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EXTRACTION OF SAND FROM 28.6 HA OF LAND OFF PINEWOODS
ROAD, LONGWORTH, AND RESTORATION TO AGRICULTURE
AT LOW LEVEL
APPLICATION REF: LWO/20319-CM

Report by the Head of Sustainable Development
Location: Land off Pinewoods Road, Longworth
Applicant: Hanson Aggregates
Application No: LWO/20319-CM

District Council Areas: Vale of White Horse

Introduction

1. This is an application to extract 1.1 million tonnes (mt) of soft sand over a
period of 10 years from a site off Pinewoods Road, Longworth. It is proposed
to process the sand on site. The maximum annual output from the site would
be 125,000 tonnes per year. The restoration of the site is proposed to be to
agriculture at a low level.

Location (See plan 1)

2. The application site is located immediately to the north of the A420 between
Oxford and Faringdon. The site lies between the villages of Longworth, Hinton
Waldrist and Kingston Bagpuize.

The Site and its Setting (See plan 2)

3. The application site covers an area approximately 28.6 hectares (70 acres).
The site is currently in use as intensive arable agricultural land with the
majority being of Agricultural Land Classification Grade 2 (regarded as one of
the ‘best and most versatile’ grades). The area of proposed extraction work is
approximately 21 hectares (52 acres).

4. The site is generally rectangular in shape and extends from the A420
northwards towards the villages of Longworth and Hinton Waldrist. The
application site is located on the south slope of the North Vale Corallian
Limestone Ridge. The land generally falls southwards from approximately 90
metres AOD in the north of the site to 80 metres AOD in the south of the site.
The A420 forms the southern boundary of the site. Agricultural land lies to the
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west of the site. Pinewoods road extends all the way along the eastern
boundary of the site. To the north of the site there is a market garden and a
residential property and garden.

A group of dwellings is located on the eastern side of Pinewoods Road. Within
these dwellings the nearest property to the application site is Squirrel Lodge
at approximately 80 metres to the east. Other properties close to the site
include - Little Owls 40 metres to the north; Ashen Copse 60 metres to the
east; the Lamb and Flag Public House 160 metres to the south on the
opposite side of the A420 and The Warren 250 metres to the west. The
distances are measured from the edge of the application site, rather than the
edge of the proposed extraction area. In all cases the distances between the
dwellings and the mineral extraction area are greater.

Access to the site would be via an existing agricultural access on Pinewoods
Road, approximately 150 metres from the A420.

Lamb and Flag Quarry (a Site of Special Scientific Interest) lies 350 metres
south west of the site on the opposite side of the A420. Footpath 18 which
crosses the site.

There are a number of trees located within the site a number of which are
protected by Tree Preservation Orders ( TPO) in particular the tree line
between two fields within the proposed site, a length of the western boundary
north of String Copse and four oaks within the northern field.

Details of the Development

The applicant is seeking permission for the extraction of 1.1 mt of soft sand.
The approximate annual out put would be 125,000 tonnes. The anticipated
duration of extraction is 9 years and restoration is proposed to be fully
completed within 12 months of extraction being completed. The applicant
proposes to restore the site progressively to agriculture at a low level.

Extraction and Processing

Sand would be extracted in phases (10 phases in total) working from south to
north of the site (see plan 3). Prior to sand extraction of each phase, topsoils
and subsoils would be stripped separately, and either stored on the site
perimeter as screening bunds or directly placed on previously worked out
areas to achieve progressive restoration. It is proposed to use the topsoil and
subsoil from the first two phases to create screening bunds along the entire
length of Pinewoods Road, around the northern end and south-east corner of
the site. The bunds opposite the small group of dwellings off Pinewoods Road
would be removed for restoration of phase 4 (see plan 3). The remaining
bunds would be removed to restore the final phase and the plant site area.
The perimeter soil bunds would provide visual screening and noise
attenuation, and would be shaped, grassed and maintained whilst in place.
The maximum depth of the working would be 9.8 metres.
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It is proposed to extract the sand by loading shovel, feeding the sand through
a mobile screen (to remove large lumps and fine clays) via a hopper onto a
conveyor which would then transport the sand to a stocking and weighbridge
area located near the site entrance (see plan 3). The stocking and
weighbridge area would be about two metres below existing ground level.
During phase 1, it is proposed to establish a perimeter drainage ditch to drain
the stocking area, and a sump in the south west of the site. This sump would
be restored eventually to form a pond. The large pumps and fine clays
together with calcareous stone, which is in layers within the sand deposit,
would be moved to the edges to form graded banks.

Public footpath 18 crosses the site from north-west to south-east and would
be diverted northward during the working of phases 2-5 to enable those
phases to be worked. The diverted path would rejoin the footpath to the west
of the (see plan 2). As soon as possible after extraction and restoration in
phases 2-5, the path would be re-established on its original alignment.

The trees subject to the TPO on the boundary of the two fields would be
retained. The individual oaks in the north part of the site would be removed. It
is proposed to plant new woodland areas and fill gaps in existing hedgerows
within the site as replacement for the loss of the oak trees.

Conveyor Site

A field conveyor would transport extracted material within the site to the
stocking and weighbridge area. The conveyor would be gradually extended
northward as extraction progressed.

It is expected that the conveyor would for most of its length be approximately
5-8 metres below existing ground levels.

Traffic and Transport

Transport Assessment has been provided as part of the Environmental
Statement. The assessment states that the development would generate
approximately 50 vehicle movements per day (inbound 25 and outbound 25
vehicle movements).

The normal working hours for the quarry would be 0700-1800 hours Monday-
Friday and 0700-1300 hours on Saturday.

The proposed access onto Pinewoods Road would use the existing double-
gated agricultural access. This is 150m from the A420.It is proposed that all
construction vehicles would exit the site turning right onto Pinewoods Road
and then turning left onto the A420 at the Pinewoods Road junction.

All traffic movements around the Pinewoods Road junction would remain as
now except that right turning HGV’s from the application site would not be
allowed to turn right out of Pinewoods Road onto A420 westbound (Swindon).
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These vehicles would turn left and travel up to the roundabout at Kingston
Bagpuize.

The existing left turn from Pinewoods Road would be redesigned to
accommodate a new traffic island. The introduction of the traffic island would
require an area of new road to be constructed to provide sufficient width for
left-turning HGVs.

As part of the design for the new access arrangement at Pinewoods Road
A420 junction it is proposed that the eastbound carriageway be changed from
dual to single carriageway from the existing single carriageway to the
Pinewoods Road junction ( 1 kilometre/0.6 miles).

It is proposed to extend the existing 50mph speed limit on the A420 from its
current point to the Pinewoods Road junction.

The transport impacts of the development have been subject of discussion
with the Highway Authority and the proposal described above represents the
highway scheme as finally submitted by Hanson.

Restoration

The restoration of the quarry would be carried out progressively throughout
the life of the sand extraction operation starting at phase 1 in the south and
ending at phase 10 in the north. The site would be restored back to
agricultural land at a low level. Biodiversity improvements are incorporated
within the restoration design. No fill materials are proposed to be brought onto
the site to achieve restoration. Natural waste materials from the sand
extraction would be used to achieve a graded landform.

The restored land levels would include two ponds which would provide
drainage to the restored fields. Apart from the initial restoration to grass, the
vegetation around the margins of the ponds would be allowed to regenerate
naturally. New tree and shrub planting would supplement and strengthen the
existing field boundary pattern with species characteristic to the area.

Environmental Statement

The application is supported by an Environmental Statement (ES). This
covers potential environmental impacts on the landscape and visual amenity,
ecology, soils, hydrology, archaeology, traffic, noise and dust. It also
addresses the issue of alternatives to the development and proposes
mitigation measures.

Alternative Sites — Alternative sites for this type of sand to be produced from
this site are restricted within the County. The proposed site is within a sand
horizon of a type limited in Oxfordshire to a strip, running roughly west-east
between Shellingford (near Faringdon) and Fyfield (east of Kingston
Bagpuize). Sand deposits also occur in the north of Oxfordshire (outcropping
near Duns Tew and Middle Aston) but are of a different type of sand.
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Noise - A noise assessment considering the different types of noise which
may be generated by the development is included in the ES. Mitigation
measures to keep the noise levels below those recommended in government
guidance are suggested. The predicted noise levels at dwellings for each
phase of mineral extraction would be below the maximum level (65db (A) Leq
1 hour free field) outlined in government guidelines. The noise assessment
concludes that there would be no significant noise impact upon any of the
surrounding residential dwellings as a result of the proposed extraction
operation.

Air Quality - The main sources of dust generation are identified as the mineral
extraction operation, materials handling, the processing plant, haul roads and
stripping and restoration operations. The ES concludes that the impacts of
dust emissions would be very low and insignificant. Mitigation and control
measures such as the use of water bowser to dampen down dust, use of
appropriate standoffs to dwellings and settlements, grassed perimeter bunds
along the boundary of the proposed extraction area are proposed.

