typically achieved towards the Project.

8.7.2.

The approach to determining landscape and visual sensitivity, describing the associated value and
susceptibility is appropriate, as is the approach to determining the magnitude of effects (change),
describing the size/scale, geographic extent, duration and reversibility and broadly reflects the
guidance provided in LA107 Landscape and visual effects.

8.7.3.

The PEIR sets out the scenarios by which the Project would be assessed. However, greater clarity
should be provided in the ES as to the reasons why the scenarios outlined are to be assessed
through reference to LA107: Landscape and visual effects. This should by default include;
construction at its peak, daytime and night-time scenarios as well as the winter year 1 (opening) and
summer and winter year 15 (design year) scenarios in order that a clear understanding of the
nature/form and scale of the significant effects are understood and explained.

8.7.4.

The approach to landscape assessment suggests that only the area of the landscape affected is
identified and assessed. Whilst localised impacts and their effects should be noted, the assessment
should also consider the effects on the LCU as a whole, and include other Schemes within the
Project that might also impact the LCU.

8.7.5.

For the most part the methodology for the assessment of landscape effects is appropriately
described, albeit at a high level. No descriptions for the criteria are provided in order to support the
preliminary assessment of effects provided in Section 10.9 of the PEIR.
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8.7.6.

The approach to the visual assessment is broadly appropriate. The stated intention to agree the
location of viewpoints and photomontages with stakeholders is appropriate given the complexity of
the associated views.

8.7.7.

The susceptibility of views, and the typical focus of people associated with viewpoints, is
appropriately described, although assessment criteria, including value, susceptibility and sensitivity
should be provided within the ES in order to fully understand how the conclusions have been drawn.

8.7.8.

The magnitude of effect, and scale and nature of the effects associated with viewpoints, is
appropriately described, although assessment criteria, including magnitude of effect, should be
provided within the ES in order to fully understand how the conclusions have been drawn.

8.7.9.

The high-level descriptions of the significance of effect are appropriate. Criteria used to determine
significance should be provided within the ES in order to fully understand how the conclusions have
been drawn. It is helpful to understand where the threshold for significance has been set (moderate
or greater significance of effect).

8.7.10. The assumptions and limitations of the assessment are considered appropriate for this stage of the
assessment.

8.8

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS

8.8.1.

The assumptions and limitations of the assessment are considered appropriate for this stage of the
assessment. Clarification on assumptions and limitations are anticipated within the ES as a result of
the refinement of the landscape and visual impact assessment.
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9

MATERIAL ASSETS AND WASTE

9.1

INTRODUCTION AND POLICY CONTEXT

9.1.1.

The Cumbria Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2015-2030 (adopted September 2017) has been
included in the list of local planning policies relevant to the assessment, however the Eden Local
Plan 2014-2032 has not been referenced. It is recommended that this is included.

9.1.2.

It is noted that the Applicant has made reference to Air Quality and Noise & Vibration chapters in the
PEIR in Paragraph 11.3.3, as the content of these topics of the EIA have a direct interrelationship
with Material Assets and Waste.

9.2

STUDY AREA AND ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

9.2.1.

The study area is stated correctly, as set out within DMRB LA110 Material Assets and Waste.

9.2.2.

In Paragraph 11.3.5 of the PEIR, the second bullet point refers to ‘Construction and excavation
waste – material waste will arise…’, it is recommended that the term ‘material waste’ is amended to
‘waste’ as this confuses two separate elements of the assessment.

9.2.3.

Justification for scoping out of operational effects after the first year of operation is clearly stated.

9.3

BASELINE CONDITIONS

9.3.1.

Within the ES, the Applicant is requested to update the baseline data, in accordance with the most
recent available information. The Applicant should be made aware that the Local Aggregates
Assessment (LAA) for 2019/2020 will be prepared by Cumbria County Council over the coming
months and should be publicly available (endorsed by the North West Aggregate Working Party) by
the end of 2021. The information provided in the LAA should be incorporated in the ES.

9.3.2.

In Paragraph 11.3.14 of the PEIR, under Target and Key Performance Indicators, the Applicant is
recommended to include reference to the fact that the Waste Directive target specifically excludes
naturally occurring materials (specifically European Waste Catalogue category 17 05 04 in the list of
waste defined as non-hazardous soils and stones). This target is also referred to in Paragraph
11.6.13 of the PEIR.

9.3.3.

