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TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 
Application Ref 16/00335/OUT 
Proposed residential development of up to 158 dwelling located on land off the 
A601(M), to the east of Carnforth 

 
I refer to the above proposal and would like to thank you for the opportunity to provide 
highway comments. Lancashire County Council (LCC) as the Local Highway Authority 
is responsible for providing and maintaining a safe and reliable highway network.  With 
this in mind, the present and proposed highway systems have been considered to 
highlight areas of concern that potentially could cause problems for the public, cyclists, 
public transport, motorists and other vehicles in and around the area. It is critical that 
further development does not compromise the safe movement of people and goods by 
any mode or the quality of life experience both within and through this network which 
includes the strategic network which is managed by the Highways Agency (HA).  
 
This complex site was subject to an earlier application for a Marina. That application 
was not opposed by the highway authority however I must note consideration is given 
to specific merits of development type, scale, impacts, purpose, needs (including the 
importance and influence of integration into the existing built environment), 
sustainability etc. All applications are considered on their merits, this residential 
application is no different.  
 
I am very disappointed whilst the developer being fully aware of the complex 
discussions and local/wider issues with the previous application made no attempt to 
engage with LCC as local highway authority on all highway matters. It is an 
unreasonable assumption and a very risky strategy to assume that the LCC position 
would be identical as per the previous application having no regard to discussions had 
at that time. I must also highlight in the statutory comments that’s supported the 
marina application included the following text 'these comments and those previously 
provided only relate to this leisure development proposal and NOT relevant to any 
other land use'. 
 
Notwithstanding the developers approach having no discussions prior to submitting 
the application I have considered the supporting documentation for this proposal. 
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1.0 Site Location 
 

The site is located to the north-east of Carnforth beyond the built up environment with 
motorised vehicle access is proposed off a new roundabout on the A601(M)  between 
M6 junction 35 and the A6 Scotland Road.  
 
 
2.0 Development Description 
 
This development proposal is for up to 158 dwellings of various types being terraced, 
semi-detached and detached, an indicative site layout is provided in GA2065-PSP-01  
 
The site layout as referred to above does include the field access within the red line of 
the application, however the SCP site access does not consider field access to/from 
the roundabout. This is a concern.  
 
 
3.0 Access strategy 

 

The access strategy for this site includes one vehicle access point onto the A601(M), 
with no pedestrian/cycle access (at this location).  This is a concern. This strategy 
offers no direct access to the existing built environment of Carnforth for motorised 
movement. 
 
From a connectivity perspective whether servicing, deliveries, waste collection the site 
is completely disconnected from the existing built environment, with all motorised 
vehicle trips for all purposes including local are required to use the A601(M). This is a 
concern. 
 
Access for non-motorised modes (pedestrian and cyclists) is suggested to be via 
Whernside Grove, North Road/Carnforth Brow (this link also supports emergency 
access) and via the canal towpath.  
 
I note the route to Whernside Grove requires access via a private driveway on land 
beyond the red line of the application. I questions its deliverability, suitability to safely 
satisfy both pedestrian and cyclists and its permanent use by the development whilst 
also be a private drive to a dwelling. I am aware the route is within the blue line of the 
application. In addition no detail has been presented to review, which I would expect 
even for an outline proposal. These are concerns. 
 
The route to North Road Carnforth Brow, no detail is presented on how it will look and 
be managed and no swept path is provided. I am also aware that the Carnforth Road 
footway is not continuous, this route forms part of the long direct route to existing 
provision. These are concerns.  
 
The TA identifies the towpath route with improvement secured by a s106. It is 
important if the canal towpath forms part of the access strategy required changes are 
suitably identified and fully delivered by this development with the resultant route 
being safe, secure (to users) and usable at all times of day/night. The TA does not 
indicate if agreement has been reached with the Canal and rivers trust on this matter 
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and what will be delivered. The working in the TA does not provide any certainty. This 
is a concern. 
 
The overall access strategy as presented is unacceptable and is not supported 
by the county council for safety, sustainable and integration reasons. Safe and 
suitable access is not being provided by this proposal in line with its purpose 
as residential development.   
 

I note Chapter 3 of the TA appraises Transport Policy and highlights a number of 
paragraphs of the NPPF, I agree importance of these paragraphs, I however 
consider these NPPF paragraphs are not satisfied.  

