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In the interests of avoiding duplication and for the convenience of the Examining Inspector, a group of objectors to this scheme, including Transport Solutions for Lancaster and Morecambe (TSLM), the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE), the North West Transport Roundtable (NW TAR) and the Campaign for Better Transport (CfBT) are working together. 
Summary

· The scheme is inappropriate development in the Green Belt

· The scheme would cause a very significant degree of harm to the purposes of including land in the Green Belt and to its openness, as well as to the beneficial uses of land once designated as Green Belt

· The small scale and strategic importance of the Green Belt render it particularly sensitive to any change, as demonstrated by the historical context around its designation

· The scheme would also cause significant harm to tranquillity and landscape character, and these harms have been under-rated in the application documents

· Very special circumstances to justify such inappropriate development, and which would clearly outweigh the significant harm done, have not been demonstrated

The scheme as inappropriate development

1. We believe that it remains common ground that the proposed scheme would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt. The NPPF states that:

90. Certain other forms of development are also not inappropriate in Green Belt provided they preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of including land in Green Belt. These are:

· mineral extraction;

· engineering operations;

· local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt location;

· the re-use of buildings provided that the buildings are of permanent and substantial construction; and

· development brought forward under a Community Right to Build Order.
2. However, the evidence provided by the applicant makes it clear that the proposed scheme would not preserve the openness of the Green Belt. It would conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt, which we address in detail below. It must therefore still be considered to be inappropriate development.

Harm to Green Belt purposes and uses
3. The Government has made very clear that they place great weight on the protection of Green Belts, and have strongly maintained the value they hold Green Belts in, particularly during the process of developing the National Planning Policy Framework. In his speech to the House of Commons announcing the publication of the NPPF, the Minister, Greg Clark, went so far as to say when providing examples of what may or may not be considered sustainable development, that “It is not sustainable to build in the Green Belt” (Hansards 27 Mar 2012 : Column 1343). Any harm done to the Green Belt by proposed development must therefore be given the fullest consideration.

4. The NPPF states that:

87. As with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances.

88. When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

5. It is clear that substantial weight should be given to any harm to the Green Belt. It follows that it will be important to identify as accurately as possible the extent of the harm to the purposes of including land in the Green Belt, with greater harm leading to greater weight. It will also be necessary to assess whether other considerations can be considered to clearly outweigh this harm, and any other harm. This harm should include harm to the beneficial uses of land in the Green Belt, as set out in paragraph 81 of the NPPF.

6. The first step then, is to identify the purposes and uses that are most likely to be harmed if the scheme is built out. While the Local Plan (adopted 2004) states that “The purpose of the Green Belt is primarily to prevent the built-up areas of Lancaster, Morecambe and Carnforth from merging into one urban area, losing their separate identities and absorbing Bolton-le-Sands, Hest Bank and Slyne” (para 5.1.4), we suggest that all the following purposes would suffer harm:-

· to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;
· to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

· to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns.

7. The NPPF states that:

79. The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence.

8. “Openness”, the essential characteristic of the Green Belt, is a matter of perception as well as of built footprint. Openness can be intruded upon by visual and noise impacts at some distance, as well as by the existence of built development per se. It is worth noting that this is one of the smallest designated Green Belts in the country, which is highly significant in relation to perceptions of openness between Lancaster and the surrounding settlements. As noted in the Core Strategy (para 4.9), “It is less than 900m wide in places. Small scale change can therefore have a significant effect on the purpose of the Green Belt and for this reason, the Green Belt boundary is tight to the urban edge.” (our emphasis) This theme is developed further in the section below headed “The nature and importance of the North Lancashire Green Belt” (paragraphs 27 – 43)
9. The small scale of the Green Belt is particularly relevant with reference to the impact of the scheme to the west of the A6. It is clear from the Environmental Statement (Volume 1, Part B, Figure 10.4.5) that the “Zone of Visual Intrusion” almost completely fills the space between Lancaster, Slyne and Torrisholme. This intrusion will be exacerbated by the noise impacts from the road, particularly given its height on bridge and embankment through much of this area.  Despite remaining reasonably close to the northern edge of Lancaster, the impact of the route will therefore be felt across – and dominate - almost the whole of the Green Belt corridor. There is little or no Green Belt land that would not experience a significant character change from relatively quiet, relatively unchanging countryside to an area dominated by a major road, discordant landforms, and continuous traffic impact.

