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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1. This consultation response to the additional information, that has been submitted relating to 

planning application MW.0039/16 by Hills Quarry Products (‘the applicant’) for a new sand and 
gravel quarry at Clifton Hampden, is made on behalf of Bachport (Burcot And Clifton Hampden 
Protection Of The River Thames).  It has been prepared by Suzi Coyne of Suzi Coyne 
Planning and other professional experts relevant to the issues raised. 

 
1.2. Bachport is an organisation that was formed in 2010 to represent Clifton Hampden and Burcot 

Parish Council further to the identification of land southwest of Clifton Hampden as a potential 
new area for sand and gravel extraction within the Oxfordshire Minerals sites issues and 
options consultation paper. This is the land to which the current application relates. Bachport 
now also represents the views of Long Wittenham, Appleford and Culham Parish Councils. 

 
1.3. The comments in this response are restricted to the additional information that has been 

provided further to the Council’s request for further information under Regulation 22 of the 
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations “the Regulation 
22 request” of 3rd August 2016, and the changes to the scheme that are now being proposed 
as a result of the further work that has been undertaken. The issues that are addressed are 
set out under the following headings: 

• Landscape and visual impact; 
• Trees and hedgerows; 
• Noise; 
• Best and most versatile agricultural land; 
• Water management issues; 
• Wildlife habitats;  
• Traffic; 
• Cumulative impacts; and 
• Conclusion as to the suitability of the site. 

 
1.4. This response augments and needs to be considered in conjunction with the response made 

by Bachport in May 2016 on the application documents submitted at that time, which 
commented on a wider number of issues relevant to determination of the application.  

 
 
2. LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACT 
 
2.1. The Council’s Regulation 22 request identified in respect of the landscape and visual impact 

assessment (LVIA) the need for a number of additional matters to be provided as well as 
further clarification and/or justification for some of the content of the LVIA. Bachport considers 
that some of this requested information has either not been provided or has not been 
addressed in a robust manner, for the reasons that will be given in the following paragraphs.  
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Winter Viewpoints  

2.2. Winter viewpoints have not been provided, as required. The revised LVIA confirms at 
paragraph 3.8 that all viewpoint photographs were taken during periods of deciduous leaf 
cover, choosing instead to rely only on professional judgement of the effects of views without 
leaf cover. Bachport considers this an entirely unsatisfactory response not only because it fails 
to comply with the Council’s Regulation 22 request, but also because there are serious 
reservations about the nature of judgements made in the original LVIA, which have now been 
shown to misrepresent the level of impact. 

 
2.3. It was a serious omission for the author of the LVIA originally not to visit and take viewpoint 

photographs from the properties west of Clifton Hampden as well as other key viewpoints, and 
the statements at paragraph 3.11 and 3.14 of the revised LVIA that “not all viewpoints were 
initially publicly accessible” and that “views from the dwellings to the north could not be 
recorded during the period of the initial site survey” are unfounded. The owners of these 
properties were approached by the applicant about monitoring for dust and for well supplies, 
and they had no issue with providing access to the applicant and its agents. They would have 
been equally happy to provide access for photographs to be taken. Moreover when the author 
of the LVIA did make contact in July 2016 (following an initial request by Bachport in May 
2016) to take photos from these properties, he was specifically asked and agreed to return to 
take photos during the winter months1, but has not honoured that commitment. 

 
2.4. In the absence of actual viewpoints, the “views” from these properties were initially analysed 

by means of sightline sections, which produced judgments of predicted effects in the original 
LVIA which were markedly lower than those now identified in the revised LVIA. The 
inconsistency between these assessments and the unwillingness to re-visit the viewpoints in 
winter, even though there can be no excuse of a timing issue, calls into question the credibility 
of the judgements made in the LVIA(s) as to the extent of likely impacts, particularly also when 
compared against the alternative conclusions reached on predicted effects in the Landscape 
and Visual Report by Anthony Stiff Associates (the “ASA report”).2  

 
2.5. Furthermore, although the Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 4 Archaeology and Cultural 

Heritage identifies (at paragraphs 5.84 and 5.85) that Fullamoor Farmhouse was aligned to 
take in the views of the land to the south (the application site), no account of this special 
aspect of the property (which due to its age constitutes a heritage asset), is taken in reaching 
the judgements made in the revised LVIA. Instead it states that the “Fore ground grassed bund 
will obscure most of available view” (see Viewpoint 17).  

 
Incongruous Bunds 

2.6. The May 2016 Bachport response has already identified that the proposed bunds would be 
entirely alien features in the landscape, and that whilst the LVIA accepted that they can cause 
visual intrusion, there has been no assessment of their impact in landscape terms.3 This 

                                                
1 See email correspondence attached to Bachport letter of 30 January 2017. 
2 See Appendix 4 to May 2016 Bachport response.	
3 See for example paragraphs 9.8, 10.6 and 10.7 of May 2016 Bachport response. 
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remains the case with the revised LVIA, which given the proposed sheer scale of the proposed 
bunds ranging from 7 – 10 metres, is a serious omission. They are much larger than would 
routinely be the case with a mineral working4, would be entirely discordant in the landscape 
and are a form of development that should be assessed for landscape and visual impact in its 
own right, rather than being subsumed as “ancillary” to the main proposal. These features also 
clearly affect the openness of the Green Belt, which as the revised LVIA identifies (paragraph 
14) is a source of value – a factor that reinforces the need for their impact to be assessed. 

 
2.7. In response to concerns about the bunds also causing visual intrusion (in addition to 

landscape impact) the revised LVIA confirms (paragraph 3.18) that the appearance of grassed 
storage mounds depends entirely on the quality of their construction and maintenance regime, 
and suggests that there is “no reason why the mounds at Fullamoor should not appear as the 
one in the “Example of Grassed Bund photograph” provided. Whilst it is difficult to assess the 
precise height and dimensions of the bund in the photograph, it is very evident that this is a 
much lower bund than is being proposed at the application site. In addition it appears to have 
a wide base with a very shallow slope, which enables ease of management by mowing, so that 
its appearance can be well maintained.  

 
2.8. Precise details of the dimensions of all the bunds proposed at the application site have not 

been provided. However, the plant site drawing no. CUL-3000-OPA does show some detail, 
and identifies that the 7 metre bunds would have a base of 14 metres. This does not support 
the notion that the bunds would be well constructed or maintained, rather more that it is highly 
doubtful that they would have the same appearance as the one in the photograph, because 
they would be unstable, and prone to slumping. The slopes would also be too steep for 
mowing and could not be properly maintained.  