In Paragraph 11.6.13 of the PEIR, it is stated that “The last published data from 2016 indicated that
England was achieving a recovery rate of 92.1% (Department for Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs, 2020)20. Therefore meeting the DMRB LA 110 target to achieve at least 90% recovery of
non-hazardous construction waste appears to be achievable for the project.” It is recommended that
this assertion is qualified (for example, cross-references to SMARTWaste, and this tool’s
appropriateness to highway developments), especially in the absence of project data. Furthermore,
the level of certainty with which this statement is made (indicating the level of confidence in it being
achieved) should also be set out.

9.3.4.

Throughout the baseline section there are three regions affected by the project: the North East,
North West and Yorkshire and the Humber. However, Table 11-3 of the PEIR only includes recycled
aggregate targets for two of these regions, the target for North West region (30%) is missing. We
would recommend this should be included for consistency.

9.3.5.

It is recommended that checks are made to ensure that the data used in Table 11-11 of the PEIR
uses the most up-to-date information, as data in the previous tables is based on data from 2019.
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9.3.6.

With regard to availability of construction materials in the future baseline, reference is made in
Paragraphs 11.6.26 -11.6.27 of the PEIR to the current issues that have the potential to affect
supplies and stocks. It is recommended that an explanation of how these issues will affect the
assessment is included here.

9.4

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

9.4.1.

The cut and fill balance of the Project is not yet known and has therefore not been described in the
PEIR. Should the Applicant wish to balance earth movements across the various schemes that
comprise the Project, then the consequential environmental impacts of doing so (traffic, noise,
contamination etc) should be included within the commensurate ES chapters. The Applicant has
stated that they will explore this further in the ES.

9.4.2.

Table 11-16 of the PEIR indicates the types of CD&E waste arisings generated by the project. It is
recommended that the column titled ‘Additional Information’ is amended to describe the most likely
waste management methods to be used (or the expected proportion, where known), taking into
account the need to pursue a worst case scenario in the absence of definitive project data or client
best practice commitments.

9.5

DESIGN, MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES

9.5.1.

The Applicant’s attention should be drawn to Paragraph 2.5 of LA110 Material Assets and Waste,
and is requested to make suitable (proportionate) reference to the circular economy as part of the
mitigation and enhancement measures proposed.

9.5.2.

The approach to the design mitigation and enhancement measures proposed by the Applicant are
considered to be adequate.

9.5.3.

It is recommended that the Applicant reviews and updates the column headings in Table 11-21,
specifically columns 3 and 4; at present, these headings do not match the content of the table.

9.6

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS

9.6.1.

Whilst some information is not currently available for assessment within the Chapter, the Applicant
has provided the expected sources of this information, in readiness for the ES.
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10

NOISE AND VIBRATION

10.1

INTRODUCTION AND POLICY CONTEXT

10.1.1. It is welcomed that the Applicant has referenced Policies ENV6 and ENV9 of the Eden Local Plan
2014-2032.
10.1.2. It is stated in Table 12-1 of the PEIR that the Applicant should consult with Natural England with
regards to the assessment of noise and vibration on designated nature conservation sites. Details of
this consultation should be provided in the ES.
10.1.3. It is also noted in Table 12-1 that consideration should be given to Noise Important Areas. Details of
this consideration should be provided in the ES.

10.2

STUDY AREA AND ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

10.2.1. The baseline noise levels, LAeq,T, which will help define the LOAEL for the construction assessment
should be presented in the ES. The approach for determining the baseline noise level, whether
through prediction or measurement, should be presented in the ES.
10.2.2. Paragraph 12.3.18 of the PEIR identifies sensitive receptors that will be included in the assessment.
Consideration should also be given in the ES to the potential impact on committed developments.
10.2.3. It is noted in Paragraph 12.3.22 of the PEIR that the traffic model which informs the noise
assessment incorporates traffic flows from committed developments. Details of the committed
developments and to which modelling scenarios they are included in should be provided in the ES.
Consideration should be given to whether committed developments could mask impacts associated
with the Project and the approach adopted in the ES should be justified.
10.2.4. The non-project noise change: do-minimum future year compared against the do-minimum opening
year, should be modelled and assessed in the ES, to support the conclusions on significance for
operational road traffic noise.
10.2.5. Details on how the noise model has been validated should be provided. Clarification should also be
provided as to whether the motorway or non-motorway equations have been used from the TRL
report.
10.2.6. Clarification is sought that the methodology for determining significance, as per Table 12-10 of the
PEIR, is the same for any non-building receptors (for example the AONB or public rights or way).
Paragraph 12.3.29 of the PEIR states that Table 12-10 is for the assessment of significant effects at
noise sensitive buildings. Further to this, an assessment of the potential impacts of noise and
vibration on the AONB (and any other external, non-building receptors) should be presented in the
ES.
10.2.7. The approach to determining the feasibility of noise mitigation measures is accepted at this stage,
further detail to be provided in the ES.
10.2.8. It is noted that the Applicant will define the study area using the guidance in DMRB LA 111: Noise
and Vibration. The approach to this is considered to be satisfactory.
10.2.9. The ES should identify, with the aid of a plan, the extent of the study area for both the construction
and operational phases of the assessment of noise and vibration. Confirmation should be provided
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that the study areas are sufficient to encompass all sensitive receptors which may experience
significant effects from the Project in the ES.
10.2.10. A detailed methodology for assessing the impacts of construction traffic has not been presented in
the PEIR, following the technical review of the methodology outlined within the Environmental
Scoping Report. Consequently, the construction road traffic assessment methodology should be
presented in full in the ES.

