
Allerdale Borough Council 
 

Planning Application 02/2019/9010 
 

Development Panel Report 
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Proposal: Application for the determination of new planning 
conditions under the Environment Act 1995 (as 
amended) for the dormant minerals planning 
permission reference CA49 incorporating an area for 
plant, stockpiling and storage 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

That Allerdale BC submit comments to the Minerals Planning Authority based upon 
the assessment detailed in Section 11 of this report, expressing why some 
conditions need to be amended, why new conditions are also required and that full 
comments cannot be made at this stage with further time being required to provide 
additional representations following receipt of advice from consultees such as the 
County Highways Authority.  

 

1.0 Summary 

Issue Conclusion 

Proposed conditions It is considered that the proposed 
conditions do not fully address the issues 
associated with the development. 

 
2.0 Introduction  
 
2.1 This is an application for a Review of a Minerals Permission (ROMP). These apply 

to sites, including dormant quarries such as High Close. Dormant sites are defined 
in law as those where planning permission was granted between 21 July 1943 and 
22 February 1982. Most of these sites had few, if any, operating and restoration 
conditions attached to them. Permission CA49 is typical of these older 
permissions. Extraction cannot lawfully recommence until the applicant has 
submitted an application for appropriate minerals conditions and conditions have 
been agreed by the mineral planning authority (the County Council). More detail on 
this process is provided in paragraph 11.3 of this report.  

 
2.2 What is not under question is the principle of the development nor is the extent of 

the site.  
 
 
3.0 The Proposal 



 
3.1 The applicant seeks consent to renew the existing conditions on the extant 

permission to bring them up to modern day standards and working practices. 
 

 
4.0 Site and its context 

 
4.1 The 49 hectare site (approximately 11.2 ha of which is the proposed extraction 

area along the western part of the site) is located in open countryside and the 
villages of Parsonby and Plumbland lie between around 185 and 300 metres to the 
north of the extremities of the site boundary. Historically access to the site was 
from the A595, then the B5301 to the north western part of the site. However, the 
applicant has made a separate application for an alternative access to the site 
from the B5301 on Parsonby Brow, which is approximately 1.7 km from the 
junction with the A595. 
 

4.2 The closest sensitive receptors are dwellings located at Parsonby and Plumbland 
and closer still is High Close Farm on the southernmost edge of Parsonby and 
Adams Gill on the southern edge of Plumbland. A public footpath (FP 248019) is 
also located along the northern east boundary of the site, linking High Close to the 
villages of Parsonby and Plumbland. More extensive public footpath networks exist 
further north around Parsonby and Plumbland, further south at Moota Hill and 
further east around Bothel. 
 
 

5.0 Relevant Planning History 
 
5.1 Limestone was extracted from High Close quarry until the late 1950s when 

operations ceased. The quarry operated under planning consent reference CA49, 
which was granted permission by the former Cumberland County Council on the 
8th December 1954. 

 
5.2 The planning permission for this site was included by Cumbria County Council as a 

dormant quarry in the First List of Dormant Sites and Active Phase I and II Sites 
document (dated January 1996), as required by the Environment Act 1995, with an 
expiry date of February 2042. 
 

5.3 Following the extraction of limestone, the quarry became a landfill site operated by 
Cumbria County Council from around 1975 to its closure in 1990.  

 
5.4 Planning permission reference CA49 was subject to the following 8 planning 

conditions: 
 

i. Excavations shall be limited to the area edged green on the attached plan. 
 

ii. Permission is given in principle for quarrying to be carried out within the 
area edged blue on the attached plan, but quarrying shall not commence 
until full details have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 
Authority, who reserve the right to impose reasonable conditions. 

 
iii. No future waste materials shall be tipped to a height exceeding the original 

ground level. 
 



iv. No tipping of waste material shall take place outside the excavated area. 
 

v. Permission shall be required under the Act for the erection of buildings for 
use in connection with the winning and working of minerals under this 
permission, and the Local Planning Authority in dealing with applications for 
such permission, shall not be bound by the limitations imposed in the 
proviso to Paragraph 2 of XIX of the First Schedule to Part 1 of the Town 
and Country Planning and general Development Order 1950. 

 
vi. Any further fixed plant which may be required in connection with the 

undertaking shall be sited on the floor of the quarry. 
 
vii. At the conclusion of operations and before the site is vacated, it shall be 

cleared of all pieces of plant and building materials, and left clean and tidy. 
 
viii. All the conditions shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the Local 

Planning Authority. 
 

5.5 A further application 02/2019/9011 is pending on this site for a new vehicular 
access to the quarry. 

 
 
6.0 Representations 
 
6.1 The majority of representation will have been sent directly to the County Council as 

they are the local planning authority in this instance. The representations received 
by Allerdale directly are as follows (all of these have been forwarded to the County 
Council).  

 
Plumbland Parish Council 

 
6.2 Object. Please find attached their comments as Appendix 1 to this report (the 

comments are detailed in three separate documents).  
 

Aspatria Town Council 
 
6.3 Object. Please find attached their comments as Appendix 2 to this report. 

 
ABC Environmental Health 

 
6.4 Object. Please find attached their comments as Appendix 3 to this report. 

 
Neighbour comments 

 
6.5 5 letters of objection have been received direct to Allerdale Borough Council. The 

objections relate to: 
 
a) The impact on the very local community with respect to noise relating to the 

active use of the site as a quarry. 
 

b) The increased HGV traffic along the B5301, a country B-road which is already 
extensively used as an HGV route from Aspatria / Workington etc. to the A595, 
causing both noise issues to the villages driven through (immediately 



Parsonby and Arkleby) and increasing the danger to residents, especially 
children, living in villages not built to accommodate such heavy HGV traffic. 

 
c) Environmental impact, especially the potential disturbance to the capped 

landfill from the early to mid 20th century period abutting the proposed site. It is 
not known what content this site holds and the risk that this could be 
distributed and filter its way into the water table is a major concern. 

 
 
7.0 Environmental Impact Assessment 

7.1 The Development falls within Schedule 1 and an Environmental Statement 
accompanies the application. 
 
 

8.0 Development Plan Policies 
 

The Cumbria Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2015-2030 
 

8.1 The site is not allocated for minerals extraction but members are reminded that this 
is a review of an existing permission where the principle is not for consideration. 
The following policies are considered relevant;- 

 
SP13 Climate change mitigation and adaption 
SP14 Economic benefit 
SP15 Environmental assets 
SP16 Restoration and aftercare 
SP18 Monitoring and enforcing planning control 
DC1 Traffic and Transport 
DC2 General criteria 
DC3 Noise 
DC4 Quarry Blasting 
DC5 Dust 
DC6 Cumulative Environmental Impacts 
DC8 Renewable energy use and carbon reduction on existing minerals and waste 
sites 
DC12 Criteria for non-energy minerals development 
DC14 Review of Mineral Permissions 
DC16 Biodiversity and geodiversity 
DC17 Historic environment 
DC18 Landscape and visual impact 
DC19 Flood Risk 
DC20 The water environment 
DC21 Protection of soil resources 
DC22 Restoration and aftercare 
SAP4 Areas for minerals 

 
Allerdale Local Plan (Part 1), July 2014 

 
8.2 The following policies are considered relevant:- 
 

S1 Presumption in favour of sustainable development 
S2 Sustainable Development Principles 



S14 Rural Economy 
S32 Safeguarding Amenity 
S33 Landscape 
S35 Protectng and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
S36 Air, Water and soil Quality 
 

 
9.0 Other material considerations 
 

Allerdale Borough Local Plan (Part 2) Submission Draft 
 
9.1 There are no relevant allocations or designations in this Plan. 
 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2019) 
 
9.2 Paragraph 203 states that it is essential that there is a sufficient supply of minerals 

to provide the infrastructure, buildings, energy and goods that the country needs. 
Since minerals are a finite natural resource, and can only be worked where they 
are found, best use needs to be made of them to secure their long-term 
conservation. 
 

 National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 
 
9.3 The NPPG is the online, live, accompanying guidance to the NPPG. As a live 

document it has the potential to be continually updated and provides detail to the 
implementation of the NPPF. The overview to Minerals1 explains that:- 

a) working may have adverse and positive environmental effects, but some 
adverse effects can be effectively mitigated; 

b) since extraction of minerals is a continuous process of development, there 
is a requirement for routine monitoring, and if necessary, enforcement to 
secure compliance with conditions that are necessary to mitigate impacts of 
minerals working operations; and 

c) following working, land should be restored to make it suitable for beneficial 
after-use. 

9.4 With regards to the relationship of planning controls to other regulatory regimes 
such as Health and Safety, the NPPG notes that regimes are separate but 
complementary. The planning system controls the development and use of land in 
the public interest, including ensuring that new development is appropriate for its 
location – taking account of the effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on 
health, the natural environment or general amenity, and the potential sensitivity of 
the area or proposed development to adverse effects from pollution. 

9.5 The NPPG advises that the planning system should focus on whether the 
development itself is an acceptable use of the land, and the impacts of those uses, 
rather than any control processes, health and safety issues or emissions 
themselves where these are subject to approval under regimes.  

                                                 
1 Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 27-001-20140306 Revision date: 06 03 2014 

 



9.6 Helpfully, the NPPG provides a list of issues that are relevant, these not being 
exclusive to new permissions but also relevant to reviews such as the one under 
consideration here. The list is not exhaustive but the considerations included that 
are relevant to High Close Quarry and what conditions may be necessary are:- 

i. Noise - The Guidance advises that proposals for the control or mitigation of 
noise emissions should: 

i. consider the main characteristics of the production process and its 
environs, including the location of noise-sensitive properties and 
sensitive environmental sites; 

ii. assess the existing acoustic environment around the site of the 
proposed operations, including background noise levels at nearby 
noise-sensitive properties; 

iii. estimate the likely future noise from the development and its impact 
on the neighbourhood of the proposed operations; 

iv. identify proposals to minimise, mitigate or remove noise emissions at 
source; 

v. monitor the resulting noise to check compliance with any proposed or 
imposed conditions. 

b) Dust – The NPPG advises that measures to control fine particulates (PM10) 
to address any impacts of dust may be particularly necessary if, within a 
site, the actual source of emission (e.g. the haul roads, crushers, stockpiles 
etc.) is in close proximity to any residential property or other sensitive use. 

c)  Air quality – The NPPG provides suggestions as to what mitigation may be 
necessary2 i.e. what may be need to be secured through the conditions:- 

i. maintaining adequate separation distances between sources of air 
pollution and receptors; 

ii. using green infrastructure, in particular trees, where this can create a 
barrier or maintain separation between sources of pollution and 
receptors; 

iii. appropriate means of filtration and ventilation; 
iv. including infrastructure to promote modes of transport with a low 

impact on air quality (such as electric vehicle charging points); 
v. controlling dust and emissions from construction, operation and 

demolition; and 
vi. contributing funding to measures, including those identified in air 

quality action plans and low emission strategies, designed to offset 
the impact on air quality arising from new development. 

d) Lighting – There are a types of mitigation that could be controlled by 
condition:- 

i. Lighting schemes could be turned off when not needed (‘part-night 
lighting’) to reduce any potential adverse effects - e.g. when a 

                                                 

2 Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 27-013-20140306 Revision date: 06 03 2014 

 



business is closed or between midnight and 5am or 6am. Planning 
conditions could potentially require this where necessary. 

ii. Lighting could also be dimmed to minimise its visual impact at times 
of reduced need or increased sensitivity. 

iii. Impacts on sensitive ecological receptors throughout the year, or at 
particular times (e.g. during bird migrations) may be mitigated by the 
design of the lighting or by turning it off or down at sensitive times. 

e) Traffic – Proposals such as the ROMP considered here should be 
accompanied by a transport assessment that includes:- 

    i. assessment of road network capacity; 

    ii.  road trip generation and trip distribution methodologies and/ or 
assumptions about the development proposal; 

    iii. safety implications of development; and 

    iv. mitigation measures (where applicable) – including scope and 
implementation strategy. 

f) Visual impact on the local and wider landscape including setting and 
experience of the National Park. 

g) Risk of contamination to land. 

h) Soil resources. 

i)  Geological structure.  

j) Flood risk 

k) Blast vibration. 

l) Archaeological and heritage features. 

m) Land stability/subsidence; 

n) Internationally, nationally or locally designated wildlife sites, protected 
habitats and species, and ecological networks; 

o) Nationally protected geological and geo-morphological sites and features; 

p) Surface and, in some cases, ground water issues; 

q) Water abstraction. 