10. While there will not be a merging ‘on the ground’ of Lancaster, Slyne and Torrisholme, the perception of openness between them will be diminished to such an extent that a perceptual merging will take place. The overall integrity of the Green Belt in this area could be compromised.

11. To the east of the A6, while the Green Belt continues almost uninterrupted northwards Carnforth, the impact of the scheme would dominate the whole of the southern end of the Green Belt. The scheme would affect the whole of a distinct landscape tract where the higher and relatively bare ridgelines fall away to the River Lune in an attractive south facing hillside, which is one of the most prominently visible parts of the Green Belt in views from Lancaster.  This tract has developed a distinct parkland identity, which would be severely harmed by the scheme, and this character as a component of the perceived openness of the Green Belt would be lost.  
12. It would also entail a significant encroachment into the countryside that separates Halton from Lancaster. The community of Halton have very clearly expressed the importance to them of the Green Belt land separating Halton from Lancaster, including through their Parish Plan, and this issue is taken up in detail by Michael Jacob (unique reference number 10015346) in his evidence on the local impacts on the Green Belt specific to Halton.  This clearly understood and articulated view of a whole community should be given significant weight.
13. The whole scheme is in itself therefore self-evidently a very significant encroachment on the countryside, with severely negative impacts on the openness and character of the land to the north of Lancaster.

14. This also has implications for the setting and special character of Lancaster, and for it losing its separate and distinct identity. Whilst attempts have been made to play down the visual impacts of the scheme in views from the historic core, the setting and special character of the city is very much more than that. Key features of the setting and special character of Lancaster include the strong impression of where the countryside ends and the urban area begins (from various routes into and out of the city, including by main road, country lane, rail, footpath, river and canal), and its compact form and human scale, surrounded by open countryside and clearly separated from distinctive settlements nearby. 

15. The scheme would provide a new first “gateway feature” to be experienced of Lancaster from the north, and one which would severely harm the city’s setting and special character. There are, as has been argued, existing detractors to the city’s historic character within the existing urban envelope, but that in no way negates the impact of the harm that would be done to the setting of the city by running a major highway through the countryside to the north of the urban edge. The scheme would become the dominant feature of the city’s setting, with a major negative impact on the transition from rural to urban setting and, given the landscape context of the scheme, a quite brutal introduction to Lancaster.

16. The impact of the scheme on views into, as well as out of, the historic core, and its impact on the openness and open setting of the countryside around Lancaster, all contribute to the harm it would do to the purpose of preserving the setting and special character of Lancaster.

17. Given the route of the scheme there is also a very strong potential for severed parcels of land with little amenity or agricultural value to be created between it and the urban edge of Lancaster. Pressure for infill development will undoubtedly mount on the grounds that land between the urban edge and the scheme was no longer effectively performing a Green Belt purpose. We are sure that the Council will say that this would be strongly resisted, but we are not convinced that such an argument could be resisted for long. It would be hard to demonstrate to a Planning Inspector, in the face of determined questioning by a QC, that this land was in fact any longer contributing significantly to the national and local aims of Green Belt policy.
18. Many examples of such development pressures resulting from new roads can be found, for example in CPRE’s 2006 report, “Beyond Transport Infrastructure” (available from http://www.transportforqualityoflife.com/u/files/Beyond-Transport-Infrastructure-summaryreport%20July2006.pdf), the summary of which states:

“In all the case studies new development pressures have been associated with the road construction, though these issues are seldom considered at the appraisal or evaluation stage. Green Belt land has been de-designated for development following road construction (e.g. M65 Blackburn Southern Bypass) and other sites not previously considered suitable for housing on environmental grounds have been released following road improvements (e.g. at Polegate).”
And the supplementary report into the A34 Newbury Bypass (available from http://www.transportforqualityoflife.com/u/files/Beyond%20Transport-Infrastructure-supplementary-report%20Aug2006.pdf) states that:
“Our original report noted a number of examples of new developments that either have already taken place, or may do so in future, as a result of the construction of the bypass. Some of these are ‘infill’ developments on the land between Newbury and the bypass. Others are on former greenfield sites adjacent to the bypass, including Tot Hill services area which lies in North Wessex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.”
19. As well as the above-described harm to the purposes of including land in the Green Belt, considerable harm would be done to the beneficial uses of land in the Green Belt, as follows:-
· First and foremost, it does not retain or enhance landscapes, visual amenity or biodiversity. It damages and significantly alters the character of the landscape through which it passes and the visual amenity of the countryside on a significant footprint. Other representations deal with its negative impacts on biodiversity, particularly on protected species such as otters.
· It reduces genuine opportunities to access open countryside, and removes a significant ‘chunk’ of open countryside to which access might be gained. While it may indeed feature footpaths and cyclepaths into the countryside, its very presence and impacts on landscape, tranquillity, air quality, and visual amenity will act as a deterrent to accessing the countryside in the vicinity and will provide an active disincentive for residents or visitors to enjoy what is currently a beautiful stretch of countryside. This is particularly the case for the highly valued and well used walking and cycling route along the historic the Lancaster Canal, which is identified in the Core Strategy as a key recreation asset, as well as Green Lane, the footpath between Green Lane and the A6, and other important points of access to the countryside, such as Torrisholme Barrow.
Very Special Circumstances