 
 
3.1 Access via the A601(M) 
 
Excluding the above fundamental issues on access strategy, the full length of the 
A601 (M) will need to be reclassified with all costs primary and secondary being borne 
by the developer prior commencement on site. Within the TA, paragraphs 2.17.1-2 
highlights that the revocation scheme would need to be promoted by LCC which is 
correct, then goes on and indicates its delivery 'could be funded by the applicant 
through a s106 obligation or by exchange of letters'; and that 'there should be no 
fundamental grounds why the revocation of the A601(M) special road status should 
not proceed immediately'. 
 
I am surprised with the tone used in the TA as highlighted above, changes to the A601 
(M), excluding the acceptability of the development proposal from a highway 
perspective it is far from being considered as a fait accompli. The development is still 
being considered, does have a number of fundamental issues/weaknesses as 
highlighted by these comments and no agreement has been made or discussed 
regarding all necessary changes required, its funding and timing/delivery, this 
excludes county council staff resources to proceed. LCC does not intend to proceed 
with the revocation of the special road status as a county council priority, it would only 
proceed through other means. 
  
 
4.0 Current Local Network  
 
The local network in the vicinity of the proposed development currently includes the 
A601(M) which links the M6 with the A6 (Scotland Road) and B6254 (Kellet Road). 
The A601(M) was transferred from the Secretary of state for Transport to Lancashire 
County Council in the mid 1980's under 'The Lancashire County Council (Carnforth 
Link) Special Road Scheme 1985' and 'The Lancashire County Council (Carnforth 
Link) Transfer of Highways and Alterations of Side Roads Orders 1985'. This special 
road is subject to motorway regulations limiting the use Classes to I and II as set out in 
schedule 4 to the Highways Act 1980 as amended (and is currently signed as a 
motorway). 
 

 Class I Motor vehicles and motorbikes with pneumatic tyres 

 Class II Goods vehicles and military vehicles. 
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All other vehicle classes are excluded to use this road. Of the vehicle classes that can 
use this road there has been a level of tidality with predominant flows in a south bound 
direction during the AM peak (towards to M6). The directional flows are much closer 
during the PM peak. There is currently a greater than average demand of this road 
from goods vehicles accessing the strategic network. With the restrictions of the 
motorway regulations there is currently no provision provided for pedestrian and 
cyclists along its route. The TA reviews historic traffic data of 2008 and 2016 at 
junctions of A6/A601 (M), J35 (M6/A601(M)) and mid length on the A601(M). As 
expected traffic levels have increased in both peaks.  
 
The TA briefly considers accident levels and concludes that 'the study area does not 
lead to any significant concerns or demonstrate any discernible pattern that could be 
affected by the development proposal'. I do not disagree with this aspect of the review, 
however the TA makes a brief reference to the fatality that occurred on the A601(M) 
but does not provide further detail. I have reviewed the incident in detail of this 
unfortunate event and can conclude highway operation was not the cause. With 
regard to the conclusion, whilst the existing pattern is not an issue I have fundamental 
safety issues with this development proposal on the A601(M) without the provision of 
pedestrian/cycle provision on its length that is fit for purpose.     
 
To the north of the A601(M), there is a simple narrow pedestrian footway on Scotland 
Road between the Pine Lake area and Carnforth. This proposal as presented does not 
provide linkage this corridor. 
 
To the south of the site, the A601(M) provides access to the M6 at junction 34 then 
continues to Kellet Road.  
 
 
5.0 Analysis of network and local junctions  
 
The application includes simple analysis with a distribution which considers the length 
of the A601(M) including the junction with the A6 and the M6 at Junction 34. The 
distribution applied in the TA is based on a gravity based approach on travel to work 
data from the 2011 census. This is not unreasonable. I do question some of the route 
choice used, as a high proportion of Lancaster traffic is assigned to the motorway, 
whilst I accept that a proportion of this will. I suggest a plan be produced that identifies 
super output areas and links to routes used. This will determine the suitability of the 
distribution. 
 
I note the TA uses 85%trip rates, I agree average trip rates would not be appropriate 
for this development that offers such a poor accessibility score. 
 
The only junction modelled is the access junction, yet the TA indicates that junctions 
at either end have been subject to increases in traffic over time. No indication is given 
to existing conditions i.e. queuing and delay on these junctions. The access junction 
has been modelled using industry standard propriety software. The lack of audit trail to 
the operation of other junctions is a concern.  
 
The new three arm roundabout junction that supports this application is the same 
layout as that considered with the marina application, I have no issue from a capacity 
perspective for motorised modes only (with potential of including distribution changes), 
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however does exclude access to the field to the east of the site, this point was 
highlighted in the previous application. Having regard to this I would question if the 
developer wishes to retain a field access how will it be safely catered for. This could 
be a concern. 
 