Environmental Act (1995) 
 



9.7 This is the primary legislation relevant to the review of old mineral permissions. 
Schedules 13 and 14 of the Environment Act cover the initial review and updating 
of old mineral permissions (ROMP) and periodic reviews. 

 
Allerdale Borough Council Plan 2019-2023 

 
9.8 Strengthening our economy - Supporting the development of new homes where 

they are needed through provision of materials for construction. 
 
 
10.0 Policy weighting 
 
10.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that, if 

regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination 
to be made under the planning Acts, the determination must be made in 
accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  

 
10.2 Full weight can only be afforded to those policies that are considered consistent 

with the revised NPPF. In this instance all the relevant policies can be afforded full 
weight. Specifically, the policies address matters which are detailed in the NPPG 
guidance that complements the NPPF e.g. in relation to noise, air quality, traffic 
etc.  

 
 
11.0 Assessment: 
 
 Parameters of Allerdale’s considerations 
 
11.1 To reiterate, whilst the development site lies within the administrative area of 

Allerdale Borough Council, Cumbria County Council is the Mineral Planning 
Authority (MPA) in determining the application. As this is a review of a Mineral 
Planning Permission (ROMP), the principle of the permission for the development 
is not a consideration. In this regard, officers acknowledge the necessity of 
maintaining local sources or materials, including limestone for the construction and 
other industries and the significant contribution to the local economy.  
 

11.2 A valid planning permission exists for mineral working on the site and therefore the 
main planning issues are: 
 

 Whether the proposals as submitted including operational, restoration and 
aftercare proposals, fulfil the requirements of policies and provisions of the 
statutory development Plan; and 

 

 Whether the proposed planning conditions are sufficient to ensure that the 
development can be controlled, such that it does not cause unacceptable 
impacts upon local residents or the wider environment. 

 
Overview  
 

11.3 The procedure for reviewing minerals permissions involves the applicant proposing 
a list of new conditions. The County Council can either accept them or impose new 
conditions. As with the imposition of any planning condition they need to be 



necessary, precise, enforceable, relevant to High Close Quarry, relevant to 
planning e.g. not covered by other regulations and reasonable in all other respects. 

 
11.4 A list of the proposed conditions (proposed by the applicant) is attached as 

Appendix 4 to the end of the report.  
 
11.5 As an overview, despite the forensic assessment of the proposal in the applicant’s 

Environmental Statement, the conditions are rather generic in form.  
 
11.6 It is also noted that some of the impacts cannot be properly assessed without 

knowing the advice from statutory consultees to the County Council, of particular 
relevance being any representation made by the County Highways Authority.  In 
addition to the comments below, officers would recommend that more time is 
made available for Allerdale Borough Council to consider the comments from the 
County Highways Authority.  

 
11.7  It is rather concerning that the submitted Environmental Statement quotes the 

superseded Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2011 and not the 
current 2017 Regulations.  

 
11.8 The following paragraphs provide the officer’s assessments of the proposed 

conditions at this juncture. 
 
Time Limit / Approved Documents – Conditions 1 and 2 
 

11.9 Conditions 1 details the expiry date of the operations on site of 21 February 2042 
which is in line with the existing time period provided by the permission CA49 and 
secures that all building, machinery, etc. shall be removed and restoration carried 
out. Condition 2 list the plans/reports the development should be carried out in 
accordance with. 
 

11.10 There is a rationale for proposing this time period given the synchronicity with the 
existing permission but officers would question whether there is any synergy 
between the period of time required to complete all 5 phases of the development 
and the proposed end date of 2042.  
 
Quarry operations – Condition 3 
 

11.11 This condition sets out hours and days of operations. Whilst officers consider the 
proposed condition is necessary it is considered appropriate to also include 
restrictions on movements to and from the site. This is necessary given the 
number of dwellings within the vicinity that line the access roads.  
 

11.12 This condition also restricts no repair and maintenance of plant and machinery, 
where such works are audible beyond the boundary of the quarry shall be carried 
out after 22.00 or before 6:00 hours on any day. The condition is considered to be 
imprecise and unenforceable using the word “audible” rather than a noise limit. The 
hours also too long and should synchronise with the overall operating hours.   
 
Control of Noise – Condition 4 -6 
 

11.13 Environmental health officers have considered the proposed conditions following 
assessment of Appendix 4 Noise Report and had the following comments to make: 



 

 Environmental health are satisfied with the worst case sound source levels 
which are taken from BS 5228 or previous studies where appropriate. 
Although methodology is discussed and appears adequate, full details of 
calculations used to ascertain predicted noise levels at the receptors should 
be provided. 

 Environmental Health note missing detail in regards quantified impact levels 
(Observed Adverse Effect Levels, (no / Lowest Observed Adverse Effect 
Level). There is no clear quantification discussion other than the noise is not 
significant Observed Adverse Effect Level. 

 WHO guideline noise levels do not appear to have been considered or 
discussed against the predicted levels at any of the receptors. Particular 
concern is raised for the closest receptor High Close Farm which may be 
occupied as a residence. Effects on residential properties using BS 
8233:2014 should also be discussed before impact levels are quantified. 

 Although time averaged sound levels have been provided further 
information on instantaneous sounds levels (LMax) should also be 
discussed before instantaneous effect levels being discounted. 

 
11.14 Offices note the covenants that apply to High Close Farmhouse but would question 

whether these should influence planning process and the need to ensure that 
residential amenity is preserved. As such condition 5 is not necessary and 
condition 4 should not include an exception for High Close Farmhouse.  

 
11.15 Condition 4 should also be amended to specify background noise levels as no 

specific measurement unit has been specified. Wording on the lines of 
“Background noise level measured at any receptor should be via (LA90,1h) at any 
noise-sensitive property” is suggested.  

 
11.16 It would also be preferable to include a condition that responds to all noise 

emanating from the development. In this regard the ambiguity of noise source 
within the development site which could arise from the suggested conditions is 
avoided. ABC Environmental Health suggest:- 
 

“Before the development commences, a scheme shall be submitted to and 
agreed in writing by the Mineral Planning Authority that specifies the 
provisions that will be implemented for the control of noise emanating from 
the site. The noise mitigation scheme shall be maintained for the life of the 
approved development and shall not be altered without the prior written 
approval of the Mineral Planning Authority. The noise mitigation scheme 
must be inclusive of all mitigation measures presented in Appendix 4 Noise 
of the Environmental Impact Statement, it must also assure full compliance 
with all proposed noise conditions.” 

 
Control of Vibration – Conditions 7 and 8 

 
11.17 ABC Environmental Health have reviewed the information submitted in Appendix 6 

of the Environmental Statement and are satisfied that the effects on neighbouring 
buildings has been quantified. However, they suggest that there is not enough 
detail provided in terms of the nuisance and amenity effects on people residing at 
the identified receptor points.  
 



11.18 Blasting creates vibration which is of very short duration, with a frequency of 
events varying from a small number per year to several times per day, depending 
on the nature and size of the extraction operations. The frequency of blasting 
(number of blasts per day, week, year) has not been identified within the report. 
The frequency of events is key determining the impact in terms of nuisance and 
amenity. 
 

11.19 In this regard, it is accepted that a generic conditions accepted elsewhere has 
been proposed. However, for the specific circumstances at High Close Quarry 
(given the relatively short distance and open land to sensitive receptors) condition 
7 should be extended to read “as measured at residential properties or other 
vibration sensitive buildings.”  
 

11.20  In addition ABC Environmental Health advise that proposed Condition 8 should be 
amended to require that a blast monitoring scheme shall be submitted and 
approved in writing by the County Council as the Mineral Planning Authority prior 
to commencement of any blasting activities. A suggested condition would be:- 

 
“Before the development commences, a scheme shall be submitted to and 
agreed in writing by the Mineral Planning Authority that specifies the 
provisions that will be implemented for the control of vibration and air 
overpressure from blasting. The mitigation scheme shall be maintained for 
the life of the approved development and shall not be altered without the 
prior written approval of the Mineral Planning Authority. The mitigation 
scheme must be inclusive of all mitigation measures presented in Appendix 
6 Blasting of the Environmental Impact Statement, it must also assure full 
compliance with all proposed control of vibration conditions and use best 
practice for community relation and neighbourhood nuisance as stated in 
BS 5228-2:2009. A blasting schedule should be maintained and made 
available to residents with blasting confined to times of the day when 
disturbance is less likely.” 

 
Protection of Groundwater – Condition 9 and 10 
 

11.21 These are considered acceptable and in line with the standard conditions used on 
quarry applications responding to the assessed impact in the Environmental 
Statement. Nevertheless, officers suggest that comfort would need to be sought 
from the County Council that the conditions protect groundwater from 
contamination as a result of blasting an extraction being in close proximity to the 
landfill. Members are also referred to paragraph 11.33 of this report.  
 
Control of Dust – Condition 11 
 

11.22 The proposed mitigation measures of sheeting when transporting and wetting the 
surface to minimise dust is in line with the standard conditions following review 
meeting the 6 tests for conditions. It is necessary to respond to the identified 
impacts.  
 
Soil Movements – Condition 12 -13 
 

11.23 These are considered acceptable, responding to the assessed impact and in line 
with the standard conditions used on quarry applications meeting the 6 tests for 
conditions. 



 
 
 
 

Lighting (with comments in relation to ecology) 
 

11.24 This condition will assist in protecting residential properties from light pollution and 
is in line with standard conditions used on quarry applications.  

 
11.25 However, officers suggest further conditions are required to respond to ecological 

consideration. The surveys detailed in Appendix 3 of the Environmental Statement 
reveals that the site is used as a foraging area and commuting route by five 
species of bats: common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, Myotis sp, brown long-
eared and noctule bats. It also recorded that there is considerable commuting 
along the hedgerows and lines of trees along the two roads on the western and 
eastern boundaries of the site. There is no street lighting within this area and 
nocturnal light levels are low and typical of this open countryside setting. Officers 
would recommend that there is a clear process of identifying the mitigation 
required in terms of light locations, levels and direction. As condition is required 
that responds to the guidance contained within Eurobats Publication Series No.8 – 
Guidelines for consideration of bats in lighting projects and/or the Bat Conservation 
Trust Guidance Note 08/18 – Bats and artificial lighting in the UK.  