 
2.9. Other 7 metre bunds are proposed along the eastern boundary of the extraction area and an 

additional 8 metre high bund is now proposed along the northern boundary of the site. No 
details of the dimensions of these bunds or how they will be constructed and maintained are 
provided, yet they should be in order to support the contention that the bunds will not be 
visually intrusive (as distinct from causing landscape impact) by virtue of being able to be 
properly managed. 

 
Flood Compensation Feature 

2.10. The Regulation 22 request asked for clarification of the requirements for grading for 
compensatory flood storage on land to the north east of the application site area. This is an 
aspect of the proposed development, for which Bachport has also identified that there needs 
to be further information.5 

 
2.11. Paragraph 2.49 of the revised LVIA, under the Assessment of Landscape Effects and 

Mitigation section on the Terrace Farmlands area, describes the engineering operations that 

                                                
4 The bunds have to be unusually large so as to enable noise emissions to be reduced to acceptable levels – see comments at 

Section 4 of this response.	
5 See paragraph 14.35 of May 2016 Bachport response. 



Planning Application MW.0039/16 
Response to Additional Information 

Bachport 
March 2017 

 

	5	

would be involved to create the feature. However, there is no indication as to precisely where 
this would be on the application drawings, or to what depth and extent the feature would be 
constructed. This is operational development, for which full details including plans must be 
provided. Without these it is not possible to assess properly the impact of the extent of the 
development (including in respect of the loss of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land - a 
matter addressed further under Section 4 below). 

 
Existing Landscape Assessments 

2.12. The Regulation 22 request also required that the LVIA should better acknowledge and 
respond to OWLS (Oxfordshire Wildlife & Landscape Study) and SOLA (South Oxfordshire 
Landscape Assessment) criteria. The revised LVIA (paragraphs 2.30 – 2.33) now includes a 
short and selective reference to SOLA, but concludes that it is not relevant to the site, citing 
guidance from GLVIA3 that existing assessments must be reviewed critically as they may 
vary, be dated or not suited to the task in hand. This conclusion is misguided, because SOLA 
is a formal Supplementary Planning Document and therefore must be taken into account in 
determining the application. Also it is still being used as landscape evidence base to support 
South Oxfordshire’s emerging Local Plan, and is therefore to be considered as an up-to-date 
document.  

 
2.13. Moreover, the specific criticisms identified at paragraph 2.32 of the revised LVIA (and at 

paragraph 2.23 in dismissing the landscape strategy of OWLS for the River Meadows Land 
LT, because it does not support the development proposal) that the land is not pastoral, 
‘arcadian’, or tranquil, and has no important areas of ‘riverside greenspace’ is evidentially ill-
judged. Pastoral does not just mean used for grazing sheep, but conveys the sense of a 
simple, peaceful, rural area, which very much describes the current nature of the application 
site. Similarly ‘arcadian’ means rustic or rural, being essentially interchangeable with pastoral, 
and it is entirely apparent from the list of SOLA characteristics that this term does not relate 
exclusively to the qualities of Mongewell Park. The site is very tranquil, as is evident when 
enjoying the footpaths and nationally important riverside greenspace of the Thames Path. 

 
2.14. It is furthermore notable that the SOLA planning and development issues for this area of 

landscape are not cited in the revised LVIA, undoubtedly because they contradict its 
conclusions about the suitability of the development proposal. At paragraph 2.60 of the revised 
LVIA it is maintained that the planning and development issue for the River Thames Corridor 
LCA that large-scale development of any kind will be inappropriate, refers only to permanent 
built development. However, that is evidently not the case, given the inclusion of the words “of 
any kind”. 

 
2.15. With regard to OWLS, the revised LVIA still does not provide any assessment of the impact on 

the Vale Farmland Landscape Type. The reasons for this are not given in the revised LVIA, 
but appear to be because this landscape area is not considered to be directly affected by the 
proposed workings (paragraph 2.19), and would therefore not qualify as a landscape receptor 
under the Assessment of Landscape Effects (paragraphs 2.48 – 2.52 and Tables 7.1 – 7.4). 
However, being an area immediately adjacent to and overlooking the proposed workings it is a 
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landscape receptor. Furthermore it is in any event directly affected by the proposed 
development, because the new access road is proposed to pass through it. 

 
2.16. Bachport strongly considers that the LVIA has relied on the content of published landscape 

assessments and guidance only so far as they can be used to support the development 
proposal, and has deliberately resisted considering relevant guidelines and landscape 
management advice that would have informed the suitability of the application scheme.   

 
2.17. There are a number of other areas of concern within the revised LVIA, as identified below. 
 

Wholescale Landscape Change 

2.18. The LVIA still does not appear to recognise the true landscape character of the application 
site. Rather than providing a description of the area in landscape terms to give a sense of the 
character of the place, as it is perceived by the author – which should be done in order to 
establish the baseline from which the degree of proposed change can be measured - the 
revised LVIA (paragraph 2.65) merely seeks to refute other landscape architects’ views about 
the landscape characteristics, even though that analysis by others accords with the 
conclusions of SOLA and OWLS for the area. 

 
2.19. Furthermore, although the revised LVIA acknowledges that restoration to a lake does 

represent a change in landscape character (paragraph 2.64), it does not accept that this is 
more incongruous that the current arable land use, and considers that the biodiversity and 
recreational potential of the restoration scheme are significantly richer than the baseline 
landscape (paragraph 2.58). These statements reflect a distinct lack of respect for or 
understanding of the intrinsic value of this area of local countryside, which provides an 
important part of the setting to Clifton Hampden and has strong coherence with the River 
Thames, the setting and heritage of which South Oxfordshire Core Strategy policy CSEN1 
seeks to maintain for its amenity value – not radically change.  

 
2.20. The application scheme involves the removal of nearly all of the existing trees and hedgerow 

which mark the field boundaries, and are not only highly important features for the value that 
they provide to landscape character, but also for their historical significance (they date back at 
least until the late 18th Century6), and for the wildlife and biodiversity interest that they support. 
There is no acknowledgment of this whatsoever in the LVIA, which simply proceeds from the 
premise that it is alright to remove them as they will be replaced. In addition to the incongruous 
impact of creating a huge lake, which is not at all typical of this landscape, due to its sheer size 
(1 km long and 20 hectares in size), shape and location (as a long and narrow waterbody 
running parallel to the River Thames), other unnatural and disharmonious features in the form 
of the settlement lagoons are to be retained in the restored landscape. The proposed working 
and restoration schemes reflect very much an approach of providing a solution that is 
expedient for and beneficial to the applicant, rather than one which has been informed by 
landscape character assessment. 
 