20. Inappropriate development in the Green Belt may only be permitted in very special circumstances – ie where other considerations outweigh the harm done to the Green Belt, and any other harm. We do not deal with these other considerations in detail here, as the detailed cases are addressed in other representations and we wish to avoid duplication. However, it has not been demonstrated that there are any other considerations that have, either individually or cumulatively, benefits which outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harms. We address the issues that may be relied upon to provide very special circumstances in summary below:-  

21. Need for this (as opposed to any other) scheme - The need for the scheme has not been demonstrated. At no point in the development of the scheme has a comprehensive package of alternative measures been assessed against the scheme objectives, or against the transport and traffic problems facing Lancaster, Morecambe and Heysham. Over time and in a piecemeal fashion a number of different non-road building initiatives have been examined, but never in combination as an integrated scheme alternative. The closest we have to such an integrated package is identified in Alan James’ report on behalf of TSLM, published and made available to the applicant in September 2010. This lower-cost alternative (in the range of £30-40 million over five years) that would not impact on the Green Belt has, as far as we are aware, never been robustly tested by the applicant or compared against the proposed scheme, and they themselves have certainly never worked up an integrated package of measures that could be compared for effectiveness against the scheme in a like-for-like manner.
22. Need for this (as opposed to any other) alignment – As detailed above, CPRE do not accept that a sufficiently robust case has been made that a major new road-building scheme is necessary. However, the grounds on which the applicant has resolved on this, rather than any other alignment, are insufficient to contribute to the existence of very special circumstances. Their original Planning Statement (doc ref 11063/9.1, para 4.12) states that “There are other road alignments which would be possible, particularly to the west of Lancaster, which would not lie within the Green Belt. However, these routes would have ecological impacts which would make them fundamentally undeliverable.” However, these ecological impacts have never in fact been assessed, but rather have been assumed, and are referred to clearly as “potential impacts” in paragraph 4.8 of the same document.
23. Need to resolve existing transport problems - the scheme would not resolve the transport and congestion problems experienced in the area. As the Local Plan and the 2008 planning permission acknowledge, this would only be achieved by the introduction of a range of ‘complementary measures’. It has not been demonstrated that all or any of these ‘complementary’ measures could not be implemented without the scheme, either individually or as a package. The evidence provided by the Campaign for Better Transport / NW TAR and Professor Whitelegg casts significant doubt on whether the forecasts for significant levels of traffic growth into the future are reliable, countering the applicant’s ‘in principle’ argument that other measures cannot be introduced without a new road.
24. Needs of the local economy / regeneration - The needs of existing and future local businesses - and therefore of the local economy - are not primarily to do with accessibility to the M6. Indeed, the best estimate of the most recent Economic Impact Report is that building the scheme would have an overall negative impact on the economic prospects for local residents (898 net additional jobs are predicted to be generated, but 1,095 residents will lose jobs as a result of the “two-way road effect”, ie the proposed scheme reducing employment in the regeneration area by exposing it to competition from outside that it cannot withstand). 
25. Overall economic benefit - The alleged value of the scheme comes largely from multiplying up predicted time savings for drivers in the range of zero to six minutes. The scheme is intended primarily to take strategic traffic from the motorway to the port and nearby employment areas – traffic that will by definition be making journeys of several hours. Such time savings are negligible in terms of strategic journey times, and will not generate real economic benefits eg in the form of more productive working time being freed up. Any real benefits of the scheme are therefore very much less significant in real terms than the BCR would suggest.
26. Need to improve Junction 34 – The applicant argues that the scheme would enable improvements to be made to Junction 34 of the M6, and that making such improvements is a necessity. However, the junction and its slip roads are a Highways Agency responsibility and the Highways Agency have made it clear that, in the absence of this scheme, they would have no intention of bringing forward another scheme to make changes to the junction. Any issues with this junction are clearly not serious enough for the Agency with responsibility for it to propose any changes. 
The nature and importance of the North Lancashire Green Belt

27. It is helpful in considering the importance of the North Lancashire Green Belt to consider the context and reasons for its designation. The documents referred to here are held by Lancaster City Council and we will ask them to make them available to the Examining Authority if required.