 
 Landscape  
 
11.26 The conditions do not also address the impact of lighting within this landscape. The 

site is prominent on top of Parsonby Brow visible from sensitive receptors including 
within the National Park. There is a wider omission here in the proposal as the 
Landscape Visual Impact Assessment appears not to consider in any detail the 
impact at dusk, dawn and night when there will be lights. At the very least there 
should be a clear assessment, identification of mitigation and securing of this 
mitigation by conditions.  

 
11.27 A particular omission in the LVIA is the identification of the National Park as a 

World Heritage Site and assessment from the higher elevation receptors within the 
Park that offer the experience of a panorama that encompasses the site.  

 
Access and Transport – Condition 15 and 16 
 

11.28 The proposed new access is applied for under a separate application 
02/2019/9011. Officers consider it is appropriate, as detailed in the condition, to 
request works are not started until the new access has been implemented. This is 
in the interests of highway safety. 

 
11.29 However, officers suggest that Allerdale BC cannot make full and informed 

comments about this matter until the thoughts of the County Highways Authority 
are known. At the time of writing, these thoughts were still outstanding. The 
comments are considered particularly important given that the Transport 
Assessment appended to and referenced in the Environmental Statement, refers 
to HGV traffic travelling to and from the site through Parsonby and Arkleby on the 
B5301. A suggested mitigation, to be secured by condition, would be for traffic 
associated with the quarry to travel to the site via the A595 and not to and from the 



Aspatria direction. The reasons would be in the interests of both highway safety 
and residential amenity.  

 
Protection of habitats and species – Conditions 17 and 18 
 

11.30 In addition to the comments and concerns raised in paragraph 11.25 of this report, 
officers note with concern that the mitigation measures detailed in section 8 of the 
report appended to the Environmental Statement in Appendix 3 do not appear to 
be explicitly reflected in the proposed conditions. Explicit omissions include:- 

 
a) To avoid disturbance or destruction of nests all tree and hedgerow removal 

operations will occur outside the bird breeding season (1st March until 31st 
July).  

b) The early phasing of the planting of 4.9ha of new native woodland. 
c) Installation of ten bat boxes. 
d) 1,286m of new hedgerow to be planted 

 
Historic Environment – Condition 19 
 

11.31 Whilst officers are supportive of the applicant proposing to undertake a 
geophysical survey to provide an assessment of the archaeological potential of the 
relevant areas within the dormant site, it is considered that this survey should be 
undertaken prior to the application been determined. The impact on the relevant 
heritage assets can then be fully assessed upon receipt of this information.  
 
Working Scheme and Restoration – Condition 20 - 22 
 

11.32 These three conditions will secure the restoration and aftercare of the site in line 
with standard conditions used on quarry applications.  They meet the 6 tests and 
respond to the assessed impact. However, officers do reiterate their earlier 
comment as to whether the 2042 timescale is realistic for completion of all phases, 
including restoration.  
 
Contaminated Land 
 

11.33 ABC Environmental Health have reviewed the submitted information and have 
concerns in regards to past use of the land as a Landfill. Officers are in agreement 
with the objection raised by the Environment Agency in response to insufficient 
information to demonstrate that the risk of pollution to controlled waters is 
acceptable.  
 

11.34 There is also the potential for production and migration of landfill gas which may 
affect structures on or in proximity to the landfill site. ABC Environmental Health 
consider that a desk top study should be carried out prior to determination of the 
application. Upon receipt of this report officers should be able to provide updated 
comments on this matter. 

 
 
12.0 Conclusions 

 
12.1 It is considered that that:- 
 

a) Some conditions need to be amended. 



b) insufficient information has been submitted with the application to fully 
address all the constraints on the site have been adequately addressed.  

c) Additional conditions are required.  
 

 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

That Allerdale BC submit comments to the Minerals Planning Authority based upon 
the assessment detailed in Section 11 of this report, expressing why some 
conditions need to be amended, why new conditions are also required and that full 
comments cannot be made at this stage with further time being required to provide 
additional representations following receipt of advice from consultees such as the 
County Highways Authority.  



Appendix 1 – Plumbland Parish Council Response 

Planning Application 2/19/9010 – High Close Quarry, High Close Farm, Plumbland, Aspatria, Wigton, 
CA7 2HF  
Application for the determination of new planning conditions under the Environment Act 1995 (as 
amended) for the dormant minerals planning permission reference CA49 incorporating an area for 
plant, stockpiling and storage.  
  
We write to object to the above planning application.   
  
With regards to the above, it is accompanied by a transport statement that gives very little detail 
regarding the proposed development and seemingly not sufficient to determine the impact of the 
development on this particular matter. Firstly, it is suggested that the B5301 is 6m wide as standard. 
This is not the case. In a number of sections, it is much narrower than this, and this is not 
documented or commented on. It is also noted that the issue of carriageway width is covered in the 
Cumbria Development Design Guide on page 82, where it states ‘The typical width for a carriageway 
that serves employment sites is 7.3m. This width is considered to be appropriate for allowing two- way 
traffic flow of HGVs in a safe manner.’ Given the above text is from a Cumbria County Council 
document and HGVs will be utilising the site, it would be interesting to know how the application 
intends to address this.    
  
Sections 3.4 & 3.5 cover the issues of personal injury collisions on the stretch of road to the south of 
the site towards the A595. However, this only covered the last 5 years, and also the information from 
the website only includes collisions that have been reported to the police. In addition, despite the 
transport statement going on to comments that approximately a third of the vehicle movements from 
the site will be to the north, no data is provided in this direction so this cannot be correctly 
considered.  
  
There is also no real certainty in the document regarding the exact number of vehicle movements, 
the exact direction of travel or the end destination. The statement does not provide sufficient 
information regarding the junction loading on either the A595 or A596 once vehicles have left the 
site, and it is queried if Highways England have been consulted on the proposed development.  
  
The proposed phase 1 area will require the removal of a significant area of woodland, which is noted 
in the submission and covered in the ecological survey. This report comments that further survey 
work is required to assess trees in the woodland for Bat roost potential, and therefore the application 
should either be refused or withdrawn until a complete submission is made. It is noted in terms of 
planning good practice that issues like this cannot be conditioned as part of an approval.   
  
Also, within the Ecology report it simply concluded that records for great crested newt come 
exclusively from the Clints Quarry SAC and are from south of the A595. However, it was  



noted that the United Utilities development to the south of this site, but to the north of the A595, 
provided protected barriers around the site. Therefore, it seems very inconclusive to simply comment 
as above.   
  
There is a public footpath to the north of High Close Farm, which is currently walked regularly by 
residents of the village. We would object to a closure or temporary diversion in the strongest terms.   
  
The consultation response to the planning application from the Cumbria County Council Historic 
Environment Officer detailed that a geophysical survey is undertaken prior to the determination of 
the application, as again issues like this should not be conditioned. As with the further ecology works 
recommended, the application as current should either be refused due to the insufficient information 
submitted or withdrawn until such a time that all necessary information and surveys have been 
completed.  
  
It is noted that the consultation response from Northern Gas Networks is an objection to the 
proposed development, but very little further information is provided as to how this could be 
addressed. In addition, the planning submission provides insufficient information to detail how the 
proposed development would interact with and safeguard the asset if this remains in its current 
location.  
  
An objection has also been submitted to the separate planning application for the proposed access 
into the agricultural land, which details that the required visibility splays cannot be achieved with the 
land owned by the applicant, which would impact upon highway safety.   
  
In summary, the application does not contain sufficient information and surveys to allow for correct 
assessment. It should therefore be either withdrawn or refused due to the lack of information.   
  
Yours sincerely and on behalf of Plumbland Parish Council,  
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Traffic  
The key principles of Thomas Armstrong’s Traffic Analysis are that the B5301 is 6m wide and that is has 
sufficient capacity for the type and number of vehicles they wish to place on it. The parish council would 
like to question both these assertions.  
There is no specified road widths in the UK, there are however recommendations made by numerous 
public bodies for two way HGV traffic, which when considering traffic from existing local quarries, the local 
creamery, Sealy Beds and heavy agricultural vehicles, would be considered the minimum 
recommendation:  

• • Health and Safety England (HSE) – Access for Site traffic recommends 7.3m and an 
absolute minimum of 6.1m (no stated road speed).  

• • Design Manual for roads and bridges (DMBR) - 7.3m for national speed limit roads with 
2-way HGV traffic.  

• • Department for transport Manual for Residential Streets (which Cumbria Development 
Design Guide for Roads is developed from) – 5.5m for 30mph streets.  

 
When considering road design HGVs are 2.55m wide, 3m including wing mirrors. Therefore 5.1m would be 
required for them to scrape past.  
For the analysis the road should be considered in two sections North (site entrance to A596) and South 
(site entrance to the A595). The B5301 between the site entrance and the A596 has been measured at 
numerous locations using a Trumeter measuring wheel to the nearest 10cm from edge to edge of 
carriageway, the results of this can be seen below.  
North of Site Entrance Site => A596  

   

 

  



B5301 North (35% of HGV traffic travelling via Aspatria to Silloth)  
On traveling north the road narrows significantly on entry to Parsonby village reducing to 4.3m and again 
in the village narrowing to 4.5m, insufficient space for two HGVs to pass. Villagers have witnessed HGVs 
using the pavement in Parsonby village to pass each other. Further North through Arkleby the road 
becomes national speed limit and narrows to 5.25m, it is banked by high hedges before finally meeting 
Arkleby bridge at 3.4m which stays below the width of two HGVs (5.1m) for over 150m. The road then 
enters a residential area of Aspatria (30mph) where the road continues to have insufficient width, with 
cars parked on the road side.  
To further add weight to this the issue, HGV traffic it is also mentioned in the Aspatria local development 
plan:  
“124. The town centre environment is of poor quality in certain areas, in part due to the level of heavy 

traffic that passes through the town.” 

 

  
 
  
  
  

 

 

 

 

  

Parsonby Village 4.5m HGVs on 

occasion use footpath to pass! 



 
 
The Parish Council feel it must be strongly questioned if this is an appropriate route for HGV quarry 
traffic? A road with numerous extended sections too narrow to pass, below all recommendations for 
minimum width with residential areas, school bus routes and school pickup and drop off points.  
 
Quarry Tonnage  
 
In our summary of the traffic issues, the parish council has specifically avoided using the applicants 
estimated vehicle numbers and has instead used percentages due to issues in the applicant’s figures. The 
applicant states there is 2.4 million m3 of limestone they intend to mine, assuming the density of 
limestone is 2000kgm-3 (it is actually 2711kgm-3), would result in 5 million tonnes of limestone. Assuming 
the quarry operates for 22 years and limestone is extracted for the duration of the period (no stripping / 
preparation or restoration time) and every load is a full load, it would take 36 full loads a day for every day 
the quarry is open (72 trips) to extract the full reserve. Even with these very generous underestimates, 
this value falls somewhat short of Thomas Armstrong’s estimates of 20 full loads a day. In reality the site 
will either have to operate at a far higher level of traffic or for far longer than the proposed, in order to 
extract the full reserve. The site is quoted at operating at 150,000 tonnes per year at this rate it would 
take over 32 years to mine the full reserve. 
   