Landscape - The landscape and visual impact assessment in the ES
considers the landscape character of the area and the impacts on the
surrounding landscape at all stages of the development. This includes the
extraction area, processing plant and the conveyor. It identifies that the
proposed extraction site is within a landscape characterised by its ridgeline
landform with generally open views restricted by small woodlands and
hedgerows. There are a number of residential properties relatively close to the
site and a footpath crosses the site. There are several visual receptors
therefore which are potentially highly sensitive to the development. In order to
mitigate adverse visual impacts, it is proposed to construct soil bunds to
provide visual screening during working. The ES concludes that the impact of
the development on the landscape and on local people is acceptable.

Ecology - The ecological assessment indicates that the site has two types of
habitat — arable and hedgerows. The ES concludes that the site is considered
to be of minimal botanical interest as it is largely in intensive arable cultivation.
The most important features (the peripheral hedgerows) would be left
untouched by the development. Within the application area, there is no direct
evidence of protected species such as badger or water vole. Overall, the
impact on ecology is assessed to be negligible and the restoration is
considered to offer potential for a net ecological gain.

Soils- The soils on the site are identified as being of high quality. The
development proposals involve the temporary removal/storage of the soils
and then reuse of them for restoration of the site. It is stated that all soil
handling would be carried out in accordance with best practice to ensure no
significant damage to soil structure.

Hydrology - The hydrological study of the extraction area identifies that it does
not contain any significant hydrological features nor does it lie within a
floodplain. The hydrological survey considers that extraction of the sand does
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not pose a risk to local well boreholes. However it notes the sensitivity of one
licensed borehole on the edge of Hinton Waldrist village.

Archaeology - A desktop archaeological study has revealed no regional or
national features of significance on the site. Various scatterings of flints have
been found which are largely Mesolithic with some smaller quantities of
Neolithic and Bronze Age finds. Remains from other periods appear to be
associated with agricultural activity. To mitigate the impact of the development
a scheme of investigation could be agreed with the Oxfordshire County
Council Archaeological Service.

Consultation Process

The application was originally submitted in September 2007 and was subject
to the normal consultation process. The initial consultation and the responses
received, resulted in the applicant making a number of revisions to the
application in relation to transport, ecology, landscape and amenity issues. A
second round of consultation was then carried out in 2008. More recently
three further periods of consultation have been carried out in May 2009, July
2009 and September 2009 on the specific detailed highway alterations
proposed to the access arrangements from Pinewoods Road onto the A420.
On the advice of the local County Councillor we consulted a wider range of
Parish Councils potentially affected by the proposed highway changes.

Consultation Responses:
Vale of White Horse District Council
Planning

No objection subject to issues regarding highways, trees, buffer zones and
noise being addressed. Comments are:

e There must be no right turn restriction at the junction onto the A420 for
general vehicular traffic. Any right turn restriction on vehicle movements
on to the A420 should apply to vehicles from the site only through routing
agreements.

e A detailed scheme for wheel washing and keeping the public highway
free from mud and dirt must be submitted, approved and installed prior to
commencement of work.

° Extraction should be phased so as not to leave the Tree Preservation
Order (TPO) trees on an exposed ridge.

e An adequate buffer zone to existing dwellings must be provided in
accordance with adopted policy standards.
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The District response to the subsequent consultations on this development
has been to confirm their initial response; ie no objection subject to the issues
raised being satisfactorily addressed.

Environmental Health

First Consultation — No Objection. The main issues are noise and air- borne
sand. Satisfied that the applicant has considered these aspects. The
mitigation measures listed should be incorporated into planning conditions as
necessary. Noise limits as recommended in PPG24 should apply to this
development.

Second Consultation — No objection. Concern about the manner in which the
noise implications have been calculated. Request for further information
regarding this.

Third Consultation — Confirm original view. Having considered the proposed
operations and information provided as part of the application, no adverse
observations to make.

Longworth Parish Council
First Consultation - Object on the following grounds:

e The application states that less than three years land—bank of soft sand is
currently available within the county, as opposed to a government
requirement of 7 years. However no serious attempt has been taken
either to quantify future demand or investigate alternative sources.

e A total ban on traffic turning right on to the A420 is proposed. But this
would entail traffic from both Hinton Waldrist and Longworth being forced
to take a longer route — up to 3 miles longer — via the A415 to reach
Kingston Bagpuize,Southmoor,Charney Bassett and points further south.
The traffic analysis provided by the applicant is suspect, in that it works
on averages and disregards the cumulative effects of peak flows of both
normal traffic and quarry lorries.

e The council supports the analysis and conclusion of a local resident that
has been submitted to the County Council.

¢ Raise concern about the buffer zone which is proposed by the applicant
of just 100m from the nearest properties. There is no evidence offered as
how this figure is arrived at, let alone how it is derived from a 350m zone
starting point. No significant noise impacts are anticipated at any of the
surrounding properties as a result of the proposed mineral extraction.
Excavation and the construction of a bund will undo the binding effect of
the manure and release greater volumes of dust than occurs at present.
This has not been recognised in the application.
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Concern about the interruption of the entire drainage system and that
could lead to serious local flooding. The application also does not have
plans for the ongoing monitoring of the operation.

Second Consultation — No response received.

Third Consultation — Object to the revised highway safety proposals on the
following grounds:

The restriction to one lane and the imposition of a 50mph speed limit on
this section of the A420 is contrary to the original purpose of the bypass,
which was to allow slower traffic to be overtaken.

Laden, left-turning lorries leaving Pinewoods Road will need to be
expertly driven on every occasion to avoid intrusion into the right hand
lane of the A420, and into the path of newly derestricted, and therefore
accelerating, traffic.

The proposal calls for restrictions to an average of 6000 vehicles a day
for the sake of 30 lorries, and thus for the impedance of any and all road
users for the sake of the commercial gain of one.

The proposal calls for a plethora of road signage on the junction
approaches, many of which will be unfamiliar and confusing to, and
certainly unexpected by, drivers.

The placing of a traffic bollard on the junction in line with the centre of the
left hand eastbound lane, protected by road marking alone, is
unbelievably crass and dangerous.

Dual Carriageway 1 mile ahead’ sign to the west will be misleading in its
present position, and will presumably need to be moved closer to the
junction.

Traffic bunching, caused by single-lane working, is prevalent on this
stretch of road; with the abolition of the opportunity to pass before the
junction, bunching will still exist at this point, and make it more difficult
and therefore more dangerous for traffic crossing the A420.

No mention of the responsibility for the cost of restoring the junction to its
current state after finishing of the works.

Fourth Consultation — No response received.

Fifth Consultation —

Latest proposals, far from ameliorating the hazards identified in the
earlier proposals, actually make the junction more dangerous.
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How can the proposal be deemed acceptable that a major road,
considered after a public enquiry to be essential for the lower traffic
volumes of 20 years ago, should be reduced in capacity and capability
now and for the foreseeable future?

It is difficult to see how the added speed restriction to the westbound
lanes constitutes an ‘improvement’, since it now effectively doubles the
number of road users adversely affected by the proposal to some 18,000
per day (for the convenience of some 40 contractor’s lorries). It even
further detracts from the original purpose of the road which was to
facilitate traffic flow.

The plan now adds 11 new road signs to those already present (which
are to be retained) in and around the junction. It is likewise difficult to see
how this added driver distraction will do other than detract still further
from road safety.

Concern about the installation and use of a CCTV camera opposite the
Pine Woods exit. How this camera is to be installed and operated is far
from clear from drawing No. 2, but it appears it is intended to be linked via
a communications line to a remote site.

Hinton Waldrist Parish Council

First Consultation - Strong objections on the grounds of: Traffic and road
safety on the A420; Traffic and road safety on surrounding roads and villages;
Impact on the water table and the market garden adjacent to the site; Buffer
zones and proximity to the site; Noise & Dust (during operation and after
restoration); Additional traffic from direct minerals sales from the site;
Likelihood of other minerals being extracted from the site.

Second Consultation — No response received.

Third Consultation — Object to the revised highway proposals on the following
grounds:

Extending the single-carriageway means that NE bound traffic will
remain solid with fewer gaps, making it increasingly difficult and
dangerous for vehicles to cross over into the central reservation on the
A420 from Pinewoods Road. The knock-on effect will be queuing traffic
in Pinewoods Road for both right and left turning vehicles, putting
pressure on right turning vehicles to take risks in crossing over to the
central reservation.

The proposed plans overlook the two lay bys nearby.
To avoid the queues in the Pinewoods Road, local traffic from Hinton

Waldrist and Longworth will continue along the village roads thereby
increasing traffic volume through these villages.
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o Want assurance that any swept path analysis takes into account all
vehicle types and lengths, not simply quarry collection fleet vehicles as
stated at present.

o Remain concerned that the developer may still wish to pursue potential
restrictions to larger vehicles in addition to quarry vehicles at the
junction. The day to day activities of several local farms would be greatly
impacted by any such restrictions at the junction.

J Overall increase in the road signage and markings will be contrary to the
OCC de-cluttering policy of road signage and will also add both to
confusion for drivers using the junction and to sign pollution along
Pinewoods Road.