28. In 1981, Lancaster City Council conducted the Lancaster Urban Fringe Study, assessing the quality of the landscape in the urban fringe, its relationship to the town and the likely visual impact of new development. A few select quotes from that study serve to highlight the importance that the proposed scheme route has for the setting and identity of Lancaster. The study states that:-
“2.1 The underlying assumption of the study is that Lancaster’s landscape setting is one of the town’s most apparent and important environmental assets. The visual relationship between the built up area of the town and the surrounding countryside creates a distinct identity for Lancaster which should be preserved and enhanced….

2.2 The study recognises that open land on the edge of the town is of great significance because it contributes to the town’s character and because large parts of it are constantly under pressure for urban development….

2.5 Around most of Lancaster, the town-landscape relationship is clear and readily appreciated. The study assumes at the outset that Lancaster owes much of its character to this. There are, however, a number of areas where pressures for development have been allowed to go unchecked by environmental considerations creating the impression of piecemeal and unrestricted urban sprawl….

9.1 The urban fringe study has shown that open land on the periphery of Lancaster is of great significance both as a land resource which serves a variety of purposes and as an environmental asset which contributes to the town’s character….

9.2 … Lancaster owes much of its character to the scenic attractiveness of the surrounding countryside and to the distinct visual relationship between the town and its landscape setting.” 

29. Map 4 identifies the corridor of the scheme as having a landscape quality ranging from ‘good’ to ‘special’, and that most of the route corridor has a ‘very good’ relationship between town and landscape.
30. Map 3 identifies much of the land between the proposed scheme route and the northern edge of Lancaster as vulnerable to development pressure. This pressure has been firmly resisted since the contribution this area makes to the identity and character of Lancaster. The scheme itself represents a succumbing to that pressure, with highly damaging consequences for the character and identity of Lancaster. It would also greatly exacerbate pressure for further development in these areas, not least because the particular quality and character of the urban fringe in that area, and that the Green Belt was intended to protect, would have been undermined.

31. As a result of this, the vast majority of the corridor of impact (and all of the physical alignment where it is in open countryside) was recommended for very restrictive land use policies that would preserve existing landscape value and the town-landscape relationship. In fact, when the detailed Green Belt boundaries were drawn up in 1991 following a public inquiry, they were drawn tightly against the urban edge, in response to the clearly identified need to maintain the rural character of this small but strategically important area of countryside.

32. The small scale of the Green Belt makes it particular sensitive to sensitive to even minor changes within or around its boundaries, with a number of settlements with distinct identities within very close proximity of each other. Then as now, the area faced significant pressures for development. The North Lancashire Green Belt Local Plan (1991) states that

“1.4 … The dangers of coalescence are already apparent. The Northwern edge of Bolton-le-Sands is less than 1 kilometre from the southernmost part of Carnforth, while the built-up area of Morecambe is barely 1.25 kilometres form Slyne. The landscape between these settlements contains few significant natural features which could act as barriers to development, and is visible from many public viewpoints.”

33. It is noteworthy that the main purpose of the Green Belt is “To prevent the merging of built development and to preserve the identity of the settlements” (para 1.5)

34. The consequences of driving a dual carriageway through one of these narrow stretches of landscape would be to create an industrial urbanising feature that would visually link the settlements, and also provide a locus for further development pressure, leading to physical as well as perceptual coalescence. However, even without further development around the road, the perceptual coalescence would substantially erode the separate identities of the settlements.

35. There was a clearly recognised need for very strong protection for this small but strategically important area of countryside. The sensitivity of the designated area and the severity of even small impacts on it can be seen from the fact that: 

“The Local Plan also recognises that development on the edges of the villages, immediately adjoining the boundary, will have some effect on the Green Belt. Policies are proposed, therefore, to ensure that development on the village fringes does not detract from the Green Belt.” (para 1.8) 

36. The impact of the scheme on the Green Belt would be several orders of magnitude greater than such village fringe development, and would pose a serious risk to its overall integrity. The overwhelming need to prevent any kind of significant development in the area is again highlighted later in the same document (our emphasis):-

“2.1 Generally, the Green Belt boundary has been drawn tightly against the existing limits of the built-up areas of Lancaster, Morecambe, Carnforth, and the villages. This has been influenced by the firm view that, in many parts of the Plan area, development has reached acceptable limits, and that provision for anything other than modest growth would open up large areas of countryside to development pressures or breach well established boundaries.”