When the initial scoping application was placed in 2017, the Parish Council completed a road survey on 
the B5301. It was found the road is already heavily used by Thomas Armstrong traffic with on average 13 
HGVs per day using the road, the majority of which were not quarry related vehicles. Cumbria Highways 
also completed a road survey in Feb 2017, while similar numbers of cars were reported however, T.A. road 
survey showed a 50% lower HGV traffic count than that reported by the County Council Survey. Questions 
must be raised about the validity of T.A. survey and possible bias.   

 

  

 

  

Arkleby Bridge HGV – 3.4m wide 

B5301 – 2 Armstrong HGVs 

attempting to pass 



B5301 South (65% of HGV traffic via A595 to Penrith)  
 
Southbound the B5301 is national speed limit, from the proposed exit to the A595. The road is on average 
of 5.6m wide but for substantial stretches narrows to 5.2 meters (measured at 30m Intervals for 1.2miles). 
This includes corners 5.7m wide where traffic requires more space to turn. This means HGVs are passing 
each other with a closing speed of over 100mph 60cm apart on average and at times only 10cm. This 
contravenes all recommendations stated above and brings into question Thomas Armstrong’s statement 
in their traffic submission HGVs can pass at speed safely. On measuring the road, the only point the road is 
6m is around Tomas Armstrong’s proposed site entrance (15m either side).  

  
  
  

  

 



General assumptions/statements made in application by T.A. on the B5301  
 
Buses  
 
Thomas Armstrong state there are no bus services on the B5301 but there are school bus services to 
Nelson Thomlinson and Keswick School which use this B5301 and drop off places for two schools 
Plumbland Primary (at the end of Stoops Lane) and Beacon Hill where the B5301 joins the A596. HGVs 
would be operating at the same times as these school drop offs and bus services. At the time of the survey 
there was also a public bus service operating through Parsonby two days a week.  
 
Cyclists  
 
Thomas Armstrong claim the road is rarely used by cyclists, but their traffic survey is based on January 
2018 survey data, logged for only one week. When nights are too dark for people to cycle and the 
weather often makes it dangerous. The B5301 is used by cyclists and is a popular route with locals as it 
connects both Aspatria with the L.D.N.P. and Tallentire through to Bothel.   
 
Village Footpath  
 
Thomas Armstrong claim the footpath in the village of 
Parsonby is rarely walked and compared to a city that is 
probably true. It is however, walked by a large number of 
locals daily. With the present HGV traffic the footpath is 
dangerous. Villagers have repeatedly seen HGVs and 
Tractors mount the pavement to pass.   
 
Accident Analysis   
 
In Thomas Armstrong’s submission an accident analysis 
has been conducted using www.crashmaps.co.uk, which 
focuses around their proposed site entrance over the 
past 5 years. 3 accidents were noted 2 involving 1 vehicle 
and 1 involving 2. The conclusion is drawn that there is no 
relationship between road design and accidents. If this 
analysis is opened up to cover the entire B5301 from 
Aspatria to the A595 (a route which the site traffic wish 
to take) there are 6 accidents in the last 5 years, 70% 
involving 2 vehicles of which the majority is where the 
road is narrowest. It is important to note this data only 
includes personal injury and fatalities (recorded using 
STATS19 form) and therefore ignores damage only 
accidents. In reality the number of accidents is far higher, 
with a larger proportion of accidents involving 2 vehicles 
caused due to insufficient width. From discussion in the 
village the actual accident rate is far higher and involve 
no injury accidents.  
 
Opening this analysis up to the last 20 years shows 31 
accidents on the B5301, 68% of which involved 2 vehicles. 
More concerning however, is 2 of these accidents resulted in fatalities, these were located at junctions 
of the A595 and A596 with the B5301.  

 



Junction Survey  
 
Due to the mismatch in proposed reserve, estimated tonnage and HGV load discussed above the Parish 
Council feel the junction surveys are invalid. The traffic appendix provides limited assessment of the 
junctions of the B5301 with the A595 and A596 beyond simplistic visual surveys. As the A595 is part of 
Cumbria’s strategic road network it is vital the road is assessed for impact and safety.  
 
The principle use of the extracted limestone will be at Thomas Armstrong’s block plants at Penrith and 
Silloth alongside their precast concrete plant at Workington; the quantities of limestone are likely to be 
known by the applicant. These sites are already operational, and the extracted material will be replacing 
bought in aggregate. Therefore, it is felt that the lack of detail in the traffic submission is designed to 
intentionally mislead. Further variation in HGV numbers were confirmed in the public meeting where the 
Thomas Armstrong directors commented that initially the yearly tonnage would be modest but that this 
would increase as the project developed and the peak traffic would be far higher.   
 
The application also does not give proposed routes for the traffic created by the site. On questioning the 
Northbound route at the public meeting it was admitted traffic to Silloth would take the B5301 to Silloth. 
This goes through significant residential areas of Aspatria and past Beacon Hill Secondary School and the 
village of West Newton. Traffic will also have to cross the A596 in Aspatria, a junction which would be 
described as challenging at best.  
 
This lack of clarity and admission by the applicants, the Parish Council feel invalidates the applicant’s 
submission and if the application is accepted operational tonnage limits should be imposed on the site at 
the applicants proposed HGV loading, with no traffic allowed North on the B5301.  
  
With the number of incorrect assertions made in the traffic submission, the Parish council feel serious 
questions must be asked about the reliability of the report and if the B5301 is safe and fit for a further 
increase in HGV traffic.  
   



Proposed Site Access  
Thomas Armstrong have proposed a new junction to 
access the site on the B5301, North of Parsonby Brow. 
This is due to the old site access used in the 1950s 
when the site was a quarry and in the 1960s to 1970s 
when the site was a landfill having insufficient visual 
splay which would not conform to modern standards.  
Gateway Location  
 

C.C.C. Highways have agreed to the new site access 
under the following conditions:  
 

 
 
The points in red are not currently achievable. The land pictured red 
(right image) is currently owned by the Pearson family. The applicant is 
aware of this and has tried to purchase this land in the past however, 
this has this has not been possible, there is no covenant in place.  
 
The Design Manual for Road and Bridges (DMRB) gives the most 
appropriate guidance on junction design on national speed limit roads. 
DMRB Vol6 Sect1 Part1 stipulates a desirable minimum sight distance of 
215m for national speed limit roads. Without the land pictured red 
this distance is not achievable. Moving the junction north into the 
woodland would allow the 215m distance South to be achieved but 
would amplify the ecological damage and reduce the minimum sight 
distance North below the absolute minimum, 160m. This has already 
been reduced, below desirable as vehicle traveling south are 
climbing Parsonby Brow and therefore are at a reduced speed, (an 
assumption which is not valid and discussed on the next page), no 
further reduction is allowable below 160m.  
 
Without the land pictured red or control over it to maintain an appropriate visual splay, a safe site 
entrance can not be created to the site. This effectively makes the site land locked.  
   

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Road Speed  
When considering changes and additions to the road network both the design speed of the road and 85th 
percentile of current vehicle speed should be considered.  
The B5301 at the proposed access point is a national speed limit single carriage road, which is non 
delineated (no centre line). On reviewing the traffic survey data completed by Thomas Armstrong at their 
proposed site in January 2018.  

  
From the table above it can be seen that traffic currently passing the proposed site entrance has an 85th 
percentile speed well above 50mph. It is surprising that traffic southbound is only traveling 4mph slower 
even though it is climbing, this reduction is due heavy loaded lorries which are struggling to climb 
Parsonby Bow, light traffic will be traveling much closer to the roads design speed (60mph). It is also 
worth noting this survey was taken in January when all days had some rainfall, average temperatures were 
10°C and sunrise and sunset were during rush hour. It must therefore be asked how reflective these 
speeds are when compared with speeds throughout the year when weather and lighting is more 
favourable. The proposed reduction in T.A. Transport appendix in the Northern visual splay from 210m to 
160m is also surprising and worrying when considering the 85th percentile of traffic speed southbound is 
substantially above the design speed of a 85A category road (the design of a road where 160m visual splay 
would be considered appropriate). The above recorded 85th percentile speeds both northbound and 
southbound would suggest that for a safe stopping sight distance, appropriate visual splays of 215m 
should be applied in both directions. It would also not support a speed reduction to 50mph.  
  
Of further concern to the Parish Council is the proposal to level Parsonby Brow (Blue on satellite image on 
previous page) Not only will this work cause significant disruption for the B5301 users, for a very marginal 
gain in road safety (for current users). It will also significantly 
impact local farmers who use the gate circled red. At present this 
gate is 0.5m higher than the current carriageway. In order to level 
Parsonby Brow, a reduction in carriageway height reduction of 
approximately 1 to 1.5m is needed. As the gateway circled is 1m 
back from the carriageway, this would mean the gradient to 
access the circled gateway would be inappropriate for cattle and 
vehicular access.   
  

 

 
 



Noise  
From the NPPF (National Planning Policy framework), page 54, item 180  
 
“a) mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential adverse impacts resulting from noise from new 
development – and avoid noise giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and the quality of life;   
 
b) identify and protect tranquil areas which have remained relatively undisturbed by noise and are prized 
for their recreational and amenity value for this reason”  
 
From Allerdale Local Development Plan  
“Ensure that landscape character and local distinctiveness is protected, conserved and wherever possible 
enhanced”  
 
“Protect the distinctive character of villages and settlements by ensuring that all new development 
respects and positively contributes to existing traditional designs and features”  

 
 
 
The Environment Statement, noise appendix submitted in the application, describes the current 
soundscape as intermittent road noise, agricultural activity, livestock, leaf rustle, and bird song with an 
average noise level of 38-39 dBA LA90,1h. During normal operation hours of the quarry approximately 
12hrs Mon to Friday, 6 hours on a Saturday. The noise intensity level will increase 7-8dB at approximately 
60 properties including a school. It must be remembered the decibel scale is logarithmic and therefore 
small changes = big changes in apparent volume. The proposed increase would amount to an apparent 
volume increase of 1.6 to 1.8 times relative to background. The current soundscape of the village will be 
overpowered during quarry operation.   

 

 



The planning application allows for 8 weeks (15%) of the year, for sound emission at a higher level. This 
level would be approximately 50dB for the southern edge of the village, 12dB over current background 
well over double current background levels in perceived volume.  
 
It is worth noting that BS4142-2014 "Methods for Rating Industrial Noise Affecting Mixed Residential and 
Industrial Areas" allows that if the problem noise is tonal [containing a noticeable hiss, whine or hum] a 
6dB offset be applied or if it is impulsive [contains bangs clatters, clicks or thumps] 9dB or if it is irregular 
enough to attract attention, a correction of 3dB should be added. As the noises produced by the quarry 
will be foreign to the current soundscape and impulsive a 3dB offset should be applied as a minimum. As 
the estimated regular quarry operation noise is 7 to 8dBA this would increase the noise produced by the 
quarry to well over the allowed 10dBA limit at many properties in the village. Even without the offset, 
increases of +5dBA is considered adverse and +10dBA is considered significantly adverse by the current 
BS4142-2014 standard which directly contravenes the NPFF statement.   
 
It is vital to remember this increase in sound is not part of the natural soundscape of leaf rustle and 
birdsong but instead heavy plant and machinery from the site. The noise from this quarry will completely 
change the rural soundscape of the village and turn what was once a quiet rural village into an industrial 
setting. People will be unable to use their gardens or go for walks along the C2278 (road east of site) as it 
would be the same as walking through a heavy industrial area. The rock crusher and percussion drill will 
be the predominant noise overpowering all local noises.  
 