10.3

BASELINE CONDITIONS

10.3.1. A plan that shows the noise monitoring locations should be presented in the ES. Confirmation
should also be provided on the noise survey methodology, including the reason for selecting each
monitoring location and the duration of the survey period. This should have been discussed and
agreed with Eden District Council in advance of the noise survey being undertaken.
10.3.2. The ES should identify the location and details of NIAs within the operational noise study area.

10.4

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

10.4.1. Further detail on how the second aim of the Noise Policy Statement for England (NPSE) will be
assessed and achieved should be presented in the ES; “The second aim of the NPSE refers to the
situation where the impact lies somewhere between LOAEL and SOAEL. It requires that all
reasonable steps should be taken to mitigate and minimise adverse effects on health and quality of
life while also taking into account the guiding principles of sustainable development”. This is
reiterated in Table E/1.3 NN-NPS Aims and associated action in LA 111.
10.4.2. Further detail is required within the ES to detail how the assessment will determine that “appropriate
mitigation is put in place to ensure existing noise sensitive premises are not adversely affected” by
the development proposals, in line with Policy ENV9 of the Eden Local Plan 2014-2032.

10.5

DESIGN, MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES

10.5.1. The inclusion of Best Practicable Means (BPM) and commitment to mitigation measures during the
construction phase, to be included in the Noise and Vibration Management Plan, is suitable. Further
details should be provided in the ES once the construction noise and vibration assessment has been
undertaken.
10.5.2. Details on how the noise and vibration assessment will take the project objective to “optimise
environmental improvement opportunities” (see Table 2-1 of the PEIR) should be presented in the
ES. This also aligns to the Key Tests of CCC and the LEP.
10.5.3. The feasibility of mitigation measures to minimise the adverse impact on sensitive receptors
(predominantly residential properties) in Kirkby Thore, as supported by policy within the NPS NN,
should be explored in detail given the magnitude of change in this area. Consultation should be
undertaken with EDC on the mitigation measures to be considered in this location at the appropriate
time, and before the final draft of the ES is prepared. The Applicant is advised to consider how
acoustic mitigation measures can be complimentary to the landscape and biodiversity enhancement
measures so that environmental benefits across all three disciplines can be realised.
10.5.4. In addition to the above, specific consideration should be given to the potential adverse impact on
Kirkby Thore Primary School and the measures required to minimise these impacts. Consideration
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should be given to whether appropriate internal ambient noise levels can still be achieved in
classrooms with windows open, with the Project in operation.
10.5.5. More generally, the steps taken in determining the feasibility of any mitigation and enhancement
measures should be provided in the ES. Furthermore, the link to the map book identifying potential
barrier locations is incorrect, and therefore this has not been reviewed at this time.

10.6

DESCRIPTION OF LIKELY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

10.6.1. It has not been possible to trace how the number of residential significant effects, as presented in
Table 12-14 of the PEIR, has been determined. Further information and clarification on the process
for determining significant effects should be presented in the ES.