                                                

6 See Appendix 6 of May 2016 Bachport response. 
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Restoration Maturity 

2.21. It is furthermore considered that the revised LVIA considerably over-estimates the rate at 
which the restored site would mature and the timeframe over which the landscape and visual 
harm would reduce. Paragraph 2.54 of the revised LVIA suggests that hedges can be 
functional within 4 to 5 years, that plantations can visually appear as woodland in stature 
within 10 years, and that most adverse landscape effects will be minimised by the end of year 
11. Whilst it is accepted that planting may have become established within a 5-10 year period, 
it is ambitious and not at all realistic to imply that such landscaping would have grown to 
anywhere near the extent that it would replicate the pre-development position, and that the 
adverse effects of the loss of existing field boundary hedgerow and woodland planting could 
be said to have been minimised within those time periods.  

 
Effects on Rights of Way Users  

2.22. The revised LVIA now acknowledges (paragraph 3.14) that most views from the Thames Path 
adjacent to the site are open and accepted as impossible to screen within the timescale of the 
development. This was not apparent from the original LVIA, and although the visual effect from 
this location was attributed a value of ‘major adverse’, measures were identified, such as 
advance planting and retention of woodland to obscure views of the plant site and “most” 
operations, which suggested that the impact could be mitigated (see paragraph 3.15 of the 
original LVIA). This was clearly misleading – in particular during the working of phases 4, 5, 6, 
which are adjacent to the Thames Path - as the woodland would by then be removed leaving 
open and extensive views across the extraction area to the plant site. 

 
2.23. Moreover, the comments at paragraph 3.20 of the revised LVIA provide no reassurance at all 

that the 25 metre buffer to the River Thames from the edge of the proposed working area 
would provide a satisfactory route for walkers, and that they would not be deterred from using 
the path. In addition to the significant adverse visual effects from direct views into the working, 
the presence of security fencing, and the noise and disturbance from the workings would result 
in a very unpleasant environment, entirely unconducive to maintaining the heritage setting and 
amenity value of the River Thames corridor. The 25 metre stand-off is inadequate and illogical, 
especially when considering that there is an existing mature hedgerow within 50 metres of the 
path that would act as a natural barrier for screening. 

 
2.24. Paragraph 3.22 of the revised LVIA states that the appropriate conditions for diverting a public 

footpath are that the route is safe, commodious and convenient, and continues by expressing 
the view that these conditions would be satisfied. Nevertheless this is not the case, because 
as identified in the May 2016 Bachport response7, it would be impassable at times of flood 
from the point where it is proposed to emerge from the existing woodland (about 175 metres 
north of the river) and then for its entire length running parallel to and until it connects with the 
Thames Path, a distance of approximately 350 metres. By contrast the existing route crosses 
an elevated level in the floodplain, which allows for walkers to wade through only very short 
sections of shallower floodwaters and is thus passable at these times. Bachport therefore 

                                                
7 Paragraph 16.4 of May 2016 Bachport response. 
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remains of the opinion that footpath 171/15 should remain on its current alignment, in order to 
ensure that the right of way continues to be available in a safe and useable condition.8  

 
2.25. It is noted from paragraph 2.1 of the Additional Information report that that this would be 

technically possible, and therefore the circumstances of the development proposal do not 
mean that the diversion cannot be avoided (the appropriate test). The reason for the diversion 
is purely for the convenience of the applicant. Whilst the claim is made that retention of the 
footpath would compromise restoration objectives to reinstate Best and Most Versatile (BMV) 
Land, no evidence is provided as to why the necessary fill material could not be sourced from 
adjusting other elements of the restoration scheme. Furthermore there are serious doubts that 
the requirement to protect BMV will in any event be achieved (for the reasons set out under 
Section 4 below).  

 
 
3. TREES AND HEDEGROW 

 
3.1 The Council’s Regulation 22 request required a full tree survey in compliance with BS5837 to 

be carried out and the results of this are reported in new ES Chapter 16 Arboricultural Impact 
Assessment. The tree assessment had also previously been identified as a requirement in the 
Council’s response to the Scoping Opinion request prior to the submission of the application. It 
is not clear precisely when the tree survey was carried out, but given the date of new ES 
Chapter 16 (10 October 2016) it is to be assumed that it was not conducted prior to and 
therefore did not inform development of the original application scheme.  
 

3.2 The May 2016 Bachport response9 criticised the lack of a tree survey in order to make a 
proper evaluation of the significance of the loss of trees and hedgerows on the landscape and 
on visual amenity. An assessment of all trees on a site to be developed is a usual first step 
prior to preparing plans for a development. The BS guidance confirms that a survey “might 
identify the presence of veteran trees on the site. The implications of their presence on the use 
of the surrounding land should be assessed at the earliest possible stage of the design 
process. Where such trees are to be retained, particular care should be taken in the design to 
accommodate them in a setting that aids their long-term retention”10.	However in this case the 
applicant has prepared their tree assessment after the plans have been finalised. Given the 
number of substantive individual trees, groups of trees and significant stretches of hedgerow 
on this site, their longevity within the associated landscape, and their contribution to its sense 
of place, it is surprising that these had not been assessed prior to the applicant drawing up 
their plans for working and restoring the site, particularly as the tree survey confirms that all 16 
tree groups, 63 of the 67 individual trees, and all the hedgerows have been graded to have 
landscape value11.  
 

                                                
8 Notably emerging Oxfordshire Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy C11 also requires diversions to enhance and improve the 

public rights of way network, as opposed to the deterioration in its condition that would occur.  
9 Paragraph 9.14 of May 2016 Bachport response 
10 Paragraph 4.5.11 of BS 5837:2012	
11 Paragraph 2.4:  “subcategory 2: mainly landscape value” 
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3.3 Furthermore there are a number of concerns about the detail of the tree survey and the 
conclusions that have been reached, as identified in the following paragraphs. 
 
Incomplete survey 

3.4 The full extent of the trees and hedgerows is still not shown on the site drawing 
C_LAN_002_Rev B, with the hedgerow G62 not shown. On the drawing 898-03.0 there are 
some notable tree omissions including hedgerow trees in hedgerow G35, at least three mature 
ash trees missing within the Sandy Bury woodland groups12, a mature ash tree associated with 
the sycamores T83 and T84, and two dead mature oak trees, one in the area near T49 and 
T53, and the other near T91.  Dead native trees are highly desirable for their contribution to 
the site ecology. We would suggest at a minimum that the Council’s tree officer conducts a site 
walkover officer to confirm that all the notable trees have been addressed.  
 
