
LATE REPRESENTATIONS FOR COMMITTEE 

Committee Date: 2 November 2018 

 
App No:      

SL/2018/0388 

 

Site Address:   

Land adjacent to Old Hutton Substation  

 

CONSULTATIONS 

SLDC Arboricultural Officer: Confirms that the proposal will have a minimal impact upon 
trees on the site. Confirms that in the event of planning permission being approved, that a 
condition(s) is/are attached requiring the development to be carried out in full accordance 
with the submitted tree survey reports and method statements. Has confirmed verbally that 
the roadside trees would be covered under the terms CMP and CTMP  

 
OFFICER COMMENTS 

The comments of the Arboricultural Officer are noted and it is recommended that a further 
condition is added to ensure that the works are carried out in accordance with the submitted 
tree survey reports and method statements. Suggested wording for the condition is as 
following;  

Condition ()  The development shall not proceed except in accordance with the strategy 
described in the arboricultural report prepared by RTM Surveys and the accompanying 
drawings and plans and deposited with the Local Planning Authority on 09/05/2018   

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and to prevent harm to protected trees in accordance 
with Policies CS8.1 and CS8.2 of the South Lakeland Core Strategy and saved Policies C11 
and S18 of the South Lakeland Local Plan 

 

Cumbria County Council (Highways):  

Provide the following clarification; 

Despite the advisory sign, all traffic compliant with The Road Vehicles (Construction and 
Use) Regulations 1986 has a legal right to use the road.  

Because there is a legal right to use the road, as highway authority, we do not feel that we 
have grounds for an objection that would meet the tests set down in the NPPF (“development 
should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative 
impacts of development are severe” and cases have shown that planning inspectors set the 
bar for “severe” extremely high).  

We can only object on transport grounds, you can weigh up wider impacts and we strongly 
recommend to you (stopping just short of an objection on transport grounds) that the 
applicant should construct and use the private road as the first choice. 

The bridge is short and can handle heavy axle loading but if the mobile crane falls outside of 
those regulations (outside the normal dimensions and weights usually allowed on the road) 
then it will be classed as an “abnormal load” and the applicant would have to submit a 
Notification with exact details of the axle spacing’s and loadings which would be checked 
against all the structure details for suitability prior to any vehicle movements to site.  

 



OFFICER COMMENTS 

CCC as the Highway Authority has not formally objected to the proposal on highway safety 
grounds.  The Highway Authority has sought via Condition 8 the completion of Construction 
Traffic Management Plan a full survey, schedule of mitigation and repairs and reinstatement 
via the Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP). The Highway Authority can also use 
separate powers under the Highways Act 1980 to seek the developer to enter into an 
agreement to ensure that any damage to the highway is made good during and post 
development.  

Ideally the use of the private National Grid road would remove the requirement for trafficking 
through Middleshaw, however CCC. has not formally objected to the use of the public road 
and the proposed and this is a recognised and widely used  approach that is taken where 
developments may have a short term but intense impact on the local road network.  

 

APPLICANT’S REPRESENTATIONS 

The Applicant has provided further supporting information on the potential Carbon impacts of 
the development and how it is considered that the proposal will, in certain circumstances, 
provide a carbon saving when compared with other sources of ‘peak’ loading generation.  
The graphical representation below has been received from the applicant who considers that 
it shows the relative efficiencies of a gas engine peaking plant in comparison with a more 
conventional Combined Cycle Gas Turbine plant.  This indicates that the efficiency of the gas 
engine plant is better than that of a Combined Cycle Gas Turbine Plant for the initial hour 
after which the CCGT plant has an improved efficiency. At this point the gas engine peaking 
plant will be switched off in favour of more efficient alternatives and/or when the call for 
additional demand is met by other more efficient alternatives.  

An accompanying calculation based on publicly available data suggests that during this 
crucial period of operation for the gas engine peaking tonnes plant of 1.28 hours the tonnes 
of CO2 per hour produced by the CCGT plant is 76.68 per MW/hour whilst that of the gas 
engine peaking plant is 20.91 tonnes. 

On this basis 70.68 – 20.91 equals a nominal difference/saving of 55 tonnes per MW/hour.  

If this is then extrapolated to the crucial 1.28 hours this equals 70 tonnes per MW/hour.  

If the plant runs for say 1500 hours per year, this can be calculated as 1500 hours divided by 
1.28 x 70, this equals 82 000 tonnes difference between the two.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Copies of the graph and table are shown as following.  

 

 

 
OFFICER COMMENTS 

 

The information provided by the Applicant is noted.  There are no changes to the 
recommendations arising out of any of the late representations. 

 

 

 

 