10.7

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS

10.7.1. Comments made in Section 3.5 about the limitations of the traffic data should similarly be
considered for the results of the noise assessment.
10.7.2. In line with EDC’s National and Local Checklist Guidance, the noise and vibration chapter should be
prepared by a suitably qualified acoustician.
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11

POPULATION AND HUMAN HEALTH

11.1

INTRODUCTION AND POLICY CONTEXT

11.1.1. Cumbria’s Local Industrial Strategy (March 2019) published by the Cumbria Local Enterprise
Partnership (LEP) identified the Project as an infrastructure priority for the region, and the Project is
supported in principle in the Draft CTIP 2022-2037 (Transport Corridor 6:The East-West Link).
11.1.2. It is therefore to be expected that the ES will include details of how the Project will support
Cumbria’s Local Industrial Strategy, in particular the strategic objectives of improving connectivity
across the county and increasing workforce numbers and skills, which are again aligned with the
Key Tests of CCC and the LEP which were originally communicated in the non-statutory
consultation of 2019 and repeated in Paragraph 1.1.6 of the Technical Review of the Environmental
Scoping Report.
11.1.3. The LEP also identified the Project as a medium / long term priority within the Cumbria Infrastructure
Plan (May 2016), and it is expected that the ES will include details of how the Project will support
this Plan. The Cumbria Infrastructure Plan feeds into the Cumbria Local Industry Strategy (LIS),
which in turn feeds into the UK Industrial Strategy.
11.1.4. There are no planning policies within the Eden Local Plan 2014-2032 that are directly pertinent to
human health although Policy DEV3 states: Development will not be supported where….. it would
remove an existing right of way, unless there is no alternative suitable location and the benefits from
the development would justify the loss, or where an acceptable diversion is provided and a legal
diversion order obtained.
11.1.5. It is therefore expected that the ES will include details of how the Project will achieve the aim of this
Policy.
11.1.6. The requirements of Paragraphs 3.17, 4.64, 4.79-4.82, 5.165. 5.166, 5.168 and 5.184 of the NPSNN
are deemed appropriate and this approach should form part of the assessment within the ES.

11.2

STUDY AREA AND ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY
STUDY AREA

11.2.1. It is noted that the study area has been defined using the guidance in the DMRB LA112 Population
and Human Health; this is considered to be acceptable. The extension of the 500m study area to
include specific receptors based on their sensitivity and value to the local area is considered
appropriate, and expected for a Project of this extent.
11.2.2. It is recommended that the Applicant reviews the Walking, Cycling and Horse-Rider Provisions
beyond the 500m area surrounding the project boundary, to confirm there are no likely significant
effects. It is noted that WCH routes have been marked on Figure 13.4 of the PEIR, which are
outside of the 500m study area, and the ES should confirm whether these will be included in the
assessment. It is noted that this assessment does not report on the frequency of use or user types
for all of the WCH provision, and it is expected that this will be presented in the ES.
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ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY
11.2.3. It is noted that the assessment of human health effects will be undertaken using guidance in the
DMRB LA112 Population and Human Health and significance of health effects will not be
determined, which is considered acceptable and aligned with the guidance.
11.2.4. It is requested that a full Health Impact Assessment (HIA) is undertaken to assess the likely impact
on all determinants of health affected by the Project. This should be undertaken in consultation with
the Eden Public Health Locality Manager, and informed relevant guidance11.
11.2.5. As previously stated in Paragraphs 2.1.12 to 2.1.17 a Socio-economic Assessment of the Project is
necessary, in consultation with the Councils, to understand the full extent of the impacts (both
beneficial and adverse) arising from the Project. It is anticipated such an assessment would cover
impacts associated with employment, businesses and the economy (included job creation and
supply chain impacts), and displacement of business / economic activity as a result of land take for
the Project.

11.3

BASELINE CONDITIONS

11.3.1. It is noted that the baseline for WCH provision has been determined without being informed by
current survey data. It is expected such surveys will be undertaken to identify the frequency of use
and route users to ensure accurate sensitivity ratings are awarded to all of the WCH receptors.
11.3.2. The preparation of Figure 13.5 of the PEIR demonstrating the Agricultural Land Holdings (ALH)
situated within the study area is welcomed, however it is noted that the information provided is only
preliminary and a full suite of ALH locations will be provided in the ES. It is expected that the
baseline, and resulting sensitivity ratings, for individual ALH in the ES will be informed by
consultation with landholders/owners to gather accurate information on the nature of the agricultural
enterprises, reliance of the enterprises on land within the study area, and existing access (including
frequency) between land in the study area and any key agricultural infrastructure.
11.3.3. It is noted that the Applicant has used the Local Authority Health Profiles to inform the baseline.
However, the absence of reporting on the full suite of indicators within these profiles has meant that
a potential impact associated with road safety has not been identified, though it is noted that figures
for fatal road accidents on the existing route have been reported in the baseline. It is recommended
that these health indicators are all used to inform the human health baseline in the ES.
11.3.4. It is recommended that Cumbria’s Joint Strategic Needs Assessment (JSNA) is used to further
inform the baseline with details of the health and social care needs of local communities and
priorities for local services.