Tree and Hedgerow Grading and Value Assessment  

3.5 The recording of the trees and hedgerows is in Appendix 16B (notwithstanding the tree 
omissions noted in paragraph 3.4 above). All have been graded on their age and life 
expectancy in relation to design, demolition and construction. 67 individual trees, 16 tree 
groups and 17 hedgerows have been graded across the site using this approach. The 
locations of individual trees by grade should be colour coded on the five layout drawings 898-
03.0 to 898-03 but have not been, making it difficult to see the distribution of trees by value on 
the site.  
 

3.6 Grade A trees are classified as high quality trees able to make a substantial contribution for 40 
years. Category B trees are moderate quality trees able to make a significant contribution for 
at least 20 years. The BS recommends that except for trees deemed to fall into category R for 
removal (none so identified), it should be assumed a tree will fall into the high category (A) and 
thus be deserving of the greatest protection and of retention, unless there are clear reasons 
for the tree to be assigned to a lower category.  
 

3.7 This approach does not appear to have been followed consistently in the assessment in 
Appendix 16B, where several established oak and ash trees have been graded B (for example 
T35, T68, T70, T72, T73, T74) for no obvious reason. The grading of B trees is particularly 
notable among the trees recommended for “removal to facilitate development”, with the 
majority of oak and ash trees proposed for removal graded B, despite the long predicted 
lifespans of established oak and ash trees and the lack of description why the tree is not 
considered to be of high value.  
 

3.8 Paragraph 2.4 of ES Chapter 16 states that the management recommendation is to ensure the 
health and safety of the tree within the future development. The BS guidance recommends the 
physiological condition of the tree is noted separately from the structural condition of the tree, 
but this has not been provided and therefore it cannot be determined from this survey on what 
grounds a tree is deemed necessary for removal. Rather it appears the management 

                                                
12 Two trees in Sandy Bury shelterbelt G76, and an additional tree in G75 
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recommendation has nothing to do with managing the health and safety of the tree, and 
instead refers to the need to remove trees because the development plans had already been 
drawn up. Thus T79, a grade A mature oak and noted as a ‘good quality tree’ is scheduled for 
removal for no apparent reason other than the whole hedgerow within which it sits is 
scheduled for removal,	 despite being on the boundary between working phases 2 and 3.  
Similarly the line of hedgerow trees T34 - T43 shows no distinction between those retained 
and those removed on any grounds except their relationship to the restoration scheme for the 
new lake. 
 

3.9 Additionally of the seventeen identified tree groups there has been no estimate of the number 
of trees within the group, or any reference to the proportions of tree by either type or maturity, 
or assessment as to whether the group merits veteran status. This is a particularly material 
consideration for the four groups of mature woodland around Sandy Bury, which are all 
proposed for removal (G76, G71, G75 and G92) and which together would account for the loss 
of at least 150 mostly mature willow and poplar trees but also includes some mature ash, oak, 
pine and birch.   
 

3.10 Moreover, the arboricultural assessment has not only understated the loss of mature trees in 
terms of numbers, but also not considered the cumulative impacts of the overall loss of value 
to landscape and habitat that would be caused by the wholesale removal of the trees and 
hedgerows. Similarly no assessment has been made of the impact of leaving former hedgerow 
trees as isolated trees within the restoration scheme, and whether this will impact the long-
term potential survival of the tree. Indeed the only reference made (at paragraph 5.2 of ES 
Chapter 16) is that there are a “significant number of trees and hedges to be removed … this 
will result in an adverse landscape and environmental impact”. 
 
Loss of Important Trees and Hedgerow 

3.11 Drawing 898-03.0 shows the overall tree protection plan for the site superimposed on the 
restoration proposal and confirms that no adjustment has been made to the nature of the 
planned development following the arboricultural assessment; that all of the tree groups and 
hedgerows, and most of the individual trees within the site are planned for removal. For the 
reasons given below this extensive loss of the trees and important hedgerows on the site is 
not justified. 
 
Veteran Trees 

3.12 The SODC tree officer has visited the site and considers that several of the trees were 
valuable with some of the oaks approaching the veteran stage of life. Veteran trees are 
important for their high landscape and amenity value, cultural and historic heritage and their 
ecological value and given special protection in National policy13. The Forestry Commission’s 
Forestry Research advice14 clarifies that veteran trees can be found anywhere including “as 

                                                
13 See paragraph 9.11 of May 2016 Bachport response. 
14   - Veteran Trees (Forest Research)  



Planning Application MW.0039/16 
Response to Additional Information 

Bachport 
March 2017 

 

	11	

individual trees or clumps on farmland”, and can occur in many different forms, and defines 
veteran trees as follows (emphasis added): 
 
“The term veteran tree is not precisely defined, as various criteria may determine the veteran 
status of an individual tree when compared to others. For example, a tree may be regarded as 
a veteran due to great age; great age relative to others of the same species, existing in an 
ancient stage of life or due to its biological, aesthetic or cultural interest. Size alone is a poor 
indicator of veteran status, as different species may have different rates of growth or natural 
life spans……For this reason, the species, relative ages, management practice, aesthetic, 
cultural and biological importance should all be taken into account when surveying or 
assessing potential veteran trees.” 
 

3.13 A comparison of the ten aged trees examined by Ringrose on behalf of Bachport15 compared 
with the results of the applicant’s arboricultural survey is shown in Table 1 and shows a distinct 
difference between the assessments of the trees for their age class, grade and contribution to 
conservation, particularly for those trees scheduled for removal. Indeed the applicant’s 
arboricultural assessment has not defined which (if any) trees it considers to be classified as 
‘veteran’. 
 
Table 1:  Comparison of Tree Assessments 

Type SJS 
Tree 
No. 
 

Ringrose Assessment (R) SJS Assessment (SJS) 

Tree 
No. Age Class 

Habitat 
value Age Class Grade 

Cultural/ 
Conservation 

Value (3) Action 

Oak T13 T10 Veteran High Mature B Yes Remain 

Oak T15 T9 Over Mature High Mature B - Remain 

Oak T16 T8 Over Mature High Mature A Yes Remain 

Oak T17 T7 Over Mature High Mature A - Remain 

Ash T34 T1 Over Mature High Early Mature C - Remove 

Oak T36 T2 Mature Moderate Early Mature A - Remove 

Ash T37 T3 Over Mature High Mature B-C - Remove 

Ash T38 T4 Dead High Dead U - Remove 

Oak T39 T5 Over Mature Moderate Mature B - Remove 

Oak T41 T6 Over Mature Moderate Early Mature A - Remove 

 
3.14 The BS guidance classifies a veteran tree as a “tree that, by recognized criteria, shows 

features of biological, cultural or aesthetic value that are characteristic of, but not exclusive to, 

                                                
15 Appendix 5 of May 2016 Bachport response		
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individuals surviving beyond the typical age range for the species concerned”16 . These 
characteristics might typically include a large girth, signs of crown retrenchment and hollowing 
of the stem”.  
 