37. Clearly, being on such a small scale, it was concluded then – and it is still true now - that it is necessary to protect the entire designated area in order to maintain the integrity of this strategic and precisely defined Green Belt. And it is the part of the Green Belt that the scheme would have the most destructive impact on that is clearly identified as the most vulnerable, and therefore the most in need of protection:

“2.9 It is particularly important that further development should not contribute to the coalescence of Slyne and Lancaster by linking the village with  residential and commercial development grouped around the Hest Bank/Slyne Road junction” 

38. The scheme would effectively bring Lancaster as close to that junction as Slyne is itself and would materially contribute to that threatened coalescence.

39. The Lancashire County Council Structure Plan Bulletin #3 – Green Belts in Lancashire (1983) further clarifies the intention behind designating the Green Belts in Lancashire and explains the type of development that, in this county, would be likely to count as displaying ‘very special circumstances’:-

“The onus is on the prospective developer to prove that ‘very special circumstances’ exist and such instances are likely to be rare and to apply to small-scale development. There remains the remote possibility that a very unusual larger application could be approved if it provided a unique opportunity for solving a major economic or planning problem” (page 3)

40. Although this document goes on to say that highway construction can be an acceptable use within the Green Belt, it is common ground that this scheme is not appropriate development.

41. It is shown by the evidence of other objectors, and summarised in paragraphs 20-26 above, that such ‘very special circumstances’ have not been demonstrated, not least by the failure of the applicant to follow Government guidance on robust comparison of alternatives before deciding on a modal solution. The evidence does not exist to support the claim that this scheme provides a “unique opportunity” of any kind.

42. This Bulletin goes on to discuss the need for Green Belts to be permanent features (p 4-6). In discussing longer term development needs, it sets out the case for including separate policies safeguarding land for future development beyond the plan period, and not including such land in the Green Belt. It states that 

“The only exceptions to this principle will be in areas where the danger of urban coalescence between closely spaced settlement is particularly severe. In these cases the Green Belt will be required to reflect the existing situation and will represent the full acceptable limits of development”

43. It is clear from the extracts above from the North Lancashire Green Belt Local Plan (1991), and from the fact that the Green Belt boundary is drawn tightly around the edges of the settlements and that no safeguarded land is identified, that in this area the acceptable limits of development have been reached. The Green Belt in this area is on such a small scale and of such sensitivity to incursion that its strategic purpose and effectiveness could easily be compromised by a road scheme on this scale.

Impacts on tranquillity & other landscape impacts

44. Tranquillity is discussed in the Environmental Statement Volume 1, Part A, 10.3.14 – 10.3.16, and is also referred to in some of the following brief landscape character assessments (paras 10.4.31 – 10.4.94) . An extract from CPRE’s tranquillity map for the area is shown Volume 1, Part B, Figure at Figure 10.3.1.

45. The applicant rightly states that there are already some detractors from the tranquillity of the corridor of impact of the scheme, and that none of the corridor exhibits the highest levels of tranquillity. Outside of the Forest of Bowland AONB, only a very tiny proportion of Lancashire exhibits these high degrees of tranquillity. However, there are of course many places in Lancashire outside the AONB that are highly valued for their tranquillity, including this area.

46. This is because the measure of tranquillity is a relative one, and the perception of tranquillity is affected by context. Very high levels of absolute tranquillity tend to be found only in areas of ‘deep’ countryside. But the countryside to the north of Lancaster, particularly in important recreation areas such as Torrisholme Barrow and the canal towpath, is a haven of tranquillity relative to the urban areas around it, and is highly valued and much used for that very reason.

47. The surprising fact is not that it is not more tranquil, but that, given its location on the edge of the urban area, it provides such relatively high levels of tranquillity and retains its quiet rural character. And it is its very proximity to the urban edge, which necessarily brings detractors to tranquillity, that makes it so valuable for everyday accessibility and the quality of life and health benefits that brings.