Fourth Consultation — Object to the revised highway proposals on the
following grounds:

e Traffic audit submitted by the applicant fails to view conditions during the
rush our periods of the day and it is inappropriate to evaluate the likely
traffic impact based on this information

) It is necessary to consider the safety of this junction in the light of the
peak hour flows and not on the much lighter flows in early afternoon.
Would be pleased to receive a copy of the independent safety audit.

. Objections raised on the previous consultation still stand

o The knock-on effect of reducing the dual carriageway to single lane
would be queuing traffic in Pinewood road for both right and left turning
vehicles, putting pressure on the right turning vehicles to take risks in
crossing over to the central reservation.

. The purpose of the dual carriageway built in 1993 would be hampered
by the proposal.

J Restriction on the tonne limit would impact on local farmers greatly.

o The proposed plans overlook the two lay bys nearby.

. Concern that in order to avoid the queues and quarry lorries in
Pinewood road, local traffic to and from Hinton Waldrist and Longworth
would continue along the village road and thereby increasing traffic

volume through the villages.

- Proposed road signage would add confusion for drivers using the
junction and to sign pollution along Pine Wood road
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Fifth Consultation — Still strongly object to the revised proposals on the
following grounds:

The day to day activities of the local farmers would affected by the
weight restriction proposal.

The proposal that vehicles over 7.5t must turn left at the junction, travel
2.2km to the roundabout at the A420/A415 junction and the same
distance back to subsequently turn left at the Springhill junction, would
add a minimum of 4.4km to their journey distance. This will have the
knock-on affect of increased fuel consumption at a time of both inflated
fuel costs and Oxfordshire County Council’'s active campaign to
encourage people and businesses to reduce their environmental
impact by reducing vehicle journeys.

Reduction of the speed limit and availability of dual carriageway will
have a detrimental affect on both local and through traffic, and will
effectively waste taxpayer’s money.

The proposed reduction of the dual section of the bypass will be
detrimental to the road users

The addition of the 100 mm upstand kerbing along the eastbound
carriageway prior to the junction poses yet another safety hazard which
has not been addressed. Should a vehicle breakdown in this narrowed
section of carriageway, or should there be an accident at this site or
further along the eastbound carriageway resulting in stationary traffic,
then neither recovery nor emergency vehicles would be able to easily
pass.

Speed survey does not encompass the peak times for traffic and
therefore question the value of the data collated and the conclusion
reached.

There are no details about who will oversee the CCTV operation or the
duration of the surveillance. Who would pay for the CCTV.

Proposed alterations of highway will deter local drivers from this
junction further severing the connections between the local villages.

Submitted drawings don’t show any signage restricting exiting quarry
vehicles from turning left out of the site, towards Longworth, nor does
the site access layout discourage them from accessing the site from
Longworth.

Road safety audit has not been undertaken at a suitable time as traffic
would be predictably very light in the mentioned period.
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Kingston Bagpuize with Southmoor Parish Council

Fourth Consultation — Object to the revised highway scheme on the following
grounds —

Reduction to one lane of the existing dual carriageway. This would
significantly reduce the value of the major investment of public money in
its construction and exacerbate traffic flow problems along the east-
bound A420.

The speed restrictions until after the proposed beginning of the
shortened dual carriageway are unclear.

Proposed changes would affect the safety of many residents living
within the existing and planned boundaries of the parish.

Serious accidents would result from additional, intermittent very slow
moving vehicles on both carriageways.

Fifth Consultation — Make the following comments on the revised proposal:

Puzzled at the location of the ‘new gap provided in existing safety fence
for existing pedestrian crossing’ immediately to the east of the Lamb and
Flag. Two public footpaths cross the A420 west of the Lamb and Flag,
one at the end of the current safety fencing, but none to the east.

Complaint regarding the positioning of the 50 mph sign on the revision
to the plans.

Buckland Parish Council

Fourth Consultation - Object to this proposal on the following grounds:

Currently traffic in busy periods queues back from Southmoor as far as
Pusey Furze and the reduction of the dual carriageway to single
carriage will only exacerbate this problem pushing traffic back further
and potentially causing problems at the Little Chef and BP garage
entrances, if not Buckland itself.

Additional slow moving traffic will increase pollution; both noise and air
pollutants in Buckland and the surrounding countryside.

The A420 is a lifeline for Buckland and increasing the traffic load and
making it harder to turn out of the village towards Oxford will not make
life any easier. The junctions at Buckland are already prone to
accidents. Any changes will put extra pressure on them.

Hanson lorries heading for Swindon turning right on to the A420 is not
feasible because of space, but the proposal to drive back towards
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Oxford and around the roundabout will put additional pressure on an
already busy junction.

Fifth Consultation — Make the following comments on the revised proposals:

o In one sense, given that the length of single carriageway is being
extended, speeds should reduce and safety increase at the junction.

J On the other it contributes to congestion and frustration along the A420
which is a very busy road at peak times.

o The highway issues are balanced and the applicants have probably
done enough to satisfy the Highway Authority.

. object on the basis of potential congestion backing up to the Pusey turn
Environment Agency —
Groundwater —

First consultation - Not satisfied with the restoration plan. If the site is restored
at the indicated level it is likely that the groundwater fed ponds will be larger
than illustrated and less land will be available for agricultural use. Asked
therefore for a revised restoration plan. Also concerned about the dewatering
of the proposed excavation which may lower groundwater levels locally and
may derogate nearby domestic and licensed groundwater sources. The
Agency provides a list of licensed groundwater abstractions in the vicinity
which may be affected by dewatering. They do not know the locations of all
private domestic sources.

Recommend conditions to meet their concerns:

e monitoring of groundwater levels.

¢ monitoring data to be subject to an annual review.

e protect the licensed groundwater sources during the works.

e no sewage or trade effluent, including cooling water containing chemical
additives, vehicle wash waters, stream cleaning effluent, or pressure
wash effluent, should be discharged to the surface water disposal
system.

Second consultation - The revised restoration plan is acceptable in principle.
The land profiles to the north of the quarry have also been amended and it is
likely that groundwater will be intercepted in the northernmost field. However,
no ponds are indicated on the restoration plan. EA would expect groundwater
to be intersected in the northern field if land is profiled according to revised
plan. The layout of the proposed agricultural drainage system is not indicated
on the restoration plans provided.
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Biodiversity —

First consultation — The proposed restoration could be improved to offer a
restored habitat of greater value. The ponds, as designed, would be receptors
for runoff from the agricultural land which may mean their value for flora and
fauna would be limited. Suggest some actions in order to reduce this risk and
improve the value of the ponds for wildlife in the revised restoration plan. The
restoration proposals should be modified to include a buffer zone of at least
10m around the pond that will act as a filter for run-off. Linking the ponds to
the surrounding hedgerows would also be better than isolating them in the
middle of the agricultural land. Extensions of woodland and shrub planting
could link the two southern ponds to existing woods or hedgerows.

Second consultation —

First Response — Still not happy with the revised restoration proposal
regarding the ecological quality of the proposed ponds. The revised
restoration does create a larger pond in the south west of the site and
dispenses with the isolated pond formally proposed to the north of the site.
This larger pond would still be entirely surrounded by agricultural land. There
is no inclusion of a buffer around it as suggested in the previous response.
The addition of formalised drainage to the pond will only exacerbate the water
quality problems highlighted in previous response.

Note that the smaller pond in the southernmost field would now be
surrounded by low maintenance grassland and that the remainder of the
southern field is to be planted with trees and scrubs. Ponds should be
designed with shallow and varied margins to maximise the ecological value of
the pond. Any planting should be of native species only.

Second Response - Satisfied that concerns regarding the ecological quality of
the ponds can be resolved by the implementation of planning conditions. The
proposed development will be acceptable if planning conditions are imposed
to meet EA’s suggestions.

Natural England -
Soils and Agriculture: No objections to the proposal in principle.

First consultation - Advise the applicant to reconsider their restoration design
to safeguard the long-term capability of best and most versatile agricultural
land as the proposed landform would significantly compromise the future
agricultural use of the land. Ask for the appropriate soil handling system to be
carried out and recommend adoption of loose stripping methods of soil
handling.

Second Consultation — Satisfied with the revised restoration plan.
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Nature Conservation and Biodiversity - No objection to the proposed plan as
there would not be a significant adverse effect on the nearby Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI).

Protected Species:

First Consultation - No objection provided that surveys are undertaken for
bats, badgers and breeding birds before the application is determined.

Second Consultation —

First Response — Advise the applicant that there is a badger tunnel situated
under the A420.This will help to assess the impact of this proposal on the
badger population in the area. Satisfied with the updated species survey
report.

Second Response — No objection. Satisfied with the level of information that
has been submitted in respect of great crested newts.

SEEDA

No Objection. Emphasise on the economic importance of minerals extraction
to the south east and the need to ensure that there is sufficient supply to meet
future needs.

SEERA

No comments. The proposals are not considered to be of regional
significance.