Given the demographic of the village, the number of properties adversely affected, including a school. The 
parish council would be extremely concerned if this was deemed acceptable. The noise from the proposal 
would adversely affect the quality of life for the majority of the people in the villages of Parsonby and 
Plumbland and remove outdoor amenity.  
 
It is important to consider noises above are average noise levels taken over 15min and averaged over an 
hour (free field). This reduces the effect of impulsive noises. Some of the noises produced will be far 
louder than the average and will be heard much further away changing the character of the Ellen Valley. 
Many local villages and towns will hear the noises created by this development, 100s of properties.   
 
Taking Thomas Armstrong’s proposed sound increases with the proposed noise mitigation efforts and no 
correction factor for the types of noises produced. During normal operation, the sound levels 
experienced by 70 properties in the village would be considered adverse by BS4142-2014 standards, 
during short term periods, 8 weeks a year it would be considered significantly adverse. Given the 
adverse effect of the noise increase and the statement from the NPFF, the Parish Council consider the 
proposal completely inappropriate.   
  
   



High Close Landfill  
Of significant concern is the legacy Land Fill Site of High Close Farm. Approximately 300m long by 100m 
wide by 13m deep. The exact contents of this site are not known however Cumbria Waste Management 
and the Environment Agency believe the main categories of waste to be household, trade, industrial, 
“special” and notifiable waste under the 1972 deposit of poisonous waste act. (waste which is a hazard to 
life heath and the environment). Two separate public bodies have informed us that the landfill site is 
known to be unlined (T.A. submission proposes the site is lined) and with no leachate management 
system, currently containing approximately 7m of contaminated water (measured from the base) and 

leachate. Leachate from this site has already been found to be leaking at a slow rate into surrounding rock 
and soils forming a plume, although this was only studied over a very short period.  
 
The proposal for the active quarry will see the active quarry site side onto the legacy landfill, with a 15 
bund / separation composed of rock of questionable strength and permeability. The quarry will mine over 
20m below the water level in the existing landfill.  
 
The hydrology of the site was studied in the hydrology report and compared to drinking water standards 
however, significant components of leachate (when considering the contents of the site) were not tested, 
such as; dissolved organic matter, sulphates, aluminium, zinc, heavy metals, and xenobiotic organic 
compounds. Equally concerning Biological Oxygen Demand (B.O.D.) and Chemical Oxygen Demand 
(C.O.D.) was not studied, key indicators of the hazard the leachate would pose to aquatic life.   

  
 
 
Of significant concern is that the landfill is retaining 7m of contaminated water and leachate (water level 
appears stable, T.A. Data), which is above ground water level by approximately 22m although ground 
water level does vary seasonally (borehole 22A). This means the site has developed a natural rock seal and 
while leaking slowly a large amount of contaminated water and leachate is interned on the site. The 
condition of the rock surrounding the landfill is unknown as this is a backfill site, the rock is likely to have 
many fractures from previous mining. When considering the proposed method of mining and the 
proposed standoff / bund of 15m, the porosity of limestone, there is a high chance of release of some or 
all the fluid contents of the site, some 100,000 litres (a low estimate) of hazardous contaminated water 
and leachate. Equally blasting could cause additional leakage direct to groundwater through sides and 
base of landfill. These concerns have been raised by both the Environment Agency and Cumbria County 
Council Waste Management.  
to excavation base  
Groundwater level (22A), 22m below landfill water level  
Limestone and Boulder Clay  

 

 



 
 
Diagram above indicates tip is retaining water, although leaking slowly, while groundwater level fluctuates 
water level in landfill is stable. 
 
When studying the geology of the area further concern is raised. The site to be quarried is a sequence of 
Limestone Beds, LM4 to LM7 (the deepest). The bed dip of this Limestone sequence is 5-10 degrees in a 
North Westerly direction towards the village from the old land fill site and the proposed new quarry site. 
When looking at the borehole logs (produced by Stephenson Halliday) the majority of the logs are 
Limestone topped off with Boulder Clay. As boulder clay is formed by the deposition from melting glaciers 
and ice sheets it is fair to say that the limestones were exposed during the last glacial period. This means 
that fracturing and erosion of the limestone beds would have taken place at this time. Continued water 
ingress into the Limestones of the area dissolving the stone will have increased the permeability of the 
rock. As stated the flow is towards the Northwest of the quarry site where this limestone sequence 
encounters the Gilcrux Fault running East/West at Flats Beck where the Limestone beds are sealed off 
with down faulted younger rocks of mudstone/siltstone and minor sandstone sequences. Water from the 
site will flow down the joints and bedding in the Limestones until it meets the Gilcrux Fault (a sealed fault 
line) at which point it rises to the surface as a spring which feeds Flatts Beck in Pasonby Village.  
  

  
  
  
  
  
  

 

Cross section of site drift geology. 

(Annotated) 



 
Flatts Beck contains wildlife including kingfishers, newts, bats, owls, fieldfares and foxes but more 
concerning however, is that it feeds directly into the River Ellen an important salmon river. Therefore, the 
release of contaminated water and leachate from the site would flow into Flatts Beck and then into the 
River Ellen. Damaging fish life and posing a significant hazard to life, based on the contents of the landfill.  
 
Surrounding the proposed site are numerous natural springs (due to the fractious nature of limestone). 
Many of these springs have historically been piped to troughs to feed livestock, an example of which is the 
spring which feeds the cattle troughs in Parsonby Farm Farmyard. This spring rises below the old quarry 
access road to the Northwest of the landfill (The direction the landfill is already known to be leaking in) 
and is then piped to the farmyard. Due to the possible interaction with farm animals and the local 
population through these springs, the risk of increasing the rate of leachate and contaminated water 
release is considered too high.  
 
The objection from Cumbria County Waste Management states they “would advise that the waste mass 
is not disturbed in any way and no traffic should cross the waste mass.” The applicant indicates they will 
be driving over the landfill site and in Phase 1 and 2, and installing a surface conveyor over it. As Cumbria 
County Waste Management were responsible for this landfill site during its operation, they are the most 
informed as to operating procedure around the waste mass. There are no details published in the 
application as to how the conveyor would be installed or supported but as blasting would likely cause 
liquefaction of the landfill contents the Parish Council would question how mining/blasting near the waste 
mass would not disturb it and how the installation of a conveyor would equally not disturb the site. 
Further shown in the site plans is the haul road at the North of the site which crosses waste mass, in direct 
contravention of the advice of the consultation response.   

  

Drift geology of site. 

(Annotated) 



Landfill and Restoration Plan  
There is an extremely limited contingency plan in the hydrology report to deal with leachate released onto 
the active quarry, site while the quarry is in operation. Principally this is to treat the leachate and 
discharge from the site into the water course. This plan seems simplistic at best, leachate treatment is a 
process which is extremely energy and cost intensive. The plan also ignores leachate which escapes the 
site directly into the watercourse and the effects of leachate on Thomas Armstrong’s proposed restorative 
plan, when mining has ceased.  
 
Thomas Armstrong’s restorative plan for the 
quarry site is to leave a mined hole with 
bare rock faces, ponds and soakaways this 
area will be deeper than the back filled 
landfill site. From the map right water will 
flow in a northwest direction (as confirmed 
by elevated readings in the test boreholes 
drilled by T.A. and drift maps) towards the 
excavation, therefore the remains of the 
workings (pictured left) will become an 
open sump for leachate and contaminated 
water from the site. A very significant 
hazardous area. This water will then soak 
away into the aquifer and travel towards 
Flatts Beck.  
 
There have been significant problems with 
the landfill in the past and the pond which 
forms on top of the site from settlement 
producing a foul smell during wet periods. 
This area is above the landfill site and 
further brings into question the effect of the 
restorative scheme of leaving a deep 
depression to the west side of the site.  
 
 
It is impossible to know with absolute certainty the effects of removal of the material to west of the 
landfill or the effects of vibration from blasting on both the contents of the landfill and the natural rock 
seal which has formed, particularly given the soluble fractious nature of the limestone in the site. There is 
no easy way to control the leachate and contaminated water currently contained in the landfill and the 
liquid which will be produced in the future by the site through natural percolation of rainfall on top of the 
landfill site; without significantly compromising the hydrology of the area and therefore Flatts Beck. 
Consequently, without full removal of the legacy waste site and decontamination the Parish Council would 
be extremely concerned if the planned development was allowed, both due to the risk during mining and 
the long-term risk the site would present after mining is complete. Revoking the current planning 
permission is the only logical solution to the above problem as removal of the above landfill would cost 
the council/applicant far more than the value of the limestone present in the site.  
   

 



Vibration  
In the report a peak particle velocity of 6mms-1 at High Close Farm is chosen as a maximum allowable as it 
is deemed below the threshold of structural damage for modern buildings. In table 2 of Appendix 6 of T.A. 
submission indicative PPV are shown for 5 sites, this shows that the southern edge (over 60 houses) of the 
village will experience maximum PPVs of 2.2-1.8 mms-1. A normal blasting working day is said to be 8:00-
18:00. These are mapped on the OS Map below.  
  

 
 
Mapped Vibration levels - max is the 95th percentile variation due to propagation of blasts.  
BS5228-2 “Code of practice for noise and vibration control on construction and open sites. Vibration” 
Table B.1  
 

 
  
As seen above vibrations of 2.2 to 1.8 mms-1 are well above the level of 1.0 mms-1 which in the table above 
is shown to cause complaint.   
 
It is also worth noting that the majority of the buildings in the villages are of an old stone and lime 
construction and will be therefore far less resilient to vibration. Houses in the village have suffered render 
cracking from HGVs on the B5301. Therefore, blasting in such close proximity is concerning.  



Other significant concerns from the blast vibrations are the affects on the backfilled land fill site of High 
Close quarry. Blasting in close proximity will further weaken and cause micro-fractures to the rock bund / 
standoff around the landfill and will cause 
liquefaction of the contents of the site 
increasing the rate of contaminated water and 
leachate discharge.  
 
There is a regional 0.35m high-pressure gas 
pipeline in the centre of the active quarry site 
which Northern Gas request no blasting within 
250m of without prediction and monitoring of 
vibration levels (image right). In the planning 
submission it is stated northern gas have agreed 
to move the pipeline however, due to where it 
crosses the B5301 and joins neighbouring 
farmland this point can be considered fixed, this 
250m separation impinges significantly on the 
site. There have been no vibration estimates at 
this point. Damage to this pipeline risks the 
supply of gas to the west coast of Cumbria and 
the safety of the 10 Thomas Armstrong site 
workers.  
 
Blasting will take place within 50m of an active 
highway the B5301 to the west of the site. From 
estimation using the scale drawings of Phase 2 
and Phase 3 (figure 9 & 10) the closest blasting 
will happen is approximately 35m from the 
centre of the active carriageway. At this distance 
the danger of flyrock (rock which becomes 
airborne from blasting) becomes a significant 
concern. Equally any accident or miscalculation 
in blasting would have no margin for error. This 
is demonstarted in recent local accidents 
involving flyrock; such as at Tendley Quarry, 
Brigham (Feb 2018); where a 16kg piece of rock 
was launched 402m. An accident of this 
magnitude at High Close would put many 
properties, vehicles and life in danger. Due to 
the proposed proximity of the quarry to the 
B5301 the only safe method of blasting would 
be to close the B5301 during blasting. The 
disruption this would cause to local residents, 
businesses and commuters would be 
unjustifiable.  
 