3.15 Natural England provides more detailed guidance in “Veteran Trees: A guide to good 
management”, and provides (at paragraph 2.1.1) the following list of characteristic features of 
veteran trees:  
• Girth large for the tree species concerned; 
• Major trunk cavities or progressive hollowing 
• Naturally forming water pools 
• Decay holes 
• Physical damage to trunk 
• Bark loss 
• Large quantity of dead wood in the canopy 
• Sap runs 
• Crevices in the bark, under the branches or on the root place sheltered from direct rainfall 
• Fungal fruiting bodies (e.g. from heart rotting species) 
• High number of interdependent wildlife species 
• Epiphytic plants  
• An ‘old’ look 
• High aesthetic interest 
According to the guidance the more of these features a tree has the stronger the indication the 
tree is a veteran. The guidance also confirms (paragraph 2.1) that age alone is not a 
determining factor, and (paragraph 2.1.1) that dead veteran trees continue to be valuable for 
wildlife because of their slow rate of decay, and that such trees are often greatly under-valued 
but should be treated with almost as much respect as living ancient trees (note that ancient 
trees is a distinction up from veteran trees – ancient trees are all veterans, but not all veterans 
are ancient).  
 

3.16 No consideration has been given to these factors from the established guidance in the 
arboricultural assessment with the result that trees have been graded B and scheduled for 
removal that show characteristics of veteran status.  Three good examples are T34, a mature 
ash with a stem wound and fungal brackets (note Ringrose classes this tree as Over Mature 
whereas the applicant’s arboricultural assessment describes the tree as Early Mature), T39 a 
mature oak with extensive bark loss to the main stem and crown dieback, and T37 a dead ash 
scheduled for removal. 
 
Important Hedgerows 

3.17 The hedgerows within the site are of high value and meet the criteria laid down by Natural 
England for an important hedgerow17. The revised Guidance for Hedgerows18 protects most 
countryside hedgerows from being removed and states: “An important hedgerow must be 
                                                

16 Paragraph 3.12 of BS 5837:2012 
17 See paragraph 9.13 of May 2016 Bachport response 
18  Updated 08/11/2016 	
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protected. The local planning authority (LPA) will refuse permission to remove an important 
hedgerow” (emphasis added). 
 

3.18 Additional information has been obtained by Bachport on the pattern of the hedgerows from 
early editions of ordnance survey maps held in the Bodleian library in Oxford. There are four 
ordnance survey maps at different scales showing the detailed arrangement of field patterns 
associated with Fullamoor Farm from 1797, 1873, 1882 and 1912, photographs of which are 
provided in Appendix 1. The maps confirm that all of the hedgerows proposed for removal are 
of great age. In particular the position of the woodland groups of Grasshill Covert and the north 
section of Sandy Bury, the north-south hedgerow between these two woodlands, the position 
of hedgerows (and trees there-in) running west-east from Sandy Bury, and the group of 
hedgerows between this hedgerow and the river, all of which are proposed for removal to 
facilitate the development, almost certainly predate the Inclosure period being clearly marked 
on the 1873 map.  Furthermore the hedgerow proposed for removal on the western edge of 
the development was established between 1882 and 1912, confirming it too has origins more 
than 100 years old. 
 

3.19 The evidence from these maps does not support the statements made in the applicant’s 
revised LVIA that the landscape elements are not particularly rare and that field boundaries 
have been lost19.  Indeed the locations of the majority of hedgerows and tree groups have 
remained unchanged for two centuries. 
 
Conclusions from the Arboricultural Survey 

3.20 The arboricultural survey shows the proposal would lead to the loss of a significant number of 
aged trees and hedgerows which cannot be said to be necessitated for the purpose of the 
development, but have been arrived at because the development plans precede any 
assessment of the value of the trees and hedgerows. It is quite usual for mineral operators to 
work within the existing field and woodland structures on a site, as shown by the recent 
application by Hansons to extend their workings at Sutton Courtenay to three new fields 
adjacent to the River Thames20, and so the removal of all trees and hedgerows are not a 
necessary requirement for this type of development. 
 

3.21 It cannot be supported, as stated (paragraph 5.2 of ES Chapter 16) that “individual trees have 
been retained wherever possible”, as the tree assessment was made after the plans for 
development were put forward. It is also clear from paragraph 5.2 of ES Chapter 16 that 
“maintaining the financial viability of the project” was a consideration for the extensive removal 
of the trees and hedgerows, which is not adequate justification for the adverse landscape and 
environmental impact that the assessment accepts will result.  
 

3.22 As has been identified at paragraphs 3.12 and 3.14 above the loss of important trees and 
hedgerow is contrary to government guidance and there is no justification in the arboricultural 
assessment for the removal of a large number of category A and B trees either individually, or 

                                                
19 Paragraphs 2.42 – 2.43 of ES Chapter 7 
20 Planning application MW.0127/16 9th Feb 2017 
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in woodland groups, or the loss of the hedgerows to justify the development and planning 
permission should be refused unless these are retained as part of the development. 
 
 

4. NOISE 
 
4.1 Further to the comments of the South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) Environmental 

Health Officer the Regulation 22 request required the following information: 
• further background noise monitoring directly to the rear of Fullamoor Farm, Long Meadow, 

Stable House, The Old Dairy and Field View 
• further detail about the nature and duration of temporary works and noise controls during 

those works 
Not all of this request has, however, been complied with; no information has been provided 
regarding the noise controls, nor evidence provided that they can deliver the temporary works 
that generate the most noise within an eight week period21. 
 

4.2 In addition there are a number of other concerns about the revised ES Chapter 9 Noise. 
 
Additional Noise Monitoring to Rear of Fullamoor Properties 

4.3 The initial background noise measurements were taken some distance from these properties 
in a field to the west. The new in-situ noise measurements show a decrease of 9dB at the Old 
Dairy and 4dB at the Farmhouse. These are significant changes, and demonstrate that the 
initial noise measurements were not representative. 
 