RSPB

No objection. Request a condition requiring a walk-over survey for breeding
birds to take place between 1 March — 31 July before soil stripping takes
place.

Ministry of Defence

Principle concern with respect to the ponds in this area is their potential to
attract large and, or, flocking bird species hazardous to air traffic. MOD does
not object to the application subject to conditions.

Thames Water

No objection.

Food Standards Agency

First Response - Concern about potential damaging effect of proposed
development on adjacent market garden. The proposed activity could have a
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damaging effect on certain crops, particularly brassicas and other leafy
vegetables, if they were to be contaminated with dust from the quarrying
operation at a critical time during the growing season. The application does
not go into enough details regarding impact on the market garden. It is
suggested in the application that extraction or stripping operations would be
suspended during adverse weather conditions if dust cannot be kept below
acceptable levels. However there is no information about how ‘adverse
weather conditions’ would be defined, what are considered to be ‘acceptable
levels’ of dust and how these would be monitored, nor is there an indication of
how such a suspension would be enforced.

Second Response — Raised concerns about the following matters:

o Realise that dust is normally treated as a temporary nuisance and, as
such, a moderate risk may generally be acceptable. However, if dust and
grit were to get into produce growing in a market garden this could have
implications for food safety (irrespective of the inherent nature of the
dust) and could have a serious impact on the business.

e If dust contamination led to consumer complaints, Gibbens & Sons might
be obliged to conduct a product recall and this, in turn, could lead to the
loss of customer confidence and consequently future business. In the
worst case, the company may even have to close.

o The proposed criterion to assess the acceptable level of dust crossing
the boundary is visibility. This may be adequate for nuisance control but
it is not sufficient to protect food safety. Any dust crossing the site
boundaries between the quarrying activity and the market garden may be
unacceptable.

e The Applicant states that their dust control measures have enabled them
to work successfully with neighbouring landholders. They do not,
however, say whether any of these were pre-existing market gardens. If
it were the case, it would be helpful to know more details in order to
understand the degree to which they were in a comparable position to
Gibbens & Sons and to have confirmation that the dust control measures
were, indeed, adequate.

Third Response — Make the following comments:

e Applicant has gone to great efforts to quantify the risk but this is modelled
and it would not be possible to know the accuracy of the assessment
unless and until the operation becomes active.

e From the original plans and based on information about climatic
conditions, there is undoubtedly a quantifiable risk.

e The market garden is in a fairly unique situation because, whereas other
types of site (whether residential or environmentally sensitive) would
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probably quickly recover from an adverse event, this may not be the case
if produce were to be contaminated with dust at a critical time.

County Ecologist

First consultation -No objection. Suggests conditions to ensure that work does
not commence during the months of March to August; and the entrance
gateway must be moved southwards to keep it clear from the line of trees on
the site.

Second Consultation —

First Response -Satisfied with the pond design details in the revised
restoration plan at this stage and ask to incorporate the pond design details
into planning conditions if permission is granted.

Second response - Having reviewed all the information regarding the survey
on Great Crested Newts and as Natural England are satisfied with the surveys
carried out so far, County Ecologist will not be asking applicant for any further
survey work regarding great crested newts

Third Response - Cannot comment on the validity of the hydrological
information submitted by the applicant or the Parish Council (Hinton Waldrist).
The proposed development would not impact on any locally important habitats
or landscape features. Suggest conditions to cover the restoration of the
ponds, planting, control run-off from the agricultural activities, badger survey,
retention of trees and hedgerows should permission be granted.

County Archaeologist

No objection. Satisfied with the archaeological assessment carried out on
behalf of the applicant. Recommend a planning condition to ensure a
programme of archaeological investigation and recording.

Transport Development Control -

First Consultation —

First Response - Transport Development Control issued a holding
objection until further information is provided regarding —

e  An assessment of the junction design
e A Stage 1 Safety Audit of the junction which considers the additional
HGV traffic turning both left and right onto the A420. This should be

carried out by an independent auditor.

e The designers’ response to the safety audit
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Details on the traffic growth factors applied to the assessment and
assessment years.

Second Response — Holding objection subject to receiving additional
information regarding -

the maximum achievable vision splays at A420 junction to ensure that
it accords with the current technical guidance.

growth factor or future assessment years applied to the traffic data
used in the junction capacity analysis

Expressed concern over the likely conflict between slow moving HGV
vehicles entering and exiting the site and cars travelling at or in
excess of the speed limit on the dual carriageway which increase the
risk of collisions.

Second consultation —

First Response — Holding objection.

Suggest the applicant contracts an independent 3 party auditor to
carry out a stage 2/3 audit to determine whether the design of the
existing junction is suitable to serve the increased HGV flows

Any revised safety audit should consider the site access, as the
current audit has highlighted insufficient visibility. Considered the
mitigation measures unsuitable.

Not convinced that Picady takes account of the significantly high
speeds observed and thus the transport consultant of applicant
should re-evaluate the parameters within which Picady can be
suitably used.

Second Response — Holding objection for the following reasons:

The junction on the A420 requires significant improvements that the
applicant can not achieve and which would be significantly
detrimental to the safety and through flow of existing highway users.

the access along Pinewoods Road is inadequate to serve the
development, does not meet central Government Guidance and
would be detrimental to Highway Safety

S106 and routeing agreement is not in place that may mitigate the
development flows, should the application receive approval.
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Final Response - No objection in principle subject to attaching appropriate
planning conditions. Make the following comments:

o Reduction in capacity on this short section would not significantly
affect the overall capacity of the A420 in a wider context sufficient to
warrant an objection to the junction changes and hence an objection
to the proposal.

e  These junction arrangements as proposed have been assessed. The
works include adjustments to the geometry, by realigning this to suit
tracking to enable the provision of a deceleration lane for left turning
vehicles from the A420 into Pinewoods Road, an acceleration lane for
vehicles turning from Pinewoods Road onto the A420, and
adjustments for a revised island arrangement for right turning
vehicles in both directions. HGVs from the application site will be
prohibited from the right turn manoeuvre from Pinewoods Road onto
the A420 travelling eastbound by a Traffic Regulation Order (TRO),
which would have additional enforcement opportunity by way of a
camera monitoring the junction.

o Vision splays available for the proposed access off Pinewoods Road
accord with guidance and speeds of vehicles based on a speed
survey. These would need to be retained clear from any obstructing
foliage. The gradient is not considered to affect the vision splay
required in this direction.

e The applicant has been advised that any changes to the highway that
may be made, would need to be returned to the current layout once
the mineral development had concluded at their expense.

Transport Development Control has also asked for a S278 agreement to
cover off site highway works.

Rights of Way

Footpath 18 Longworth bisects the application site in a north-west to south
east direction. As yet no application to divert the footpath has been received.
It is essential that the footpath is diverted for as short a length as possible. In
this respect the path should be diverted west to east across the site just to the
north of Phase 5 and then routed south along the inside of the hedge to avoid
pedestrians walking on the road. The footpath could then be reinstated
following the restoration of Phase 5 (as in the planning application).

3" Party Representations

124 letters of representation were received during the original consultation
period in 2007. Few of the local residents have made their representation at
the second round of consultation held in 2008. 45 further representations
were received during the 2009 consultation period, following the submission
of the revised highway access arrangements.



54.

55.

56.

S7.

58.

59.

PN5

The main issues raised by local residents through the consultation process
are — highway objections ( which includes - A420/Pinewoods Road junction
would be made more hazardous through HGV use, change of road network at
Pinewoods Road would make journeys longer, A420 road condition would
deteriorate and become dangerous, A420 congestion would increase through
HGV crossing, increase traffic in Hinton Waldrist and Longworth village),
noise pollution, dust nuisance, inadequate buffer zones, visual aspect of land
would be adversely affected, disturbing effect on water table, loss of rights of
way, wildlife within the area would suffer greatly, trees with TPOs to be lost
and impact on market garden.

The full list of the points made by objectors is set out in the Annex 1 to this
report. Full copies of all responses are available in the Members Resource
Centre.

Relevant Development Plans and other Policies —
(All the relevant policies are set out in Annex 2)

The main policy issues are —

(i) Aggregates supply

(i) Policy to protect local amenity

(iii) traffic and transport

(iv) landscape

(v) hydrology & ecology and archaeology
(vi) restoration

Aggregate Supply

South East Plan policy M3 states that Mineral Planning Authorities should
plan to maintain a landbank of at least seven years for land-won sand and
gravel. South East Plan indicates the sand and gravel apportionment for
Oxfordshire of 1.82 million tonnes (mtpa) per annum.

Minerals Policy Statement 1: Planning and Minerals (MPS1) also provides for
the maintenance of mineral landbanks. It expects Mineral Planning Authorities
to plan for the maintenance of an adequate and steady supply of minerals to
meet the needs of the economy and society. MPS1 continues to state that
should a landbank fall below 7 years for sand and gravel then additional
reserves will need to be permitted.