Health Impact Assessment in spatial planning: A guide for local authority public health and
planning teams. Public Health England (October 2020). Available online:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/9
29230/HIA_in_Planning_Guide_Sept2020.pdf
11
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11.3.5. A complete list of the vulnerable groups considered for inclusion in the human health assessment is
not set out in the PEIR, however specific groups present in a study area are highlighted in the
baseline which is welcome. It is recommended that the Applicant give consideration to Gypsies and
Travellers as a vulnerable group, due to the large numbers of this population who visit Appleby-inWestmorland on an annual basis for the Appleby Horse Fair.

11.4

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

11.4.1. The potential impacts identified in Section 13.6 of the PIER are accepted, however it is
recommended that the inclusion of the assessment of economic impacts on Tourism and
Recreation, road safety impacts on Walkers, Cyclists and Horse riders (WCH), and impacts from
Employment Generation are also included to ensure a robust assessment of population and human
health effects.
11.4.2. Tourism is an important economic driver for the region. In 2019, Cumbria welcomed almost 48
million visitors, contributing £3.13 billion to the local economy, supporting 65,500 jobs12. The
Applicant is requested to provide further detail on the potential impacts that the Project is likely to
have on the local economy and Tourism and Recreation in the region, beyond land take and
severance of access for local businesses. It is noted that an assessment on the demands upon
temporary accommodation is scoped out of the assessment in Paragraph 13.6.2 of the PEIR. It is
recommended that further justification for this is provided in the ES once further information on the
number of construction workers that are likely to require such accommodation is known and how this
relates to the baseline for availability of such accommodation.
11.4.3. The Public Health England Local Authority Health Profile (2019) for Eden District reports that the
“Killed and seriously injured (KSI) rate on England’s roads is significantly worse when compared to
the national average”. A review of fatal road traffic collisions (RTC) in Cumbria13 identified that 21%
of RTCs occurred in Eden, and that the majority of fatal RTCs occur on A-roads (62%) including the
A66. 17% of road deaths were pedestrians. The existing A66 is used by cyclists, and crossed by
pedestrians. The Applicant should provide further detail on the potential impacts that the Project is
likely to have on road safety, and associated health outcomes within the ES. The Applicant should
also request traffic collision data as part of consultation with CCC, to further inform the ES.
11.4.4. It is noted that potential employment benefits have been identified during the construction phase. It
is recommended that the Applicant support this statement with further assessment of employment
generation, including calculations, resulting from the Project and to what extent these employees
can be sourced locally to the Project, including through the use of training schemes. The ES should
also detail how the Project will benefit the local population through apprenticeships, training and
upskilling of the workforce.

Brown, Rachel E., 2015. Avoidable Mortality in Cumbria – A Review of 73 Fatal Road Traffic Collisions.
Centre for Public Health, Liverpool John Moores University. Accessed online:
https://cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Internet/536/671/4674/5359/5360/42135155438.PDF
13
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11.4.5. It is noted that effects on walkers, cyclists and horse-riders have been included under the “Route
wide assessment” with Paragraph 13.8.1 of the PEIR stating “The route wide assessment considers
any effects likely to arise across all schemes and considers these effects cumulatively across the
project.” It is recommended that the ES should assess individual WCH provision identified in the
baseline to identify specific WCH effects for each scheme. This request for individual assessments
of receptors is also applicable to the Agricultural Land Holdings identified.
11.4.6. It is noted that there is limited detail available about potential temporary construction diversions for
WCH provisions which could experience disruptions. It is expected that further information on such
diversions will be available to inform the assessment in the ES.
11.4.7. It is noted that Access to employment is assessed for the operational phase of the development,
however this impact has not been identified in Section 13.6 of the PEIR as a potential impact. It is
suggested that the Applicant includes the route wide operation impact as it has done for the
construction impact in Paragraph 13.6.11 of the PEIR for consistency. It is also recommended that
the Applicant is also requested to provide justification for the sensitivity rating presented in Tables
13-17 and 13-18 of the PEIR; sensitivity for severance, accessibility and the ability of communities to
access community land has been judged to be between medium and medium to high for each of the
schemes.