With the number of properties and people affected by the proposal, the landfill and the high-pressure gas 
main, the Parish Council would struggle to understand how the above proposal could be considered safe 
or acceptable. Therefore, revoking the current planning permission is the only logical solution.   

 

 

 

 



Visual  
During the early stages of the development the site will have significant visual impact in the villages of 
Parsonby, Plumbland and Arkleby (T.A. LVIA Page Pages 23, 24, 25). The site sits 30 to 50m above the 
village, therefore is at sufficient elevation to be seen above local properties and be considered on the 
skyline of the village. 
 

 
 
Further afield in the town of Aspatria and village of Oughterside, the development will be visible. Artificial 
lighting will be visible at night from the site and the significant visual disruption experienced in the early 
stages similar to that in local villages (although at greater distance).   
 

 
 
The principal road linking the villages of Parsonby Plumbland and Aspatria is the B5301 (a road which has 
over a 1000 vehicles a day on it). The site will be visible particularly during winter months traveling North 
along the B5301 as the road sits above and to the west of the site. Traveling South the impact will be 
similar as to that in the villages of Parsonby Plumbland and Arkleby. From the A595 as traffic passes west 
over Wharrels Hill, the Cemex Moota Quarry and the proposed development will both have significant 
visual impacts. The A595 at this point is over 60m above the proposed site and level with the Cemex 
Moota Quarry Extension. From this view the cumulative affects of the Moota Quarry and the proposed 
quarry will have greatest impact.   
 

 
 
N.B. Please note this picture was taken in November of 2017, this is before visible work had begun on the 
Moota East extension towards the B5301. Moota Quarry is now (Oct 2019) Far more visible.  



 
 

 
 





High Close Farm  
Of significant concern to the Parish Council is the way in which Thomas Armstrong have dealt with the 
proximity of High Close Farm and the assertions made throughout Thomas Armstrong’s Submission 
about this site.  
 
High Close farm is the closest residential property to the site. It has recently (May 2019) been purchased 
by a young family from the village and is to be used as a family smallholding, with the lower fields 
already being used for Herdwick sheep. It is stated on page 1 of the blasting report and in the dust 
analysis that High Close farm will be an industrial site when in fact this is not true, it will be a family 
home with a young child in residence.  
 
In the application a 15dB(A) noise increase at High Close farm under normal operation is suggested, this 
is 2.8 times louder than background, this is with noise abatement included. Short term an increase of 
25dB(A) is predicted which is 5.7 times louder than background. According to BS4142-2014, a 10dB(A) is 
considered significantly adverse; the above proposal would be over double the threshold for this 
criterion. The increase of over 10dB(A) also directly contravenes government advice. The proposed 
short term 55dB(A) also breaches World Health Organisation (WHO) Guidelines for community noise 
which states noise levels should not exceed 50dB(A).  
 
Vibration levels at High Close Farm are 
predicted to be on average 3mms-1 and a 
95th percentile maximum of 6mms-1. 
While these levels are unlikely to cause 
structural damage they are well above the 
1mms-1 level likely to be felt and to cause 
complaint (BS5228).  
 
The limited dust assessment carried out 
by the applicant identifies High Close 
Farm as having a “slightly adverse” effect 
from dust. Due to the extreme proximity 
of the active quarry site to the west and 
processing and stockpiling area to the 
South the Parish council wish to challenge 
this assertion. As discussed in the “Dust 
and Air Quality” section of this report the 
levels of PM2.5, PM10 will breach WHO 
limits. Nuisance dust will be a significant 
issue. The Parish Council feel as a minimum a more in-depth study must be carried out as this is a 
residential site. This report must consider seasonal variation, probable and worst case PM2.5, PM10, SO2 
and NO2 increases and prove beyond doubt the proposal will not increase these pollutant beyond EU 
and WHO limits.  
 
It is claimed that the current residents of High Close farm were fully aware of the proposal however, as 
the Environment statement which quantifies the affects was published after the purchase of High Close 
Farm, it is to be questioned how this is the case?  
 
The cumulative effects of the proposal on High Close Farm would be to effectively make the property 
uninhabitable, removing a smallholding from the village, removing a valuable residential property and 
placing a young family in a potentially dangerous environment.     

 

 



Dust and Air Quality  
The proposed development will produce additional dust in the form of PM2.5 PM10 and suspended 
particulate matter of larger diameters which will extend beyond the site boundries, this statement is 
beyond doubt and is shown in repeated research papers such as “Air Quality Assessment in the Vicinity 
of Quarry Site”1, “Dispersion of Quarry´s Dust”3 and “Assessment of Influential Range and Characteristics 
of Fugitive Dust in Limestone Extraction Processes”7.   
 
From the UK Governments “Guidance on the planning for mineral extraction in plan making and the 
application process”  
 
Paragraph 17 a & b  
The applicant should set out baseline conditions considering cumulative affects from other 
developments - This would include CEMEX Moota Quarry which is less than 750m from the proposed 
site, this has not been done.  
  
Paragraph 24  
Baseline conditions should be established, considering seasonal variations and local receptors such as 
schools and residential properties and the local climate – This has not been done. Weather is recorded 
in Keswick a site 15 miles south with unique climatic conditions. Stephen Halliday used a different wind 
direction to that of their earlier submission for the Moota Quarry extension (750m away). If the same 
direction had been used dust dispersion would be shown to be over the villages of Parsonby and 
Plumbland. The school is ignored as are the number of properties affected and baseline data could be 
considered weak at best.  
  
From the UK Health and Safety Executive - Health and Safety at Quarries - The Quarries Regulations 
1999   
 
The respective location of the site, its proximity to residential properties, schools, traffic routes and in 
respect of materials being worked such as silica content should be considered. - The applicant has failed 
to discharge their duty in respect to the health and safety of others as required by Regulation 6(1) of 
the Quarry regulations 1999.  This is evidenced by the failure of the applicant to consider the proximity 
of a school attended by 60 children within 700m of the planned mineral extraction area and the many 
residential properties.  
 
This is further reinforced by Cumbria County Coucils Development Control Policies - POLICY DC5 Dust ”If 
the development is expected to produce fine particulates (PM10 dust), additional measures may need 
to be put in place if the actual source of emission is within 1,000m of any residential property or other 
sensitive receptor/location” – Sensitive receptors such as a primary school are ignored, a residential 
property 100m from the site boundary is ignored!   
 
The applicant has made no attempt to either measure baseline air quality conditions at the site or at 
sensitive receptors considering seasonal variations. The only studies carried out were using the very 
limited data provided by predictive Automatic Urban and Rural Network of which the nearest station is 
Carlisle (24 Miles East) and a deposited dust distribution study at 3 areas (not identified) around the site  
from the 19/04/17 to 31/05/17. This cannot be considered an acceptable measure of baseline air 
quality. Alongside not determining baseline data the applicant has not estimated probable increase of 
suspended particulate matter this effectively renders the dust appendix attached to the planning 
application baseless and unscientific.  
   



From completing a literature review alongside the limited information provided in the dust appendix 
from the applicant’s submission, predictions of possible air quality effects can be generated.  
 
Baseline  
 
Due to the lack of data supplied in the applicant submission it is impossible to establish an appropriate 
baseline. No active measurement have taken place and the numbers presented in the applicant 
appendix 5 “Dust and Air Quality” are based on 1km estimation from the AURN network, it ignores 
seasonal variations (which given the area and heating methods, employed will be significant) and at best 
could be considered an approximate model. Before planning is agreed; given the number, nature and 
proximity of sensitive receptors active seasonal monitoring of PM2.5, PM10, SO2 and NO2 must be 
undertaken to understand the site and establish a baseline.  
 
Particulate Increase  
 
Following a literature review of air quallity and mining it can be found that there are multiple sources of 
dust and PM2.5, PM10  the largest generators of these are drilling, crushing and transport.1,2,3,7   
 
PM2.5 PM10 are particularly hard to control due to the particles’ size and ability to be supported in an air 
mass. The range of PM10 particles is of significant concern these particles can be carried many km. In “Air 
Quality Assessment in the Vicinity of Quarry Site”1 elevated level of PM10 were found 5km for a 
limestone working and at a distance of 1km from the site the levels substantially breached WHO 
recommendations for PM10 50mg/m3 6. The proposed site is elevated above the villages of Parsonby and 
Plumbland and the prevailing wind direction from local experience is South / South Westerly (the same 
as the Moota Quarry Extention application). This would drive any PM2.5 PM10 and larger suspended dust 
particles over these villages and towards Aspatria. Given the proximity of High Close Farm and other 
neighbouring properties it it difficult to see from the research conducted how these properties would 
not breach PM10 WHO targets. High Close Farm – a residential small holding owned by a young family, 
would suffer the worst as it is only 300m from the working area and just over a 100m from the site 
boundary, it would be at significant risk from PM2.5.  
 
In Dispersion of Quarry´s Dust3 Haulage from the site was a significant contributor of dust alongside 
quarry activities. While the applicant has identified sheeting lorries to contain dust emission the same 
was the case in the above study. Site traffic from the above proposal will travel through 2 rural villages 
and a local town. The Parish Council feel the appropriateness of this route must again be questioned.  
 
From the literature review alongside the prevailing wind direction it can be seen that the quarry is likely 
to generate PM10 at a rate which is likley to be of significantly adverse levels to the villages of Parsonby, 
Plumbland and Arkleby; this includes a primary school with 60 students and outdoor play areas 600m 
from the working site boundary. This is highly likely to breach WHO Standards. Closer residential 
properties will be far worse affected and are at risk of PM2.5 exposure above those recommended by 
WHO Standards. Of significant concern at these properties is that the dust will also contain SiO2 (tests 
show 3.6% SiO2 by volume locally) the primary cause of silicosis.  
   



From the Clean Air Strategy 2019  
 
“Impact of air pollution across a person’s lifetime  
Air pollution can affect everyone, and air in all areas of the UK contains some proportion of man-made 
air pollutants. Exposure to air pollution has various different health effects, which come about at every 
stage of life, from a foetus’ first weeks in the womb all the way through to old age. The health effects of 
air pollution are complex, and range in severity of impact. In some cases, damage can be gradual and 
may not become apparent for many years.  
The 3 main conditions associated with air pollution are respiratory conditions (such as asthma), 
cardiovascular disease (CVD), and lung cancer, and there is emerging evidence for associations with 
dementia, low birth weight and Type 2 diabetes. COMEAP has highlighted that exposure to air pollution 
contributes to many thousands of deaths in the UK, through increasing the risk of CVD, respiratory 
disease and cancers.”  
  
In Summary  

• • The Applicant has not assessed baseline air quality levels in a way to be considered 
useful they have not considered the increase in PM2.5 PM10 from their activities in a way 
sufficent to discharge their duty to the health and safety of others as required by 
Regulation 6(1) of the Quarry regulations 1999.  

• • The principal drivers of dust and suspended particulate matter will be crushing drilling 
and conveyor belts in that order.  

• • From evidence of similar quarry sites and when considering local weather conditions it 
is likely the site will breach WHO recommendations in the villages of Parsonby and 
Plumbland for PM10 emission.  

• • Properties closest to the site are likely to breach PM2.5 levels.   