Under OMWLP policy PE2, planning permission will not normally be granted
outside the areas identified in the OMWLP unless the apportioned supply from
the county cannot be met from within the areas identified for sand and gravel
extraction and the proposal satisfies the policies of the other related
development plans.
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Policy SD1 of the OMWLP requires that separate landbanks will be
maintained for sharp sand and gravel and soft sand at levels which accord
with current Government advice and with the current regional apportionment.

Policy to protect local amenity

OMWLP policy PE18 states that in determining applications the County
Council will have regard to the provisions in the Code of Practice in the
OMWLP. The Code of Practice covers amenity issues such as hours of
working, noise and dust.

OMWLP policy PE3 states that appropriate buffer zones will be safeguarded
around mineral working sites for protection against unacceptable losses of
residential or natural amenity. Accompanying text of this policy states that
since the late 1970s the County Council has operated a buffer zone policy
based on a requirement for a distance of 350 metres between mineral
workings and town, villages and hamlets, and 100 metres between mineral
workings and an individual dwelling or a small group of dwellings. When
determining planning applications for mineral and waste development, the
County Council will have regard to these established standards, together with
the individual circumstances of the site and the other measures which may be
used to mitigate the effects of the development proposed.

The VOWH local plan policy DC9 states that development will not be
permitted if it would unacceptably harm the amenities of neighbouring
properties and the wider environment in terms of - loss of privacy, daylight or
sunlight; dominance or visual intrusion; noise or vibration; smell, dust, heat,
gases or other emissions; pollution, contamination or the use of or storage of
hazardous substances and external lighting.

South East Plan policy C6 states that local authorities should encourage
access to the countryside, taking full advantage of the Countryside and Rights
of Way Act 2000, particularly by — i) maintaining , enhancing and promoting
the Public Rights of Way system; ii) identifying opportunities and planning for
routes within and between settlements, seeking to reduce car use for shorter
journeys and iii) where possible, making new routes multifunctional to allow
for benefits for multiple users and contribute to the wider objectives of green
infrastructure.

Traffic and transport
South East Plan policy T1 states that relevant regional strategies, local
development documents and local transport plans should ensure that

management policies and proposals:

(1) are consistent with, and supported by, appropriate mobility
management measures

(i) encourage development that is located and designed to reduce
average journey lengths
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(i) include measures to minimise negative environmental impacts of
transport and, where possible, to enhance the environment and
communities through such interventions.

South East Plan policy CC7 sets out that proposals for development will not
be permitted unless the planning authorities are satisfied that necessary
infrastructure, on or off-site transport measures are available or will be
provided. In determining infrastructure and other requirements the local
planning authorities will take into account the cumulative impacts of
development.

The VOWH local plan policy DC5 states that proposals for development will
only be permitted provided that —

(i) Safe and convenient access will be provided both within the site and to
and from the adjoining highway network for all users including those
with impaired mobility, and for all modes of transport;

(i) The road network can accommodate the traffic arising from the
development without causing safety, congestion or environmental
problems;

(i)  Adequate provision will be made for loading, unloading, circulation,
servicing and vehicle turning;

(iv)  Off-site improvements to the highway infrastructure (including traffic
management measures), cycleway, footpaths and the public transport
network can be secured where these are not adequate to service the
development

Landscape

South East Plan policy C4 states that planning authorities and other agencies
in their plans and programmes should recognise, and aim to protect and
enhance, the diversity and local distinctiveness of the region’s landscape,
informed by landscape character assessments. It further states that local
authorities should develop criteria-based policies to ensure that all
development respects and enhances local landscape character, securing
appropriate mitigation where damage to local landscape character can not be
avoided.

Policy PE1 of the OMWLP states that proposals for mineral workings will be
considered in the light of criteria that ensure (a) the protection of local
residential, landscape and natural amenities (b) provides a high standard of
restoration and landscaping is provided.

Policy NE7 of the VOWH local plan states that development which would
harm the prevailing character and appearance of the North Vale Corallian
Ridge will not be permitted unless there is an overriding need for the
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development and all steps will be taken to minimise the impact of the
landscape.

Hydrology, Ecology and Archaeology
Water Environment

OMWLP policy PE4 sets out that, proposals will not be permitted where they
would have an adverse impact on groundwater levels or quality in the
surrounding area.

Ecology and Nature Conservation

South East Plan policy NRMS5 incorporates the principles of PPS9 and set out
that Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), National Nature Reserves and
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI); and sites which support specially
protected species will be protected from damaging development. Other sites
of acknowledged nature conservation importance development will be
permitted only if there is an overriding need or if damage to the ecological
interest can be prevented by the use of conditions or planning obligations.

OMWLP policy PE14 states that sites of nature conservation importance
should not be damaged. Proposals which would affect a nature conservation
interest will be assessed by taking into account the importance of the affected
interest; the degree and permanence of the projected damage and the extent
to which replacement habitat can be expected to preserve the interest in the
long term.

The VOWH local plan policy NE5 states that development likely to have an
adverse affect on a specially protected species will not be permitted unless
the adverse affects, either directly or indirectly, can be prevented or
acceptably minimised or adequate alternative habitats can be provided.

South East Plan policy BEG states that local authorities and other bodies will
adopt policies and support proposals which protect, conserve and where
appropriate, enhance the historic environment and contribution it makes to
local and regional distinctiveness and sense of place. The region’s
internationally and nationally designated historic assets should receive the
highest level of protection. Proposals that make sensitive use of historic
assets through regeneration, particularly where these bring redundant or
under-used buildings and areas into appropriate use should be encouraged.

Restoration
Policy PE1 (I) of the OMWLP states that when considering applications for
mineral development, the county council will consider the feasibility of the

restoration and aftercare proposals.

OMWLP policy PE13 states that mineral working sites should be restored
within a reasonable timescale to an after-use appropriate to the location and
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surroundings. Proposals for restoration, aftercare and after-use should be
submitted at the same time as any application for mineral working. Planning
permission will not be granted for mineral working unless satisfactory
proposals have been made for restoration and after-use and means of
securing them in the long term.

Comments of the Head of Sustainable Development

In my view the appropriate way to judge the merits of this proposal is to test it
through the approach promoted by policy PE2 of the Minerals and Waste
Local Plan. In relation to the Longworth proposal this policy effectively says
that new soft sand sites should not be permitted unless a) there is a need
which cannot be met from allocated sites and b) environmental and amenity
protection policies can be complied with. This approach demand that the need
for the mineral be weighed against the impact that extracting it will have upon
people and the environment.

The main issues that need to be considered in deciding whether or not to
grant planning permission for this proposal are:

(1)  the extent of need for further soft sand supply;

(2) the acceptability of the proposed highway arrangements

(3) any impact of the proposals on local people and business

(4) the acceptability of the proposals on the landscape, water environment
and biodiversity of the site both during working and upon final
restoration.

(1) Need for Soft Sand

Soft sand is needed to supply the construction industry with the raw materials
it needs (particularly used in manufacturing of mortar and
asphalt).Government expects planning authorities to plan for a continuous
and steady supply of aggregates. The South East Plan sets out the
apportionment of sand and gravel that Oxfordshire is required to make
provision for; currently this is 1.82 million tonnes per year. This apportionment
is subdivided to provide 0.309 million tonnes per year for soft sand. At the end
of 2008 the permitted reserves of soft sand in the County was 1.231mt, giving
a landbank of soft sand for Oxfordshire of 4 years. MPS1 requires the County
Council to seek to provide for a minimum land bank for sand and gravel of at
least 7 years. This 7 year target should be viewed as a minimum rather than a
maximum level.

The decision of Planning and Regulation Committee earlier this year to permit
1.4mt of soft sand at Upwood Park increases the potential landbank by 4.5
years to 8.5 years at the end of 2008. Legal agreements are still to be
finalised in relation to the Upwood Park proposal but officers have no reason
to believe they will not reach a satisfactory conclusion. The issue of need has
been raised by a number of local resident s who have commented that as
another site has now been permitted at Upwood Park, there is currently no
immediate need for further sand and gravel permissions.
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As mentioned in paragraph 79, the County’s current apportionment for soft
sand is 0.309mt. However, levels of production are currently (upto the end of
2008) running at 0.167mt per year, or 54% of the apportionment level. This is
probably due to the current downtown in the economy and the depressed
state of the construction industry. It is difficult to predict when the economic
climate will improve and the building trade pick up. But it is clear that at
present we are using up our permitted reserves of soft sand at half the rate of
the County’s apportionment.

| consider that the County has in excess of the minimum 7 year landbank that
the SEP and MPS1 requires and that with the Upwood Park reserve there will
be sufficient site/plant capacity to maintain an adequate and steady supply of
sand for the short to medium term. Although in supply terms it would be useful
for the future to have a further supply, in the short to medium term there is
already a reasonable supply to meet local need.

(2) Traffic and Transport

The traffic and transport implications of this proposal have been a significant
concern for local people. As well as individual responses from local residents,
the local Parish Councils, the local County member and the local MP have
raised objections to the application on highway grounds.