4.4 The applicant’s noise consultant strongly defended the initial methodology, in particular the 
readings for Fullamoor Farmhouse. Given this opinion has been clearly contradicted by the 
new measurements taken, Bachport now questions whether the hand-held noise readings 
adjacent to other sensitive receptors can be relied on for South Cottage or Long Wittenham for 
the following reasons. 
1. The attended sample measurement for South Cottage22 was taken from the adjacent 

trackway at a point in line with the rear of the property. This trackway is open to the A415 
with no physical intervening barrier between the measuring point and the busy road and is 
therefore unlikely to reflect the noise to the rear of the property. The applicant approached 
the owner for access to their well, but they did not approach the owner to measure noise. 

2. The noise measurements reported for Long Wittenham only cover the southwest end of 
the village not the village centre by the school, and although readings were taken at the 
school the data was not included in the report23.  There are a large number of residential 
properties by the school backing onto the River Thames and which lie closer to the 
extraction area than No 31 Saxons Heath at the southwest end of the village (and which 
has been used instead as a representative location in the body of the report). There are 

                                                
21 The maximum limit in a year for temporary works where is it is clear that this will bring longer-term environmental benefits to the site 

or environs, as specified at National Planning Policy Guidance ID: 27-022-21010306.  
22 Chapter 9: Appendix 9B original application: Location 2. South Cottage, on lane off A415 
23 Chapter 9: Appendix 9B original application: Position 1 & Appendix 9C “Long Wittenham (near school)” 
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no proposed noise bunds for the southern area of the site, so noise readings for the 
centre of the village should have been included and accounted for. 

 
Readings for Fullamoor Farmhouse   

4.5 The additional noise information for Fullamoor Farmhouse shows a significant improvement to 
the original measurement, but this reading is significantly higher than the new reading for the 
Old Dairy despite the close proximity of the two properties. 
 

4.6 There was significant farm activity by the farmer harvesting and ploughing the fields behind the 
Farmhouse during the measurement period. The Farmhouse is more exposed to the fields 
than the Old Dairy. The days of disturbance were noted and provided to the consultant who 
installed the equipment, as only 7 days were free of ‘unusual’ noise.  However, the whole 
period of measurement has been used to calculate the noise reading. Bachport considers 
therefore that the reading put forward in the revised report for the Farmhouse is not reliable 
and the figure for the Old Dairy should be used for both properties. 
 
Nature and Duration of Temporary Work 

4.7 No information has been supplied on the noise implications of site preparation and restoration 
activities, which are also defined as temporary works in National Planning Policy Guidance 
(NPPG)24, but not mentioned in the revised ES Chapter 9 Noise  (paragraph 7.8), when the 
soil and overburden bunds (for the purpose of noise reduction) will not be in place. This raises 
significant concern that the level of likely noise emissions from temporary operations has not 
been properly assessed. 
 

4.8 The applicant states that bund construction typically takes 2-3 weeks25. However ‘typical’ 
bunds are around 3 metres in height and the total length of the proposed bunds is not known. 
At this site the applicant proposes constructing much higher bunds (between 7-10 metre 
height) around the plant area, and between the site and the properties at Fullamoor, with 
additional bund construction during the working phases. No information has been provided on 
the length, height, precise location and footprint of these bunds and when each will be 
constructed. In consequence there is no evidence that the time required to construct them, 
and hence that the extent and duration of the significant associated noise disturbance on 
nearby residents, will be restricted to the eight week period. 
 

4.9 Therefore the applicant has not shown that these temporary works can be fulfilled within the 8 
week time period (as relied on at paragraph 7.3 of revised ES Chapter 9 Noise). Indeed the 
noise consultant has qualified his statement (emphasis added) “the operations should not 
exceed a total of eight weeks duration at any noise sensitive properties”. This is unsatisfactory, 
especially when these activities can only be carried out during the months when residents are 
most likely to use their gardens. 
 
Noise Control of Temporary Works 
                                                

24 ID: 27-022-20140306 
25 Paragraph 7.2 of revised ES Chapter 9  
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4.10 Permitted noise levels for temporary works are limited to 70 dB.  The applicant has provided 
information on the noise levels of the equipment used for temporary works in Table 9.7, which 
are around 107dB.  Details of proposed temporary noise controls must be provided in order to 
demonstrate how local amenity will be protected, and how the noise levels will be mitigated 
from 107dB to 70 dB during these works.  The proposed nature of temporary noise controls 
must be provided for all phases of site operation, including site preparation and restoration 
work, to ensure that the satisfactory mitigation of noise levels has been addressed at nearby 
dwellings at times of these temporary activities. 
 

4.11 The only proposals put forward for noise control during temporary works are a minor alteration 
to the working hours and appropriate selection of reversing alarms. 26  This is a wholly 
unsatisfactory response for mitigation of these noisy activities. 
 
Other Concerns 

4.12 Mitigation measures in the form of new bunds are proposed to the rear of Fullamoor 
Farmhouse and the Old Dairy (paragraph 6.4 of revised ES Chapter 9), but as also discussed 
at paragraphs 2.6 – 2.9 above, there are no details showing their precise height, length and 
position relative to these buildings, which must be provided. The sheer size and extent of the 
proposed bunds are beyond any normally found around other quarry sites in Oxfordshire and 
would be totally out of keeping for the landscape area.  A 10 metre bund is the height of a 3 
storey house. The topography of the site makes it difficult to mitigate noise and dust and very 
high bunds are necessary, but the landscape impacts of these features on local receptors has 
not been considered. 
 

4.13 The SODC email dated 06 June 2016 stated “We do not normally accept average L90’s as this 
means the limits set will be for half the time greater than 10dBA as the background level falls 
away, and typically are happy to accept the lowest L90 recorded or the median level as 
representative of the background noise characteristics.”  Table 9.5 presents the average and 
median figure, not the lowest figures as suggested by SODC, and so no new information has 
been supplied to address this concern. 
 

4.14 Bachport raised concerns over the effects of more HGV traffic noise on the A415 through 
Burcot27, where the proposed increase in HGV traffic from the development is of the order of 
27%. This concern has not been addressed. Indeed Cole Easdon have dismissed the DoT 
count data used for this calculation (see the Additional Information Appendix 1 Cole Easdon 
Technical Note) preferring to use their own baseline lorry calculations for background lorry 
numbers. The noise consultant refers to any increase in traffic noise as being negligible28.  
However he uses an 18-hour day and it is not clear how this assessment has been arrived at.  
 