• • Transport North will further drive dust issues to above nuisance levels 200mg/m2/day 
(no initial bassline on B5301 set)  

• • The air pollution generated by the site will affect over 100 residential properties and a 
primary school, it will have a significantly adverse effect on the quality of life for 100s of 
adults and children.  
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Ecology  
The site has the potential to significantly impact the ecology of the area and this is identified in the 
planning submission Appendix 3 “Ecology” with the statement “For the working life of the quarry there 
will be adverse ecological impact” page 28. The initial Ecology surveys were completed in September 
2016 with sections on bats birds and newts added in 2017 Sept and a further bat survey added in 
February 2018 (which by page 15 5.8 is now out of date as it was only valid for one year). Due to the 
staggered, protracted way in which the ecology report has been completed over the course of over 3 
years, the ever-changing nature of the natural environment, this appendix must be considered out of 
date at the time of submission. There have been numerous sightings of many other species in the 
farmland and associated woodland (which will be reduced by 50%) many of which are protected and are 
not identified in the submission. Equally of concern the impacts of the excavation on local springs and 
the remaining trees which side onto the B5301 is not analysed.  
 
Bats  
 
Two trees BT05 and BT10 were identified as having a high probability of being bat roosts. The survey 
which identified this is now out of date. This survey recommended further studies to ascertain the 
importance of these trees. This survey work has not been undertaken. The trees BT05 and BT10 will be 
lost as part of the excavation these trees, as probable roosts, are therefore protected under the wildlife 
and countryside act (1981) and Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2017) removal or 
disturbance of these trees is a criminal offence. The woodland habitat at the side of the B5301 is also 
identified as a bat habitat the reduction of this woodland by 50% will have an adverse impact on the 
parish. Equally concerning is the effect the excavation will have on the remaining trees. As the remaining 
trees will effectively be on the edge of a 40m hole the change in hydrology to these remaining trees 
must be considered.  
 
Barn Owls  
 
Barn Owls are sighted alongside the B5301 in the report and in the past 2 years the area has seen a huge 
increase in both Tawny Owls and Barn Owls. Owls have been seen nesting in the woodland and young 
chicks have been found on the floor of the woodland. Barn Owls have schedule 1 protection a Barn Owl 
survey should be completed as a matter of urgency before the planning application is considered as it is 
an offence to disturb Barn Owl roosts.  
 
Brown Hares  
 
Brown Hares while having little legal protection are part of the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (B.A.P.) and 
Cumbria’s B.A.P. This is to try and conserve their dwindling numbers. Local residents regularly see the 
Brown Hares on the fields the proposed site would occupy. Approval of the above plan will destroy the 
current community of Brown Hares living on the site in direct contravention of both UK B.A.P. and 
Cumbria B.A.P., these hares are unlikely to return in 22 years when mining finishes.   
 
Birds  
 
Several important species of bird use the grass land which the proposed site will occupy including 
Starlings (red listed), Fieldfare, Black Caps, Chiff-Chafs, Yellow Hammers (Cumbria B.A.P.), Whitethroats, 
Nuthatcher, Woodpeckers, Willow and Garden Warbler. Curlews (Protected and Cumbria B.A.P.) have 
also been seen both on the site and in the fields to the west of the site. While the proposal stipulates an 
ecological gain when the project is completed it must be stressed and understood that as these birds are 
displaced it will take far, far longer for these species to re-establish themselves at levels they are today 
and the ecological effect in the parish will be adverse.  



Due to the noise and environmental impact generated by the site the impacts will also spread far further 
than the proposed site and woodland. It should be questioned where these migratory birds are 
expected to go while the quarry is operational.  
 
Red Squirrel  
Red Squirrel have been identified in the woodlands which will be reduced by 50% next to the B5301 and 
are not mentioned in the ecological reports. This is a protected species under Schedules 5 and 6 of the 
Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (WCA) (amended by the Countryside & Rights of Way Act 2000). It is an 
offence to intentionally kill or injure a red squirrel or intentionally or recklessly damage or destroy any 
structure or place a red squirrel uses for shelter or protection or disturb a red squirrel while it occupies 
such a place. A Red Squirrel survey should be completed as a matter of urgency before planning 
permission is given to avoid damage to such a valuable species.  
 
Springs  
Due to the area being composed predominantly of limestone, the area contains numerous natural 
springs and sinkholes. The proposed workings will not descend below groundwater levels however, 
through local experience during the installation of the Northern Gas interregional pipeline and during 
the backfilling of the old workings (both were above groundwater levels) the hydrology of the area 
changed significantly. It is therefore not unreasonable to assume the proposed plan is likely to have an 
adverse effect on some or all of these natural features. On clarifying this with Stephenson Halliday’s 
Hydrologist he confirmed it is very difficult / impossible to fully predict the effects when dealing with 
limestone.  

 
These springs support wildlife throughout the parish from wildlife ponds such as those seen in the 
grounds of Plumbland House, stock drinking troughs in fields, to becks which cross through the area 
supporting fish, otters, heron, mallard, frogs, newts and a large number of invertebrates such as 
dragonfly.  
 
The cumulative impacts identified in the Ecology report the parish council feel are understated. The 
impact across the parish will result in a significantly adverse effect to wildlife and change the rural 
character of the area. The Parish Council feel this detrimental impact must be fully considered and the 
effect of simply planting trees will be of negligible offset relative to the damage the proposal will cause. 
Before planning is even considered the outstanding surveys of Bats must be completed along with a new 
ecological survey in order to take full account of the species which were missed in the initial survey such 
as Barn Owls and Red Squirrels.   



Validity of Permission  
The parish council would also like to question the validity of the applicants old mining permission. An 
extract is attached below from the planning application for change of use to landfill, dated 30th July 1976 
Application No. 2/76/0357,   
 

 
 
It is noted that the quarry is described as disused, not dormant and that the quarry land is to be 
returned to agricultural use at the end of the landfill’s active life. It has been over 62 years since active 
extraction took place at the site and the landfill was closed in the 1990s. At the closure of the landfill the 
site was left with no evidence of previous workings on the surface and the area was used solely for 
agricultural use. It has remained this way for over 25 years. The Parish Council would like to therefore 
question the validity of the old mining permission.  
  
It is also worth noting condition 4 from this planning application:  
 

 
 
The Parish Council notes the above condition has not been met as confirmed by Cumbria County Council 
Waste Department records. No clay lining was installed, and the fissured limestone is not sealed, the 
landfill site is currently leaking in a North West direction. It is also worth noting that household, trade, 
industrial, “special” and notifiable waste under the 1972 deposit of poisonous waste act. (waste which is 
a hazard to life heath and the environment) was deposited in the site as confirmed by both the 
Environment Agency and Cumbria County Council Management Department, all directly against 
condition 4.     
   
  
   



Conclusion  
While the Parish Council are fully aware that this is a Review of Old Mining Permissions and that 
planning in principle has been established through the existence of the old planning permission. When 
considering the effects discussed in this Technical Addendum it must be deemed that the applicant’s 
proposal does not sufficiently mitigate adverse impacts and places the environment and peoples’ health 
in uncertainty / danger. In summary:  
 
Traffic – The road to the North of the site is completely inappropriate and there is no suitable method of 
widening the road or making it safe, therefore HGV traffic should not be allowed to travel North.   
 
The road to the south of the site is at present too narrow and unsafe. As a condition of planning the 
applicant should be made to widen the B5301 South to the A595 to 7.3m (the recommended width for 
two way HGV traffic) and fully delineate it.   
 
No traffic survey has been completed on the A595 or A596 therefore overall impact cannot be assessed. 
Quarry Tonnage and therefore transport is not realistic for the time limitations of the site or the 
proposed number of lorries, the site should be limited to the proposed HGV loading put forward in the 
application.   
 
Site Access – The land required to the south of the proposed site entrance is not owned by the applicant 
nor do they possess any restrictive covenants or other agreements to maintain appropriate visual 
splays.   
 
A safe junction must be found to access the site with sufficient visual splays, as a minimum these should 
be 4.5x215m South of the entrance and 4.5mx215m North of the entrance when considering the 85th 
percentile of speed; as measured by the applicant, at the site entrance during winter, when road 
conditions are poor, (85th percentile was well above 50mph). It is not possible to generate these visual 
splays for stopping sight distances even with the applicant’s proposal to remove Parsonby Brow.   
 
Of note is that the planning application 2/19/9011 submitted is incorrect, therefore making the 
application invalid. On the certificate of ownership, the applicant confirms they are the only owner of 
the land to which the application relates, when in fact the junction requires visual splays over 
neighbouring land which is not owned by the applicant (but the owner is known by the applicant). 
Therefore, certificate B is incorrectly completed. Another error noted is in section 15, the applicant 
states, no trees will be felled however, from the transport appendix this is incorrect.  Finally, the 
application should have been lodged with Allerdale Council as this is a permission for a field access and 
is a matter for the local planning authority to consider, not the Mineral Planning Authority. 
 

 
 
Noise – The noise the site creates will in normal operation cause an adverse impact and significantly 
adverse impact during “short term” (8 weeks a year) periods. This will be felt in two villages including a 
Primary School and over 70 properties. Noises will be heard across the Ellen Valley. It will remove village 
amenity and affect the quality of life for 100s of people.  
   



High Close Landfill – Under Part 2a of the environmental protection act the contaminated land on the 
site has not been assessed according to BS10175-2011. The applicant has only completed a very 
superficial hydrology study and has not identified key components of leachate or the hazard this 
leachate would pose. The applicant has a very limited assessment of the probable pathways and no 
assessment of likely receptors. This is a dangerous legacy landfill which as both Cumbria County Council 
Waste Management and the Environment Agency have indicated is best left undisturbed. There is no 
indication the proposal will not disturb the landfill and the applicants understanding of the site and its 
dangers is weak. The risk to groundwater is difficult / impossible to fully predict and mitigate.  
 
Vibration – Vibration will be sufficient to be felt in people’s homes and cause concern. Vibration will risk 
damage to a regional high-pressure gas main and risk the lives of those present on the site, as well as 
supply of gas to the North of Cumbria. Vibrations risk increasing the rate of leachate and contaminated 
water released from the site both into the active quarry workings and direct to groundwater.  
 
Visual Impact – The visual impact of the site will affect 100s of residents and over 1000 commuters. The 
cumulative affects of this development and Moota Cemex Quarry extension has not been studied. The 
impact on the Lake District National Park has not been studied and Lake District Landscape Character 
Assessment Supplementary Planning Document was not consulted. It will have a significantly adverse 
impact on 2 villages over 70 properties and 100s of people.  
 
High Close Farm – The development will effectively render a smallholding and residential property 
uninhabitable through noise and air pollution increases. Both these types of pollution will be above UK, 
EU and WHO guidelines. Restrictive covenants have been put in place by the applicant to attempt to 
prevent the new owner objecting or raising concerns about the development without them having full 
knowledge of the development.  
 
Dust – The applicant has failed to set baseline conditions for the site, the report contains errors and 
they have failed to consider the cumulative affects of the proposed site and existing sites. The applicant 
has failed to discharge their duty in respect to the health and safety of others as required by Regulation 
6(1) of the Quarry regulations 1999.  This is evidenced by the failure of the applicant to consider the 
proximity of a school attended by 60 children within 700m of the planned mineral extraction area. The 
applicant has failed to consider the probable increase of suspended particulate matter and the fact this 
is likely to elevate the levels to a point above WHO standards.  
 