As a result of the objections the applicant has submitted a series of revisions
to the access arrangements (notably to the junction on the A420 and
Pinewoods Road and to the eastbound carriageway from where it is dulled up
to Pinewoods Road) with the aim to provide a safe and acceptable highway
solution. The proposal now is to create a single lane on the A420 eastwards
up to Pinewoods Road together with a 50 mile speed limit; HGVs from the site
would be prevented turning right from Pinewoods Road onto the A420. There
would also be appropriate detailed design for turning left (eastwards) onto the
A420 and right from the road from Charney Bassett across the A420. This
would provide a safe solution to enabling access from the main road via
Pinewoods Road into the site.

The site access onto Pinewoods Road can be designed to achieve acceptable
site lines providing that hedgerows are regularly cut back and maintained as
necessary. Reducing the length of dualled A420 west of the Pinewoods Road
junction would have no significant impact on the capacity of that road or
indeed journey times from Swindon to Oxford. Drivers using the road may
regard the reduced length of dualled road as inconvenient since it would
reduce the length of road available for overtaking slower traffic.

Transport Development Control considers the proposed highway
arrangements acceptable. If permission was to be granted, it would be
important that the area of the A420 removed from road use was sensitively
designed and landscaped in a manner that would respect this generally rural
area.
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(3) Impacts on Local People and Business

OMWLP policy PE3 requires that an ‘appropriate’ buffer zone is provided
between areas of extraction and nearby residents in order to protect them
from unacceptable noise, dust visual intrusion and other nuisances.

There are a number of dwellings around the edges of the application site. All
would be at a minimum of 100 metres from the proposed working areas. The
portable screening plant would be run to modern standards and combined
with the use of a conveyor would mean that the process of digging, screening
and internally transporting the sand would be low key in its impact. A
combination of existing trees/hedgerows, new planting, soil bunds and the
distance between dwellings - and the working areas and stock pile/loading
area - would limit the impact of noise, dust and visual intrusion upon local
residents. The Environmental Health officer does not object to the proposal.

A market garden company (family business) is located immediately to the
north west of the site. They grow brassicas and other vegetables which are
sold to various retail outlets. The owners have objected to the development on
grounds of traffic (this has been dealt with in paragraphs 84, 85, 86 and 87
above), the potential loss of water source from a licensed borehole, and
potential for windblown sand to contaminate crops.

Licensed water extraction boreholes are referred to in the Environment
Agency’s response on the application. It is normal practice to protect such
licences and for it to be necessary for the mineral company to provide an
alternative source of water supply should the borehole source dry up.
Nevertheless, in this case the Market Garden company would potentially use
considerable quantities of water so if planning permission was to be granted it
would be essential that a secure alternative means of supply could be
guaranteed. To date such an arrangement is not in place. Although the
applicant has mentioned in his ES that an alternative supply could be
provided.

There is potential in certain circumstances for sand to be blown onto the
adjacent fields of crops. The applicant proposes a number of measures to
address this issue (including suspension of the activities during adverse
weather conditions and use of a water bowser for dampening the sand).
Nevertheless, the proposed sand extraction areas that are closest to the
market garden would not have any significant unworked margins to the edge
of the field boundaries (the distance from the edge of the extraction area to
the boundary is about 20 metres). Although soil bunds would be provided in
this north-west corner of the site, the boundaries in this area are the least well
screened by tree/hedgerow growth.

The District Environmental Health officer has not objected to the proposal in
this respect, but an officer from the Food Standards Agency has raised
considerable concern about the risk of windblown sand contaminating the
market garden crops, and the serious consequences such an event would
have for this local firm. His view is that whilst such contamination may not
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necessarily make the crop unsafe for consumption, if there was sand on food
for sale it would not meet public expectations of quality. | agree that such an
event could have serious consequences for the market garden company and |
am not satisfied that the measures that Hanson propose (outlined in
paragraph 92) will adequately protect the interests of the market garden
company in this case.

(4) Landscape, water environment and biodiversity

The site is located on the North Vale Corallian limestone ridge running east —
west across this part of Oxfordshire. The Oxfordshire Wildlife and Landscape
Study (OWLS) describes the landscape character of this area generally as
having a prominent rolling landform with large arable fields, weak hedgerows
and blocks of ancient woodland.

The proposal is to work the sand across the site from south to north and
restore the site back to an agricultural landscape, returning internal
hedgerows, strengthening tree and hedgerow planting generally, and creating
2 wildlife ponds. Overall upon conclusion of the mineral working this site can
be restored to achieve an acceptable final landscape together with some
benefit in biodiversity interest.

There are a number of trees on the site which are protected by Tree
Preservation Orders (see plan 2). The applicant proposes to remove four
protected oak trees from across the centre of the site. This loss is undesirable
and not supported by policy NE7 of VOWHLP. The applicant has been asked
if they would wish to consider amending the scheme to retain the oak trees as
part of the development. They have confirmed that they still wish to remove
the trees as part of the phased working of the site . They also indicate that
County Ecologist has raised no objection to the trees removal.

The highest point of the site is located along the line of the oak trees (shown
on plan 2).The site slopes down from this ridge line towards the A420.There
are some areas of the site which are not well screened, notably in some
places looking northwards from the A420, and from the northern most length
of Pinewoods Road and the north west boundary abutting the market garden
although soil bunds would probably prevent any close view into the site from
these points. There would therefore be an adverse visual impact from the
development during working.

The site is not in the flood plain though the lowest 2 — 4 metres of extraction
would require pumping of water to enable extraction. There should be no
adverse effect upon the water environment. The Environment Agency have
not objected to the development, providing satisfactory arrangements can be
put in place to protect licensed boreholes, or make alternative arrangements
for those affected residents.
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Conclusions

At present Oxfordshire has a landbank of soft sand reserves which exceeds
the 7 year minimum that policy M3 of the SEP says we should plan for based
on the County’s agreed apportionment of 300,000 tonnes a year. At present
annual production is roughly half the apportionment rate andaround whilst
additional permitted reserves would ensure that Oxfordshire would meet its
landbank target for some time into the future, there is no pressing need for
additional reserves in the short term.

The transport arrangements proposed have been the subject of significant
local opposition which is supported by both the local County Councillor and
the local MP. However, the professional transport advice is that the
arrangements proposed are satisfactory.

Whilst nearby dwellings can be protected from potential harm from noise, dust
and visual intrusion, | have serious concern about the ability of the company
to sufficiently protect against the risk of windblown sand onto the market
garden and the consequent impact that this could have on that business.
Before any permission could be considered it would also be essential that the
market garden borehole also be satisfactorily protected. In my view the
proposal is not consistent therefore with policy PE3 of the minerals and waste
local plan.

Whilst in the long term, the integrity of the landscape would not in my view be
harmed; there would be some detriment to views across the site during the life
of the mineral working and the removal of the four protected oak trees across
the centre of the site would represent a notable loss.

Overall | consider that the need for additional soft sand reserves is not great
at present, and not sufficient to override the potential for significant harm to
the adjacent market garden business, therefore the proposal is not consistent
with Minerals and Waste Local Plan policy PE2.

RECOMMENDATION

It is RECOMMENDED that, planning permission for Application
07/02098/CM is refused for the following reasons:

(@) The development proposed is not within an area identified for
mineral working as referred to in policy PE2 of the Oxfordshire
Mineral & Waste Local Plan. In addition the apportionment for soft
sand identified for Oxfordshire in the South East Plan can be met
from the existing permitted and resolved to be permitted sites.

(b) Policies PE3 of the Oxfordshire Mineral and Waste Local Plan
requires that appropriate buffer zone should be established
around the mineral extraction sites to protect nearby sensitive
features from the damaging effects of mineral working. This
development is proposed to be located immediately alongside a
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market garden. The Council, as a Local Planning Authority
considers that the measures proposed to minimise the impact on
the market garden are not sufficiently robust to ensure that the
produce of the market garden is not contaminated. As a result it is
considered that the proposal is not consistent with the aims of the
policy PE3 of OMWLP.

The Council, as a Local Planning Authority, thereby is not persuaded
that the need for this development in this locality is sufficient to warrant
a departure from policy PE2.

CHRIS COUSINS
Head of Sustainable Development
Environment & Economy

Background Papers: File no. 8.4/3898/1 “Extraction of sand from 28.6ha of
land off Pinewoods Road and restoration to agriculture at
low levels” can be viewed in the Minerals and Waste
Development Control Team, Speedwell House,
Speedwell Street, Oxford, OX1 1NE.

November 2009
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Representations

2007 Representations

1.

ANNEX 1

124 letters of representation were received as a result of the first consultation
period in 2007. The table below lists the issues according to subjects that
people have raised and the number of times people have raised them. No

letters of support were received for this application.