4.15 The noise consultant dismisses any noise impact of the site after-use stating in paragraph 10.2 
of the revised ES Chapter – Noise that “the after-use does not include any ‘active’ uses and 

                                                
26 Paragraph 7.9 of revised ES Chapter 9  
27 Paragraph 12.10 of May 2016 Bachport response 
28 Paragraphs 9.4 and 11.14 of revised ES Chapter 9  



Planning Application MW.0039/16 
Response to Additional Information 

Bachport 
March 2017 

 

	17	

accordingly there are no potential noise impacts and the noise effects would be insignificant”.  
However the restoration proposals include a car park and the uses are to be boating activity, 
fishing and walking. There are clearly noise impacts associated with recreational use of the 
lakes and provision of car parking in an otherwise quiet area. 
 
 

5. BEST AND MOST VERSATILE (BMV) AGRICULTURAL LAND 
 

Soil Designations and Area of BMV Agricultural Land 

5.1 The soil sample data now provided in the new addition to Appendix 5A of revised ES Chapter 
5 Agriculture demonstrates that the amount of land mapped and designated BMV has been 
significantly underestimated. The amount of BMV agricultural land that would be lost as a 
result of the proposals is at least 25.8 hectares (ha), not 10ha, as put forward in the application 
documents, and this estimate is conservative. It is considered therefore that there will be a 
medium impact on BMV of the proposed development rather than the low impact as assessed 
by the applicant.  
 

5.2 The evidence to support this finding is as follows: 
1. The additional information on the soil samples29 has been reviewed against the figures in 

the original application showing the distribution of the samples and the mapped land 
grades30. 

2. All the samples from the area mapped 3b to the north of the site (around Grasshill Covert) 
have an agricultural grade value 2 or 3a31. This land should therefore all be designated 
BMV. 

3. The area to the north of the hedgerow (marked in grey, east of Sandy Bury in the centre of 
the site) was mapped 3b. Yet the nearest soil samples S1, S2, S3 and R34, R47, R48, 
R49 (the latter three within the mapped area), are all designated 3a or better32.  Therefore 
the land north of the hedgerow should all be graded BMV. 

4. The applicant has understated the amount of soils mapped as Grade 2. Soil samples S9, 
S12 - S13, R50 - R55 and R57 - R59 are in areas mapped as 3a, but are Grade 2. 
Mapping these samples as grade 2 rather than 3a shows approximately 40% of the land 
within the extraction area is Grade 2. 

5. Re-mapping these samples shows all of the land north of the hedgerow at Sandy Bury is 
BMV with the majority of the area Grade 2. This area of BMV land - within the extraction 
and new access road area - is shown hatched blue on Figure 1: BMV Agricultural Land 
Calculations at Appendix 2, and measures 48.4 ha. The applicant is planning to restore 
22.6 ha to agriculture, so there is an overall loss of at least 25.8 ha of BMV land. 

 

                                                
29 Samples R67, R85, R86 have not been provided 
30 Figures RAC6133:1 and RAC6133:2 of Appendix A to ES Chapter 5 - Agriculture 
31 Sample nos.: R52, R53, R59, S12, S13 = Grade 2; and S11, S14 - S17 = Grade 3a 
32 Sample no.: R49 is graded 3b due to 8o slope but the soils in the sample are Grade 2 
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5.3 In addition the information contained in the soil sample data indicates that a further 12.6ha of 
land identified as 3b should have been more appropriately classified as 3a. This area is shown 
hatched magenta on Figure 1: BMV Agricultural Land Calculations at Appendix 2. 
 

5.4 The evidence to support this finding is as follows: 
1. All the soil samples immediately south of the hedgerow at Sandy Bury are mapped 3b. 

The soil information shows, however, that many of the samples (including all those 
nearest the hedgerow) are graded 2 on droughtiness and 3b on wetness (see samples 
R60 - R76). The MAFF tables for wetness33 grading show these clay soils might be 
classified 3a on wetness depending on the percentage CaCO3

34 content, which has not 

been disclosed. 
2. Although in principle land should be graded by the lowest limitation, the MAFF guidance 

states “it is not possible to prescribe for every situation, and it may sometimes be 
necessary to take account of special or local circumstances when classifying land”, and 
“the physical criteria of eligibility... are regarded as guidelines rather than rules”35. Two 
further samples by the river are designated Grade 2 (R80) and 3a (R82). It is therefore 
unlikely that all this area south of the hedgerow to the river should be categorised 3b. It is 
considered that some of this land should be graded BMV. 

 
5.5 In conclusion there is at least 48.4 ha of BMV agricultural land within the northern part of the 

site. Interpretation of the soil samples further suggests that the amount of BMV land could 
extend to 61 ha to include land between Sandy Bury and the River Thames, because the 
evidence for the land grade is not conclusively 3b. This amounts to between 62%-78% of the 
extraction/disturbed area comprising BMV land. Indeed the dominance of BMV soils over 
poorer soils is supported by the Regional Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) maps and the 
site micro-factors (MAFF “Climate, Site and Soil Limitations” assessment). 
 
Agricultural Restoration Proposals   

5.6 The applicant states they will restore 23.5 ha (although our measurements indicate it is about 
22.3 ha) to BMV for agriculture in the area of the site designated Flood Zone 2. However 
measures to prevent degradation of the restored soils through adequate undersoil drainage 
has not been addressed in their flood risk assessment. There has been no consideration of the 
removal of the under-draining gravels beneath the restored soils and re-placement with low 
permeability overburden and mineral waste, increasing water logging of the restored soils with 
a consequential reduction of soil productivity. Without adequate drainage measures in place it 
is unlikely the applicant will successfully restore land to BMV. The applicant has not addressed 
the requirement for restored soil drainage in the additional information. 

 
 
 
 

                                                
33 MAFF Agricultural Land Classification Table 6 “Grade according to soil wetness” 
34 ES Chapter 5 Appendix 5a Table 1: Field Capacity Day Regime 123 
35 MAFF Agricultural Land Classification, Section 1, Introduction  
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6. WATER MANAGEMENT ISSUES 
 

6.1 The applicant has not revisited their Sequential Test, which purposefully excluded other larger 
available sites from the comparison with this proposed development in their original 
submission. Bachport identified this approach as not ‘fit-for-purpose’, a matter also queried by 
the EA in their response, and so it has not been demonstrated that this site is a more suitable 
site for flood risk than others under consideration in the emerging Oxfordshire Minerals and 
Waste Local Plan. 
 

6.2 Bachport has again asked for advice from GWP Consultants on the additional information 
provided further to the Regulation 22 request in respect of hydrogeology and flood risk. The 
advice received is set out in the following tables and reveals that there are a number of water 
matters that still have not been addressed and remain issues of significant concern. 
 