11.5

DESIGN, MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES

11.5.1. The preparation of an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) prior to construction work
commencing is welcomed. It is recommended that the consideration of the timing of the construction
programme to accommodate for peak tourism periods, accommodation changeover days, and
events such as the Appleby Horse Fair is included within this EMP.
11.5.2. It is expected that the Applicant will confirm that use of the north to south crossing of the Pennine
Bridleway National Trail at the Bowes Bypass scheme will be uninterrupted, and that provision will
be made to ensure access will be retained both during construction and operation of the Project.
11.5.3. The Key Tests of CCC and the LEP include for an “off A66” route for walking and cycling between
M6 and A1(M) and the Applicant should provide further details in the ES as to how this will be
achieved. The Applicant should also have consideration of any emerging Local Walking and Cycling
Infrastructure Plans and any significant effects upon WCH routes should be appropriately mitigated
with details included within the ES. Cumbria County Council has aspirations for promoting further
traffic free options for connecting Penrith with Pooley Bridge for walkers and cyclists and any
proposals at J40 of the M6 and Kemplay Bank should incorporate adequate and safe measures to
facilitate travel for these vulnerable road users.
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12

ROAD DRAINAGE AND THE WATER ENVIRONMENT

12.1

INTRODUCTION AND POLICY CONTEXT

12.1.1. The PEIR states in Paragraph 14.1.4 that a Water Framework Directive (WFD) Assessment,
Hydrogeological Impact Assessment (HIA) and Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) will be reported within
the ES. It is considered that these reports (in addition to other studies including HEWRAT) will form
the basis of the ES and significantly add to the level of detail provided at this ES stage.
12.1.2. The legislative and policy framework stated appears to be comprehensive and relevant.

12.2

STUDY AREA AND ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

12.2.1. It is noted that the study area will include surface water and groundwater features within a 1km
radius of the draft DCO boundary and that this may be extended if it is necessary to capture
potential impacts outside of this 1km radius. This approach is satisfactory.
12.2.2. The ES should clearly describe the extent of the study area and it should be shown on a plan.
12.2.3. The assessment methodology described is agreed at this stage given the information available
within the PEIR, namely that it will follow the requirements of DMRB LA104 and LA113.
12.2.4. The ES should provide further information on the proposed methodology for:
 Flood Risk Assessment – what modelling is being undertaken and why, what culverts and
structures are being affected, how culverts are being sized, how compensatory flood storage is
being calculated and associated flood risk implications;
 Various groundwater studies proposed including any detailed hydrogeological modelling and
purpose of such modelling e.g. HIA. It is noted that GI information / site investigations are due to
start in autumn 2021 and results should be used to inform the assessments;
 Spillage Assessment;
 HEWRAT Assessment;
 Hydromorphological Assessment;
 WFD Assessment;
 Geomorphology Assessment (Temple Sowerby to Appleby and Appleby to Brough schemes) as
part of the Habitats Regulations Assessment. The applicant should confirm if any River Condition
Assessments are proposed as part of the ES;
 Drainage Strategy with associated catchments, calculations and drawings for each Scheme
should be provided alongside the ES. It is recommended that the Applicant engages with the
Lead Local Flood Authorities (LLFAs) to discuss the potential drainage solution for each Scheme
as the design progresses. It is noted that HADDMS has been used to inform the baseline
drainage information but that it is incomplete. Current drainage arrangements should be
identified and verified within the ES;
 Scour Assessment; and
 Assessment of dissolution impacts of gypsum and any other “bespoke” impact assessments on
groundwater receptors that are not covered by DMRB LA 113 Road Drainage and the Water
Environment. Where gaps in information are identified, how will this be considered and
addressed against the Scheme design and specific mitigation measures should be included.

A66 NORTHERN TRANS-PENNINE PROJECT
Project No.: 70081489 | Our Ref No.: 7081489_004
Cumbria County Council and Eden District Council