Transport and Traffic — main points

crossing

Comment Number | Where
of addressed
letters

A420 / Pinewoods Road junction would be made 90 Main

more hazardous through HGV use report

Change of road network at Pinewoods Road would | 33 Main

make journeys longer report

Change of road network at Pinewoods Road would | 26 Annex 1

make local amenities less accessible

A420 road condition would deteriorate and become | 21 Annex 1

dangerous

Change of road network would increase traffic in 12 Annex 1

Hinton Waldrist

A420 congestion would increase through HGV 13 Annex 1

Transport and Traffic — comments made in fewer than ten letters:

Introduction of a roundabout at A420 / Pine Woods Junction Annex 1
needs to be considered

Bus services may reduce due to increase in hazardous Annex 1
conditions of A420

Impact of HGV traffic on nearby residents Report
Concern about consequent road safety Report
Who will pay for extra maintenance of the roads? Annex 1
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No acceleration lane is proposed on the A420 and one is Annex 1
required
Impact on cyclists Annex 1
Hinton Road may become dangerous through HGVs using it | Annex 1
as alternative route
Hinton Waldrist already dangerous due to parked cars along Annex 1
main streets
Lorries must be banned from turning north into Pinewoods Annex 1
Road
HGVs should be banned from using village roads Annex 1
Measures needed to prevent HGVs from turning right out of Annex 1
Pinewoods Road, but not car.

Amenity — Main Points
Amenity
Noise pollution will be increased 55 Report
Buffer zones proposed are not appropriate 53 Report
There are dwellings within 350 metres of proposals 44 Report
Air pollution will be increased 41 Report
Visual aspect of land would be adversely effected 39 Report
Dust and noise - risks to health 30 Annex 1
Restoration proposals should be improved 23 Annex 1
South-West winds would cause dust to be blown 20 Annex 1
towards Longworth Village

Amenity - Comments made in fewer than ten letters
Quality of life experienced within the area will decrease Annex 1
Loss of water for the market garden Report
Impact on agricultural land Annex 1
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Granting permission will open area up for further development Annex 1
and extraction

Tranquillity of the area would suffer Annex 1
Damage to local economy Annex 1
Deterioration of soil will prevent future agricultural use Annex 1
Leisure activities such as horse riding would be negatively Annex 1
affected

Unacceptable impacts upon environment Report
Impact of dust - general Report
Impact of dust - on market garden Report
Dust section of EIA inadequate Annex 1
Excessive noise from pump being used to drain the site Annex 1
Extra cost to agricultural operations through extra distances Annex 1
travelled

Deterioration of land would prevent future agricultural use Annex 1
Increased community segregation Annex 1
Mitigation measures from noise of pumps would be ineffective Annex 1
Impact of noise from extraction on nearby residents Report
Regulation of dust and control of water levels needed Report
Resale of affected houses will be difficult Annex 1
Southerly and easterly winds would result in contamination of Report
crops at Market Garden

Subsidence affecting local houses/ destabilisation of soil Annex 1
General negative impact on all surrounding villages as well as Report
Longworth itself

Undermine public confidence in Oxfordshire Statement of Annex 1

Community Involvement if site approved
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Would Hansons give compensation for damaged crops? Annex 1
Landscape and Ecology — Main Point
Wildlife within the area would suffer greatly 17 Annex 1

Landscape and Ecology — comments made in fewer than ten letters

Badger sets at North end of the site may be affected Report
Current vegetation screening site is insufficient Annex 1
Land will no longer be agriculturally workable following Annex 1
extraction
Lowered landscape would change visual aspect of land and Report
prevalent future agricultural use
Vegetation within the site area will deteriorate Annex 1
Hydrology — Main Points
Annex 1 addresses these points.
Adverse effect on water table 37 Annex 1

Hydrology — Comments made in fewer than ten letters

Annex 1 addresses these points

Increased levels of flooding likely due to lack of drainage

Hydrology section of EIA inadequate

underlying the Corallian Ridge

Risks involved in increasing water penetration of the marine deposits

Drainage of ponds need to be addressed

Effect of rising water table on septic tanks would be detrimental

Increased risk of salination of soil and water

Improved drainage in the NE corner of site is needed

Water quality within the area may decline
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Excavation will lead to land erosion and increased water run-off

Other Issues — comments made in fewer than ten letters
Each of these points is addressed in Annex 1.

Relevant development plan policies are fully considered in the main report.

Alternative sites need to be explored

Proposals contrary to various development plan policies.

The site was not included within the original Development Plan

Possibilities of limestone extraction following sand extraction

Effective management of any conditions imposed will not be possible

Ensure that Hansons are legally held to extraction of no more than 10 years

Lack of public consultation

Length of the operation is not clear

Limestone will also be lost from the land

Maximum of 5 working days per week should be proposed, not 6

Non-compliance of operator with routeing agreements might happen

Sand is to be predominantly used for Gloucestershire, not Oxfordshire

Protected species surveys should be undertaken as there are newts in the
local area.

The site was not included within the original SP or MWLP or Vale Local
Plan

Use of land following extraction is uncertain in ownership and use

Application is not clear regarding extent of works

Applicant has poor reputation for enforcing conditions
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2009 Representations

1.

A further consultation period was held in 2009 following the submission of
revised highway access proposals. 45 further representations have been
received during this consultation period. Many of these were from people who
had previously responded in 2007 and 2008. The table below shows the
number of times different issues made in their latest objections. These are

addressed in Annex 1 and more fully in the main report.

Quarry traffic and the revised highways access proposals would | 30
increase the risk of accidents on the A420

High speeds, complex signing and hatching and impatient and 12
frustrated motorists would deter local people from using the

A420

Would increase traffic at Hinton Waldrist and Longworth Village 9
The evidential basis for the stage 1 Road Safety Audit is flawed 7
Would cause inconvenience for traffic leaving Pinewoods Road 6
across the eastbound lane and traffic turning into Pinewoods

Road from Southmoor

Loss of amenity due to additional traffic 6
Would cause frustration to HGV drivers having to drive further 6
and confusion to other road users

Would increase the commuting time 6
Reduction to single carriageway of some half a mile would 5
represent an appalling waste of money

A roundabout or traffic lights would be better solutions 5
Any alteration to the current road layout would increase risk of 5
accidents

Increased risk of accidents to pedestrians and cyclists 5
Queue would build up into the fast lane of the A420 as the right- | 5
turn slot is short

Junction works would cause queuing and slow traffic 5
Access to the Pinewoods Road would become more difficult and | 5
dangerous

Any changes and associated increase in danger and 5
inconvenience would last nine years

Constant stream of traffic past the Pinewoods Road junction 5
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Comments made in fewer than five letters

Painting out lane one on the eastbound carriage way from the western end
of dual carriageway is unreasonable

Injecting slow moving lorries into the proposed restricted land would add an
additional danger

Interests of the local residents and users of the A420 will be severely
compromised

The proposal would break the commitment to reduce the traffic in the local
villages

The surveys ignore the two lay bys

Quarry traffic might turn right onto the A420 despite proposed measures, to
save time. What penalties would be in place?

Poor visibility at junction

Create congestion at the junction

Concern about the large, slow moving HGVs crossing the eastbound
carriageway to enter the Pinewoods Road and exiting Pinewoods Road to
join the eastbound traffic

Reducing the limit to 50mph in both directions approaching and leaving the
junction with Pinewoods Road would be helpful

There should be a crawler lane for lorries joining the A420 in an easterly
direction of sufficient length

Would encourage longer car journeys to avoid this junction

The proposal will not serve the need of only a single company

The Pinewoods Road junction will become more dangerous as traffic turns
from Southmoor on to the central reservation and then eastwards towards
Oxford

Why was accident data not looked at for an entire year or over several
years?

The white line hatching will not deter reckless drivers from driving over top
of it
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Reducing the A420 northeast bound to one lane will have a negative impact
on vehicles heading west on the A420 wanting to turn onto Pinewoods
Road

Slowing of Oxford-bound traffic with loss of part of the economic benefit

Would increase difficulties for emergency vehicles

Greater delays and hazards to traffic waiting to cross from north to south
and vice versa

The communities of Hinton Waldrist and Longwoth village would be
separated

Reduce the opportunities for traffic and cyclists to turn right safely out of
Pinewoods Road

The proposed bollard would be dangerous to fast moving eastbound traffic

Proposed signage/CCTV is visually intrusive and has the potential to
confuse and distract drivers.

Blocking the early part of the west-bound dual carriageway would defeat the
original point of the by-pass

Would increase the noise and other pollution

Proposal conflicts with the policies stated in OMWLP

The new kerbing proposal would confuse the motorists and drivers

Problems of crossing the westbound carriageway into Pinewoods Road
would increase

Narrowing width of northbound carriageway would cause traffic to cluster

Speed limit unlikely to be observed

The local MP, Ed Vaizey has raised a number of objections to this planning
application. He has mentioned that - the landbank for sand and gravel has
risen to well above eight years; so there is no urgent need for sand extraction
from this site. He considers that the latest highway access arrangements are
unacceptable. The impact on the market garden adjacent to the site and
impacts on wildlife have not been adequately addressed by the applicant.
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Officer’'s comments on the Representations

The main report considers the proposals against the development plan and other
material considerations. Specific areas of local concern, which are not covered in the
main report, are covered below.