Further, as indicated in the previous marina application 'subtle changes are necessary 
during detail design stage and it is important that sufficient land is available to ensure 
that the design can be implemented. The proposed roundabout is to be 
illuminated…….', the above excludes the county councils fundamental objection to the 
access strategy for this residential development.  
 
 
5.1 Highway Improvements 
 
The inclusion of the proposed development will increase the number of vehicles on the 
network. With this, a limited number of changes are suggested in the TA, however 
these are not considered appropriate to make the development acceptable. Whilst 
issues have been highlighted with regard to the access strategy. No consideration has 
been given to the routeing to Carnforth on North Road where the highway reduces to 
less than 5.0m in width and footway provision is limited to one side for sections of the 
road. The TA includes SHLAA site information for sites 42 and 43, these highlight 
concerns such as access and North Road, and these have not been addressed in the 
TA. This is a concern. 
 
The TA suggests that section 106 must also include an additional separate item to 
cover costs, as the county council does not support the application and access 
strategy no agreement can be made on the contents of a s106.  
 
 
6.0 Accessibility non car modes 
 

The Transport Assessment highlights an accessibility score of 15 which is categorised 
as a low accessibility. However, as the railway station is in excess of 1km no points 
can be scored nor can they be scored for service frequency this reduces the score by 
4 to a total of 11 out of a possible 48. Whilst the TA acknowledges a low level of 
accessibility I am surprised the TA suggests the score is excellent.  
 
The site is isolated from Carnforth from a service and utility perspective, for the type of 
development now proposed (residential) this is a concern.  
 
I have considered the development type and the realistic sustainable transport 
options. Whilst some improvements could be provided, it is unlikely to be delivered at 
a level that can satisfy sustainable or access needs for the site. This development 
proposals unlike the previous needs to be fully integrated into Carnforth. As presented 
the development does not overcome sustainability issues and does fail to satisfy the 
NPPF.  
 
Whilst a Travel Plan can be produced it is unlikely to have a noticeable influence due 
to the accessibility and sustainability issues with the site as presented.   
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The level of connectivity/linkages provided include the use of the canal towpath, it is 
important that the towpath is of a suitable standard to be used at all times of 
day/seasons and may require some improvements along its length to the highway 
network in Carnforth. British Waterways should best provide any requirements 
necessary and may include low level lighting on sections.  
 
The TA includes some distances to Carnforth and amenity within, for the avoidance of 
doubt the recommended distances are: 
 
    Town Centre Commute/School Elsewhere Bus stop 
Desirable    200m   500m  400m  300m 
Acceptable   400m   1000m  800m 
Maximum (preferred) 800m   20000  1200m  400m 

 
Most requirements/amenity needs are beyond the maximums with exception of 
education. The nearest bus stop to the closest point of the site is 920m, 1050m to the 
centre and 1150m to the further point of the site. No dwelling can access public 
transport within a reasonable walk distance as part of a journey. 
 
Sustainability of the site is a concern. 
 
 
7.0 Internal Layout 

 
At this stage the internal layout has not been considered in detail however, no trees to 
be provided in the service verges or to obstruct swept paths or visibility. Emergency 
vehicles access to be suitably catered for. The internal layout is also influenced by the 
site access strategy and connectivity to the wider and built environment for all modes.  
 
 
7.0 Planning Conditions  

 
As I do not support the application as presented, I have not suggested any planning 
conditions, however if you are still minded to support this application having regard to 
these statutory comments, under that scenario on request I will make suggestions.   
 

8.0 Summary and Conclusion  

Lancashire County Council, as Highway Authority, have considered the application as 
presented and cannot offer any support.  
 
The access strategy is unacceptable and is not supported by the county council for 
safety, sustainable and integration reasons. Safe and suitable access is not provided 
by this proposal in line with its purpose as residential development. The site related 
weaknesses are not overcome from a sustainability perspective this is further 
highlighted by the low accessibility score. In addition the development does not 
provide suitable linkages to the wider environment to access all necessary amenity 
requirements.  
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Notwithstanding my conclusion I would be happy to have some further dialogue to see 
if the number of issues can be reduced. For the avoidance of doubt this does not 
necessarily indicate that all issues can or will be overcome with joint working.  
 
 

 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
Neil Stevens 
Highways Development Control Manager 
 
 
 