PUBLIC | WSP
November 2021
Page 55 of 60

12.2.5. Reference should be made to any reports and any anecdotal / factual evidence of groundwater
flooding risk to further complement historic flooding information already provided. Private (nonlicensed) groundwater abstractions will also need to be considered to inform detailed assessment as
the Scheme progresses.
12.2.6. It is noted that the existing baseline conditions have been derived from both desk-based and field
studies. Details of ongoing field studies and the information derived from them should be detailed
within the ES.
12.2.7. The ES should detail how climate change has been incorporated into the assessment methodology.
12.2.8. The PEIR states that stakeholder consultation is ongoing, including the Environment Agency (EA),
Natural England (NE) and the local authorities including a water environment Technical Working
Group (TWG). Continued detailed consultation is encouraged as work progresses towards the
submission of the DCO application with the following topics being key discussion points:
 It is recommended that the Applicant engages with the TWG regarding the Natural Flood
Management options that are being considered in the upper catchments of the Eden, particularly
around Warcop and Kirkby Thore. Such proposals would align with the Key Tests;
 It is imperative that the hydraulic modelling being produced for the ES aligns with the modelling
being undertaken by Cumbria County Council to progress the Natural Flood Management
Options and a collaborative approach is essential for consistency of results;
 Local drainage and flooding issues around Skirsgill Lane; and
 Improvements to the detrunked sections of the A66.

12.3

BASELINE CONDITIONS

12.3.1. The information presented within this section is more detailed compared to the scoping document
but the Applicant should incorporate further detail into the ES including:
 Further consultation with key consultees including the EA, Cumbria County Council, Eden District
Council and the Eden Rivers Trust with reference to key documents (for surface water and
groundwater receptors);
 Information on any consented surface water and groundwater abstractions or discharges
(including private (non-licensed) abstractions);
 Existing drainage arrangements and systems along the existing and proposed scheme routes;
 Additional assets identified and added to Highways England’s Drainage Data Management
System (HADDMS);
 Further details on surface water and groundwater receptors affected by the Project, including but
not limited to information on the smaller watercourses, ponds, any culverts / structures / flood
defences in the vicinity, catchments, hydrology and modelled flood levels (where available)
aquatics / fish / mammal information relevant to any watercourse, any below ground work that
could affect groundwater;
 Update on the potential for Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE’s) and the
development of a conceptual hydrogeological model;
 Further details on the assessment of the potential for groundwater flooding risk with relevant
consultation sought on the matter;
 Further details on the significance of karsts / gypsum deposits will need to be explored and what
potential impacts these may have on groundwater receptors;
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 Specific site visit information including historical / current ground investigation data and
groundwater level/water quality data;
 Further information on the Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Site of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI) that is located within the study area; and
 Reasons for the waterbodies failing elements of the WFD.
12.3.2. The Applicant should also consider potential risks that may directly / indirectly impact all surface
water and groundwater receptors.
12.3.3. In addition to the above, the below paragraphs provide further information on the individual schemes
from west to east.
M6 Junction 40 to Kemplay Bank Roundabout
12.3.4. Further details on potential receptors should be provided within the ES. It should be noted that the
Dog Beck is classed as a main river not an ordinary watercourse to the east of the M6. Table 14-2
could include more information, for example where culverts / structures are located along these
watercourses, particularly those which are to be impacted by the Scheme.
Penrith to Temple Sowerby (Center Parcs)
12.3.5. The main watercourses are detailed but further information could be provided in Table 14-4. Details
on any existing ponds, structures and culverts should also be provided.
Temple Sowerby to Appleby
12.3.6. It is noted that alternative alignments are being assessed for this Scheme. Once a preferred
alignment is selected, the baseline information should be confirmed and further details included on
features should as ponds, structures and culverts. Further detail to that in Table 14-7 of the PEIR
should be included in for the ES.
Appleby to Brough (Warcop)
12.3.7. It is noted that alternative alignments are being assessed for this Scheme. Once a preferred
alignment is selected, the baseline information should be confirmed and further details included on
features should as ponds, structures and culverts. Further detail to that in Table 14-8 of the PEIR
should be included in the ES.

12.4

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

12.4.1. The potential impacts identified for the construction stage are satisfactory, given the information
available to inform the PEIR. It is recommended that the potential hydrogeological impacts on
buried archaeology is considered.
12.4.2. The potential impacts identified for the operation stage are satisfactory, given the information
available to inform the PEIR. Further detail and consideration on how dissolution impacts of gypsum
will be quantitatively assessed at the operational stage should be included within the ES. As a
consequence, the Applicant should confirm whether Cumbria County Council would have additional
maintenance duties.
12.4.3. Significantly greater detail is needed to fully understand the potential impacts of the Scheme during
construction and operation and further engagement is recommended with the EA and LLFAs. This
should be incorporated into the ES.
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12.5