48. There must also be clarity about the relative impacts of different types of detractors from tranquillity. It is true that the presence of pylons, for example, which are frequently highlighted in this respect in paras 10.4.31 – 10.4.94, do detract from tranquillity. However, the extent to which they do so is extremely minor compared to the impact of a four-lane dual carriageway which would be at a considerable elevation through some of the most tranquil stretches of the route. The scheme would, in terms of the tranquillity map, turn its entire corridor of impact a dark red. It would effectively destroy the very strong sense of tranquillity relative to the nearby urban area along its entire length and throughout its corridor of impact. This would have severe adverse impacts on areas identified in the local plan as important recreation assets, in particular along the historic and highly valued Lancaster Canal.

49. Impacts on tranquillity have thus been considerably understated. Linked to this, there has been a consistent underestimating of the sensitivity of the majority of landscape character areas that the scheme would pass through, and of the magnitude of impact of the scheme on those areas – and hence of the significance of that impact. This has resulted in the majority of areas along the route being assessed as having a neutral or slight adverse impact on them (with only one moderately adverse and one slightly beneficial) in the summer of the 15th year after opening.

50. Notwithstanding some development in the  mitigation plans and a change in the means of assessing landscape impacts, it is inconceivable that a scheme on this scale, representing a noisy, industrial, strongly linear feature cutting across the grain of a gently undulating quiet rural landscape, can have impacts in almost all areas that are neutral to slight adverse. The previous ‘headline’ assessment of landscape impact – that, for the scheme as a whole, would be at least ‘moderate adverse’, and for much of the route, large adverse – still appears to be far more realistic.

51. The Zone of Visual Intrusion (as it is described in Figures 10.4.2 – 10.4.10) almost fully occupies the critical area of open countryside West of the A6, separating Slyne, Torrisholme, and Skerton. This area is of surprisingly strong rural character for such a confined area, and the scheme would completely and irrevocably alter that character. Particular issues to consider in this area are:

· The impact on the view from Torrisholme Barrow, which should be seen in the context of the 360 degree viewpoint: the almost uninterrupted flow of open countryside from the East right to the foot of the drumlin is part of the essential quality of this view, which would instead largely be occupied by the scheme;

· The very significant impacts of the Torrisholme Road Bridge and embankment on residential properties;

· The massive scale of the WCML overbridge, which completely dwarfs an electrified railway line itself on an embankment, which can only begin to be grasped by looking at the elevations (Environmental Statement Volume 1 Part B Figures 5.3.9 – 5.3.11)

· The multiple impacts on the Lancaster Canal, both at the scheme crossing point, further east where it runs parallel to the scheme, and in the view from the aqueduct, which add up to a large cumulative impact on an important cultural feature which is also a well used walking route and recreational asset.

52. Further East along the route, as discussed in para 10 above, the visual impact of the scheme occupies most of the southern end of the small but strategic element of countryside between the A6 and M6, in the area where the higher ridges fall away to the River Lune: this is another area where the sense of rural tranquillity is strong in spite of the pressures all around it, a character in part created by the parkland landscape which is a feature of much of this area and which is very vulnerable to change. The raising of the roundabout at Shefferlands will clearly have a considerably increased visual and noise impact on the surrounding area and properties.

53. The impact on the setting of the existing M6 Lune bridge is seriously understated.  This bridge is one of the most elegant structures on the British motorway network, reminiscent of the early pioneering concrete bridges of Maillart and Freysinnet and amongst the best example of its type in Britain.  Views from well used routes, including the canal, the riverside cycleway, and the A683, would be affected.  

54. The scale of earthworks needed to attempt to mitigate the damage to the landscape along the whole route is testament to the very poor fit of the route within the landscape. Assessed impacts along the route underplay the importance of this area of countryside as the well-defined rural edge to the North of Lancaster and East of Morecambe, and the buffer between the urban area and the urbanised villages to the north. This rural hinterland on a quiet urban edge is an important aspect of the quality of life for local residents, and an important component of several spectacular views from well visited viewpoints, both locally and in the historic centre of Lancaster.

Conclusion

55. From this analysis it can be seen that the degree of harm to the North Lancashire Green Belt is very significant, and that very substantial weight should therefore be given to this harm. This is amplified by the Green Belt’s small but strategic nature, its crucial importance to the identity and setting of Lancaster and the other settlements it protects, and its resultant high sensitivity to change. 

56. The beneficial uses to which land in the Green belt should be put will also suffer significant harm, as will the landscape and tranquillity of the area surrounding the scheme. The ‘other considerations’ that are relied upon to provide very special circumstances are not sufficiently well-supported to clearly outweigh this harm, and other harm demonstrated in other representations.
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