2007 Consultation
Traffic and Transport

A420 road condition would deteriorate and become dangerous

Bus services may reduce due to increase in hazardous conditions of A420
Impact on cyclists

Proposals would deter local people from using the A420

The applicant has put together proposals to ensure that the safety of the A420 is not
compromised by this development. Transport Development Control have been
consulted on this application and have no objection subject to conditions and
agreements to ensure the junction is safe.

HGVs crossing A420 would increase congestion

The revised highways arrangements do not propose that HGVs cross the
carriageway of the A420 as they exit the site as they would be permitted to turn left
out of Pinewoods Road only. When approaching the site there would be a slip road
to allow lorries to wait to cross the carriageway. Therefore there should be no
increase in congestion as a result of HGVs entering and leaving Pinewoods Road.
The main report provides full details of the highways arrangements.

Change of road network would make local amenities less accessible
Measures needed to prevent HGVs from turning right, but not car

The restrictions on the A420 would apply onto to HGVs from the quarry and would
not affect cars.

Introduction of a roundabout at A420 / Pinewoods Junction needs to be
considered

The applicant has put forward an amended highways access scheme, which
Transport Development Control consider to be acceptable. It is not proposed to
construct a roundabout on the A420.

No acceleration lane is proposed on the A420 and one is required
Transport Development Control have no objection to the highway arrangements

proposed. An acceleration lane is not considered to be necessary because of the
formation of a single carriageway along the A42 west of the junction.
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Lorries must be banned from turning north into Pinewoods Road

It would be necessary for lorries to turn into Pinewoods Road to access the site but
not to travel further north than the site access. The full highways arrangements have
been considered by Transport Development Control and are considered acceptable.

Who will pay for extra maintenance of the roads?

The increase in vehicles using the A420 is not considered to be significant compared
to its capacity.

Hinton Road may become dangerous through HGVs using it as alternative
route

Increase in traffic in Hinton Waldrist

Hinton Waldrist already dangerous due to parked cars along main streets
HGVs should be banned from using village roads

Neither the original nor the revised highway access arrangements propose routeing
traffic through Hinton Waldrist or Longworth village. There is no reason for traffic to
increase or conditions become more hazardous in the villages as a result of this
development.

Amenity
Restoration proposals should be improved

The agricultural restoration plan was amended and improved following comments
from consultees. There is now no objection to the restoration proposals from Natural
England, the Environment Agency or the County’s Ecologist.

Quality of life experienced within the area will decrease
Tranquillity of the area would suffer

Quarrying has the potential to impact on quality of life through nuisance. However,
potential nuisances such as noise can be dealt with through planning condition.
There would be a temporary visual impact from the workings, this is considered in
more detail in the report.

Impact on agricultural land
Deterioration of soil will prevent future agricultural use

The land would be restored to agricultural land. There has been no objection to the
latest restoration scheme from Natural England, who provide advice on soils and
agricultural use of land.

Granting permission will open area up for further development and extraction
Possibilities of limestone extraction following sand extraction

It is possible that other development might be proposed in future. However, such
development would require planning permission in its own right and any future
proposals would be assessed on their planning merits.
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Leisure activities such as horse riding would be negatively affected

The development site is not affected by any bridleways. There is a footpath running
through the site. It is proposed to temporarily divert this path.

Dust section of EIA inadequate
Dust - risk to health
Dust would be blown towards Longworth

The Environmental Health Officer from the District Council has been consulted on
the planning application and Environmental Statement and has not objected. Dust is
considered in more detail in the main report in relation to the market garden.

Excessive noise from pump being used to drain the site
Mitigation measures from noise of pumps would be ineffective
Noise - risk to health

The Environmental Statement sets out the maximum noise levels to be generated by
the development. There has been no objection from the Environmental Health
Officer to these noise levels or to the mitigation proposals in the ES. Maximum noise
levels can be enforced through planning condition.

Increased community segregation through extra distances travelled
Extra cost to agricultural operations through extra distances travelled

There would be no requirement for agricultural HGVs or private vehicles to take
longer journeys as a result of this development. The current highways proposals
involve HGVs from the quarry only to be required to turn left on the A420 at the
Pinewoods Road junction. All other traffic would still be able to turn right or left.

Resale of affected houses will be difficult
This is not a material planning consideration.

Subsidence affecting local houses
Destabilisation of land

The proposed soft sand working would be at minimum 100 metres from dwellings.

Undermine public confidence in Oxfordshire Statement of Community
Involvement if site approved

This application has been subject to a full consultation exercise. The Mineral
Development Framework (MDF) process has still a considerable way to go before
adoption. Bearing in mind the policies in the South East Plan, it is my view that
making a decision on this proposal now would not undermine the strategy for mineral
provision that emerges through the MDF process.
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Would Hansons give compensation for damaged crops?
Damage to local economy

Issues regarding the impact on the adjacent market garden are addressed in the
main report. Compensation for any harm to the Market garden would be a matter
between Hanson an the market garden owners. | do not consider that this proposal
would affect the local economy in any other way.

Landscape and Ecology
Wildlife within the area would suffer greatly

There has been no objection from the County Ecologist, Natural England or the
RSPB on the grounds of impact on Wildlife. This development would not affect any
specially protected sites and the restoration proposals provide an opportunity to
improve the biodiversity of the area. The proposal is considered against ecology and
biodiversity policy in the report.

Vegetation within the area will deteriorate

There has been no objection to this development from Natural England or the
County’s Ecologist. There would be the loss of some other established trees and it is
proposed to replace these with new planting. Some trees lost would are subject to
Tree Protection Orders.

Current screening vegetation insufficient

The application includes proposals for filling gaps in hedgerows and additional
planting to replace lost trees. The development is considered against policies
relating to visual impact in the main report.

Hydrology

Adverse effect on water table

Increased levels of flooding likely due to lack of drainage
Hydrology section of EIA inadequate

Risks involved in increasing water penetration of the marine deposits
underlying the Corallian Ridge

Drainage of ponds need to be addressed

Effect of rising water table on septic tanks would be detrimental
Increased risk of salination of soil and water

Improved drainage in the NE corner of site is needed

Water quality within the area may decline

Excavation will lead to land erosion and increased water run-off

Hydrology is considered in detail in the Environmental Statement.
The Environment Agency have been consulted on hydrological issues and have not
objected and have recommended conditions.



PN5

Other Issues

Alternative sites need to be explored

The issue of alternative sites is considered in the Environmental Statement.
Proposals contrary to various development plan policies.

All relevant development plan policies are considered in relation to the development
in the main report.

The site was not included within the original Development Plan

There are no areas identified in the Oxford Minerals and Waste Local Plan for soft
sand production. Therefore any applications for soft sand would not be identified in
the present Local Plan.

Effective management of any conditions imposed will not be possible

In order to be valid planning conditions must be enforceable. If they are not the
matter cannot be dealt with through condition.

Applicant has poor reputation for compiling with conditions

OCC would regularly monitor the site and can enforce against an applicant if
conditions are not complied with.

Ensure that Hansons are legally held to extraction of no more than 10 years
The time limit for extraction is always covered by planning condition.

Lack of public consultation

There has been full public consultation on this application, both at the time it was
originally submitted and following amendments to the highways access
arrangements.

Length of the operation is not clear

These details are available in the planning application and set out in the main report.

Limestone will also be lost from the land

It is not proposed to work limestone.
Maximum of 5 working days per week should be proposed, not 6

Standard operating hours for all quarries in the County include 9am-1pm on
Saturdays in addition to Monday to Friday working.
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Non-compliance of operator with routeing agreements might happen
Routeing agreements can be enforced.

Sand is to be predominantly used for Gloucestershire, not Oxfordshire

The application states that the sand would be intended for the Oxfordshire market.

Protected species surveys should be undertaken as there are newts in the
local area.

Natural England and the County’s Ecologist are satisfied with the survey work that
has been done for this application.

Use of land following extraction is uncertain in ownership and use
The application proposes an agricultural restoration.
2009 consultation

The 2009 consultation was specifically regarding the resubmitted details regarding
highway access arrangements. Therefore the comments received were related to
traffic and transportation. The amended highways details were considered by
Transport Development Control who have no objection to the proposals. Transport
Development Control have advised that the traffic levels associated with this
development would not have a significant impact on the capacity of the A420. It
would not significantly increase congestion. All of the above concerns have been
assessed by Transport Development Control and they have reached a conclusion
that the revised proposal would not pose any potential risk for the local residents if
they are controlled through planning conditions, routeing agreement and S278
agreement. This matter is covered in the main report.
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ANNEX 2

Relevant Development Plan Policies

Government Policy

Mineral Policy Statements 1 and 2 (MPS1)

Planning Policy Statement 9 — Nature Conservation (PPS9)
Planning policy Statement 25

Planning policy statement 16

Regional Policy

The Regional Spatial Strategy — South East Plan

M3, CC7, C3, C4, C6, BE6, NRMS, T1

Oxfordshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan 1996

SD1, PE1, PE2, PE3, PE4, PE13, PE14, PE18

Vale of White Horse (VOWH) Local Plan

DC5, DC9, NE5, NE7
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Plan 2 (Site Plan)
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