DESIGN, MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES

12.5.1. The design and mitigation measures listed by the Applicant in the PEIR are very high level and are
agreed at this stage given the information available. Mitigation for the loss of watercourse should be
discussed to ensure that the draft DCO boundary is sufficient to offset any impact.
12.5.2. Significantly greater detail is needed to fully understand the design, mitigation and enhancement
measures of the Scheme and further engagement is needed with the EA and LLFAs. This should be
incorporated into the programme of developing the ES.
12.5.3. The LLFA and EA are currently working together with regards to natural flood management,
sustainability and reducing flood risk, around Warcop and Kirkby Thore. There are clear benefits to
the Applicant engaging with Cumbria County Council and the EA to ensure that the Project
complements and doesn’t compromise these proposals and that flood reduction measures are
optimised to the benefit of residents and businesses.
12.5.4. Cumbria County Council require details on how local drainage and flooding issues around Skirsgill
Lane and improvements to the de-trunked sections of the A66 are to be addressed within the ES.
Opportunities for deculverting should be presented in the ES.
12.5.5. As the designs for each Scheme are developed, the Applicant should engage with the LLFAs to
ensure that the Scheme compliments the LLFA’s objectives and any local LLFA and EA proposals.
Enhancement opportunities for improving water quality through improved run off quality should be
presented in the ES.

12.6

ASSESSMENT OF THE LIKELY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

12.6.1. The assessment of the likely significant effects listed by the Applicant in the PEIR are very high level
and are agreed at this stage given the information available. Significantly greater detail should be
provided within the ES to ensure that the effects of the Project are understood and mitigated
accordingly.

12.7

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS

12.7.1. Comments made in Section 3.5 about the limitations of the traffic data should similarly be
considered for the results of the noise assessment.

12.8

MONITORING

12.8.1. The monitoring listed by the Applicant in the PEIR is agreed at this stage given the information
available.

12.9

APPENDIX 14.1 PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT OF RECEPTOR
IMPORTANCE

12.9.1. The preliminary assessment of receptor importance is agreed at this stage given the information
available. The importance of receptors should be confirmed at the ES stage once further baseline
information is available.
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13

ASSESSMENT OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

13.1

INTRODUCTION

13.1.1. The Cumulative Effects chapter of the PEIR sets out the methodology of the assessment proposed
to be undertaken in the subsequent ES. At this early stage, no identification of committed
development or identification of likely effects has been carried out. This approach is appropriate and
proportionate at this stage.

13.2

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY
ASSESSMENT SCOPE

13.2.1. The PEIR proposes to consider cumulative effects under two defined categories:
 Cumulative effects from the project in-combination with other projects (known as Cumulative
Effects in the PEIR); and
 Cumulative effects from the interaction between different environmental factors on the same
receptor (known as Combined Effects in the PEIR).
13.2.2. This approach to assessment is considered an acceptable approach in line with the above stated
guidance.

GUIDANCE
13.2.3. The approach to the cumulative effects assessment (CEA) will follow DMRB LA 104 Environmental
assessment and monitoring (Highways England, 2020 (section 3.19 – 3.22)), PINS Advice Note 17:
Cumulative effects assessment relevant to nationally significant infrastructure projects (Planning
Inspectorate, 2019) and PINS Advice Note 9: Rochdale Envelope (Planning Inspectorate 2018) and
this is considered to be an acceptable approach.
13.2.4. It is noted that the PINS Advice note 9 and 17 relate only to Cumulative Effects only while the DMRB
guidance applies to both Cumulative and Combined Effects.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
13.2.5. PINS advice note 17 provides a four stage process for assessing Cumulative Effects. The applicant
has outlined this process clearly and correctly.
Committed Developments
13.2.6. A long-list of committed developments have been identified. The PEIR outlines that this has been
undertaken as part of Stage 1 along with the identification of Zones of Influence for each
environmental topic. It is noted that an updated long-list search will be required prior to undertaking
the assessment at the ES stage.

COMBINED EFFECTS
13.2.7. The applicant’s description of the methodology for combined effects is appropriate. In addition the
identification of topics that already have sufficient information to consider combined effects within
their respective chapters (Chapter 6: Biodiversity, Chapter 8: Cultural Heritage and Chapter 13:
Population and Human Health) is appropriate.
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13.3

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

13.3.1. Stage 1 of the Cumulative Effects assessment has been completed. However, the Applicant has not
provided details on likely effects as part of the PEIR which due to this stage within the DCO process,
limiting the scope of the PEIR to these components is appropriate and proportionate.
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