Ecology – The Ecology study completed by the applicants should be considered out of date as now over 
3 years have passed since it was first completed. Important species which are resident in the woods 
have not been identified. Trees BT05 and BT10 were stipulated in the out of date bat survey as having a 
high potential for bat roosting and the report sighted a further bat study must be carried out. This has 
not been completed; as bats are protected under Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) and Conservation 
of Habitats and Species Regulations (2017) this survey work should be carried out as a matter of 
importance before any planning is granted. The area was identified as a Barn Owl hunting area, as this is 
a protected species under schedule 1 of the wildlife on countryside act 1981 further survey work should 
be established to consider the impact to these birds of prey. The Red Squirrels resident in the woodland 
were not identified as again these are a heavily protected species survey work should be undertaken to 
identify the population before planning is granted.    
   



Public Footpath - Public footpath 248019 passes through part of the proposed site to the north of High 
Close, This is a popular local footpath and must not be obstructed before or after the quarrying has 
taken place if the footpath is to be temporarily obstructed, then a formal temporary closure will be 
required which will be strongly opposed by the local community. The proposed development has the 
potential to significantly reduce the amenity of this route.  
 
Blasting Separation B5301 – The proposed quarry excavation site will employ blasting within 50m of the 
centre of the B5301. From estimation using the scale drawings of Phase 2 and Phase 3 (figure 9 & 10) 
the closest this will happen is approximately 35m from the centre of the carriageway. At this distance 
the danger of flyrock (rock which becomes airborne from blasting) becomes a significant concern, due to 
the proposed proximity of the quarry to the B5301 the only safe method of blasting at this distance 
would be to close the B5301 during blasting. The Parish Council would strongly object to closure of the 
B5301 for the purpose of blasting as the disruption this would cause to local residents, businesses and 
commuters would be unjustifiable.  
 
Historic Survey – As the site contains an Iron Age Enclosure there is a high probability of other 
assets/artefacts of similar significance. As per the N.P.P.F. an informed judgement as to the contents of 
the site can only be made with a full geophysical survey of the site (as was requested by Cumbria County 
Council Historic Environment Response). The Parish Council feel before this proposal is accepted this 
Geophysical Survey must be completed.  
  
When considering the cumulative significantly adverse outcomes the proposal will have on the local 
area the Parish Council feel the only appropriate, responsible and safe course of action would be 
rejection of the current proposal and removal of the existing permission. With the number of location 
specific issues there is no safe way to mitigate the issues raised in this addendum to a satisfactory level. 
Cumbria County Councils motto is “Serving the people of Cumbria”. When considering the significance 
and number of impacts the proposal will have on 100s of properties it must be asked if the council will 
be meeting this commitment in passing the proposal in its current form.  
  
This Technical addendum has been researched and complied by Plumbland Parish Councils Working 
Group.  



Appendix 2 – Aspatria Town Council 
 

Cumbria County Council Planning Application 

2/19/9010  High Close Quarry, Plumbland  

Aspatria Town Council wish to object to the proposed new access to the dormant quarry on 

the following grounds:  

1 The proposed access is over land under which there is a high pressure gas pipeline 
and on which there should be no development.  

2 The proposed access is on a de-restricted straight stretch of the B5301 where 
vehicles travel at 60 mph and more often at greater speed. Slow moving HGVs 
emerging from or entering the access would be a hazard and create a serious risk of 
accident.  

 



Appendix 3 – Environmental Health 

 
Environmental Health has reviewed the Environmental Impact Assessment and submitted documents.  

Appendix 4 Noise  

Environmental Health have the following comments regards the Appendix 4 report.  

  Environmental Health are satisfied with the worst case sound source levels 
which are taken from BS 5228 or previous studies where appropriate. Although methodology is 
discussed and appears adequate full 
detail of calculations used to ascertain the predicted noise levels at the receptors should be prov
ided.  

 
Environmental Health note missing detail in regards quantified impact levels (Observed Adve
rse Effect Levels,(no / Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level). There is no clear quantification
 discussion other than the noise is not a Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level.   

 
WHO guideline noise levels do not appear to have been considered or discussed against the pre
dicted levels at any of the receptors. Particular concern is raised for the 
closest receptor High Close Farm which may be occupied as a 
residence. Effect on residential properties using BS 8233:2014 should also be discussed before 
impact levels are quantified.  

  

 Although time averaged sound levels have been provided further 
information on instantaneous sounds levels (LMax) should also be discussed before instant
aneous effect levels being discounted.  

Environmental Health agree the sound levels which have been put forward are in compliance with
 the current national guideline noise planning condition for mineral planning.  

Appendix 5 Dust and Air Quality  

Additional regulation in regards to control of Dust and Air Quality will be required under 
Pollution Prevention and Control Regulations 2016.  

This process will require a permit with conditions as advised in the Pollution Prevention and Control (
England and 
Wales) Regulations 2016 before operations commence, and the applicant is advised to contact the 
environmental health service for confirmation and application.  

Appendix 6 Blasting  

Environmental Health have reviewed the information submitted in Appendix 6 of the Environmental
 Statement. Environmental Health are satisfied that the effects on neighbouring buildings has been 
quantified.  

Environmental Health feel there is not enough detail provided in terms of the nuisance 
and amenity effects on people residing at the identified receptor points.  



Blasting creates vibration which 
is of very short duration, with a frequency of events varying from a small 
number per year to several times 
per day, depending on the nature and size of the extraction operation. The frequency of 
blasting (number of blasts per day, week ,year) has not been identified within the report. The frequency 
of events is key determining the impact in terms of nuisance and amenity.  
 
In terms of Nuisance and Amenity Environmental Health wish to draw attention to the following informa
tion taken from BS 5228‐2:2009 Code of Practice for noise and vibration control on Construction and o
pen sites. The following information relates directly to Blasting and best practice.  
BS 5228 Part 2 Para 4 Community Relations  

“Vibration and air overpressure from blasting operations is a special case and can under 
some circumstances give rise to concern or even alarm to persons unaccustomed to 
it. The adoption of good blasting practices will reduce the inherent and associated impulsive noise: 
prior warning to members of the public, individually if necessary, is important.”  

BS 5228 Part 2 Para 6.3  

“c) Duration of site operations. In general, the longer 
the duration of activities on a site, the more likely it is that vibration from the site will prove to 
be an issue. In this context, good public relations and communication are important. Local 
residents might be willing to accept higher levels of vibration if they 
know that such levels will only last for 
a short time. It is then important that site operations are carried out according to the stated sc
hedule and that the community is informed of their likely durations.  

d) Hours of work. Sensitivity to vibration at different times of the day is far more complex 
than sensitivity to noise. The sensitivity of the human body to vibration 
varies according to the direction and frequency of the vibration  

e) Attitude to the site operator. It is well established that people’s 
attitudes to vibration can be influenced by their 
attitudes to the source or activity itself. Vibration from a site will tend to be accepted 
more readily by local residents, if they consider that the contractor 
is taking all possible measures to avoid unnecessary vibration. The attitude to 
the contractor can also be improved through good community liaison and information distributio
n 
and the provision of a helpline to respond to queries or complaints. The acceptability of the proje
ct itself can also be a factor in determining community reaction”.  

Appendix 9 Geo Technical Assessment Of The Quarry Design and Appendix 
10 Hydrogeology and Hydrology  

Environmental Health have reviewed the submitted information and have concerns in regards to pas
t use of the land as a Landfill.  

Environmental Health are in agreement 
with the objection raised by the Environment Agency Ref-
NO/2019/112052/01‐L02 in response to insufficient information to demonstrate that the risk of 



pollution to controlled waters is acceptable.  

The applicant/developer’s attention is also drawn to the fact that 
there is the potential of contaminated land, soils and gas (potential for production and migration of land
fill gas which may affect structures on or in proximity to the 
landfill site). You are reminded that the responsibility for safe development rests with the owner and/or 
developer.  

Appendix 11 Proposed Planning Conditions  

Proposed conditions  

Noise Conditions  

Conditions 4,5,6. should be instated on any approval.  
 

Condition 4 –
 amendment as follows is required in regards to background noise levels as no specific measurement uni
t has been specified. “Background noise level measured at any receptor should be via 
(LA90,1h) at any noise‐sensitive property.”  
In addition to the proposed conditions Environmental Health recommend  the 
following condition to control noise emanating from the site.  

 Before the development commences, a scheme shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the local
 planning authority that specifies the 
provisions that will be implemented for the control of noise emanating from the site. The noise mitigati
on scheme shall be maintained 
for the life of the approved development and shall not be altered without the prior written 
approval of the local planning authority. The noise mitigation scheme 
must be inclusive of all mitigation measures presented in Appendix 4 
Noise of the Environmental Impact Statement, it must also assure full compliance with 
all proposed noise conditions.   

Control of Vibration Conditions  

  Conditions 7, should be instated on any approval to control effects of any blasting.  
  Condition 8 Should be amended in that a blast monitoring scheme shall be submitted and approved in 

writing 
by the mineral planning authority prior to the commencement of any blasting activities The scheme sh
ould robustly demonstrate compliance with Condition 7.  

Further Condition recommended by Environmental Health  

Before the development commences, a scheme shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the local 
planning authority that specifies the provisions that will be implemented for the control of vibration and 
air overpressure from blasting. The mitigation scheme shall be maintained for the life of the approved d
evelopment and shall not be altered without the prior written approval of the local planning authority. 
The mitigation scheme must be inclusive of all mitigation measures presented in Appendix 6 Blasting of 
the Environmental Impact Statement, it must also assure full compliance with 
all proposed control of vibration conditions and use best practice for community relation and 
neighbourhood nuisance as stated in BS 5228-



2:2009. A blasting schedule should be maintained and made available to residents with blasting confine
d to times of the day when disturbance is less likely.  

Contaminated Land  

Further Condition required by Environmental Health  

Contaminated Land Conditions  

1.    Risk Assessment: No development approved by this permission shall commence 
until a desktop study has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority.  Should 
the preliminary risk assessment identify any potential contamination which may affect human healt
h, controlled waters or the wider environment, all necessary site investigation works within the site 
boundary must be carried out to establish the degree and nature of the contamination and 
its potential to pollute the environment or cause harm to human health. 
The scope of works for the site investigations should be agreed with the Local Planning Authority 
prior to their commencement.  

2.    Submission of Remediation Scheme Where land affected by 
contamination is found which poses unacceptable risks to human health, controlled waters 
or the wider environment, no development shall take place until a detailed 
remediation scheme has been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme 
must include an appraisal of remediation options, identification of the preferred option(s), the prop
osed remediation 
objectives and remediation criteria, and a description and programme of the works to be undertake
n including the verification plan.  

 
3.    Implementation of Approved Remediation Scheme  
 Should a remediation scheme be required, the approved strategy shall be implemented and a verify
 cation report submitted to and approved in 
 writing by the Local Planning Authority, prior to the development (or relevant phase of developmen
 t) being brought into use.  
 
4.  Reporting of Unexpected Contamination In the event that contamination is found 

at any time when carrying out the approved development that was not previously identified it must 
be reported immediately to the Local Planning Authority. Development on the part of the site affect
ed must be halted and a risk assessment carried out and submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. Where unacceptable risks are found remediation 
and verification schemes shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. These shall be implemented prior to the 
development (or relevant phase of development) being brought into use. 
All work shall be undertaken in accordance with current UK guidance, particularly CLR11.  



Appendix 4 – Proposed conditions from the applicant 
 

 
 
 



  

 



 



 





 