6.3 Table 2 relates to Fundamental Issues, which refer to those of such significance that they 
could in themselves potentially be grounds for refusal of planning permission. Table 3 
concerns Issues of Inadequacy, which refer to weakness or omission in the submitted 
information, which are currently inadequate. 
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Table 2: Comparison of BACHPORT Water Concerns with Applicant’s Revised December 2016 Submission: Fundamental Water Issues 

Water Issue  Concern – Letter 
dated 25 May 
2016 

Applicant’s Response – December 2016 
Additional Submissions 

Adequacy / Additional Work Required 

Floodplain 
Numerical 
Model 

Inherent error +/-
200mm for 3 
separate criteria 
means the model 
reliability is low 
compared to the 
scale of impact 
predicted and 
lack of freeboard 
(i.e. no room for 
uncertainty) given 
some houses 
already are at on-
going flood risk. 

Applicant acknowledges ‘there are always 
limitations associated with any hydraulic 
modelling study’, including: river channel cross-
section accuracy; model parameters; inflow 
hydrograph; hydraulic structure representation; 
and topography accuracy. 

Applicant states LiDAR has +/- 150mm vertical 
error. And there was no bank top topographic 
survey undertaken. 
 
Applicant advises 4m model grid size cannot 
accurately model 1-2m wide ditches, and grid 
size is only appropriate for rural settings. 

Applicant states flood levels entirely dependent 
on whether sluice and flood gates on weirs are 
open or not and to what extent. 

Applicant states calibration process over 
predicted Dec 2009 event by 200mm and under 
predicted Jul/Aug 2007 event by 200mm. 

Applicant acknowledges historical flooding in 
Clifton Hampden – at least 5 in last 40 years, at 
least 3 in last 15 years.  

Models predict flood level reductions of 0-2cm at 
critical locations – i.e. properties  

No comments are made on the error of the numerical model.  

No comments are made on the accuracy of the 5 factors 
limiting model accuracy, other than the LiDAR data. 

The calibration exercise shows observed flows cannot be 
replicated by the model within +/- 200mm vertical accuracy. 

There has been no 1 in 100 Year Event since 1947 and 
hence no flow data for this event. The model has not and 
cannot be considered to be calibrated to events of this 
magnitude. 

The EA requests a 2m model grid. Why was this not used?  

The occupied villages should be considered an urban 
environment and the accuracy of the model appropriately 
using a 2m grid size. 

Model assumes flood gates are all open to maximum – which 
is an extremely conservative assumption.  

There are predictions of elevated peak flow water levels 
for the restoration scheme to land east of the 
development. This is an increase in flood risk and is 
therefore unacceptable. 

The model cannot reliably predict changes in flood level 
as reported. 

Floodplain Increases in flow Applicant acknowledges increases in velocity at There is an increase in erosion risk around the 
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Numerical 
Model 

velocity therefore 
increases erosion 
– especially on 
Thames Path 

edges of excavations and lakes, River Thames 
banks and in river channel near Appleford-on-
Thames 

excavations and restored lakes that could result in the 
erosion of the Thames Path. 

Floodplain 
Numerical 
Model 

Increases in flow 
velocity means 
increase in flood 
hazard & risk, 
even if levels 
remain the same 

Applicant acknowledges increases in velocity at 
edges of excavations and lakes, River Thames 
banks and in river channel near Appleford-on-
Thames 

There is an increase in flood hazard risk i.e. drowning 
around the excavations and restored lakes. 

Floodplain 
Risk 

Does not include 
impact of new 
River Thames 
Crossing 

Submission deliberately excludes the new road 
Thames crossing 

Work needs to include cumulative impact of road crossing 
structure on flood flows on site 

 
Table 3: Comparison of BACHPORT Water Concerns with Applicant’s Revised December 2016 Submission: Areas of Inadequacy 

Water Issue  Concern – Letter 
dated 25 May 
2016 

Applicant’s Response – 
December 2016 Additional 
Submissions 

Adequacy / Additional Work Required 

Surface 
Water Run-
Off 
Management 

No consideration of 
increased run-off 
from low 
permeability infill – 
no run-off 
attenuation 

No additional information provided Need to undertake Greenfield Run-Off characterisation of site pre-
development and post-development and design attenuation storage and 
release structures on site (perhaps using lakes) so can hold back 
increased run-off from low permeability backfill areas. 

Currently in breach of EA guidance, although now an LLFA 
responsibility. 

Groundwater 
EIA 

See below Only mentioned briefly on 2 pages 
of revised Planning Statement, 
referring to previous February 2016 
chapter. 

Not included as an issue in the Additional Information Report. 

Applicant has failed to re-consider any of the Groundwater 
concerns raised previously by BACHPORT 

Groundwater 
EIA 

No consideration of 
Lower Greensand 

No additional information provided LGS aquifer needs to be included in site investigation and modelling work 
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(LGS) aquifer at all 
Groundwater 
EIA 

No Lower 
Greensand data 
collection at all 

No additional information provided Issue still needs to be assessed. Requires piezometers in LGS, as well 
as permeability and porosity testing. 

Groundwater 
EIA 

No local well 
inventory 

No additional information provided Issue still needs to be assessed. A detailed well inventory is required of 
all properties on the LGS within 2km of the site. 

Groundwater 
EIA 

Inadequate 
pumping test 
duration in gravel 
aquifer 

No additional information provided Issue still needs to be assessed. Pumping test should be repeated and 
extended in time to 2 weeks minimum, with monitoring in the underlying 
LGS. 

Groundwater 
EIA 

Numerical model 
only of sand & 
gravel aquifer – not 
Greensand 

No additional information provided Issue still needs to be assessed. LGS to be included in numerical model 
over its full outcrop and sub-crop, within 5km radius.  

Groundwater 
EIA 

No de-watering EIA 
on Scheduled 
Ancient Monument 

No additional information provided Issue still needs to be assessed. Requires model to be used to assess 
drawdown within SAM area and discussions with Archaeologists as to 
whether this is acceptable or not. 

Groundwater 
EIA 

Inadequate 
groundwater 
flooding risk 
assessment as 
does not consider 
impact on Lower 
Greensand (LGS) 
discharges caused 
by low permeability 
fill placement, and 
model boundaries 
too close to site.  

No additional information provided Issue still needs to be assessed more closely.  
Numerical groundwater flood risk modelling work needs to include LGS 
which will discharge into gravels in the site area, increase area of sand 
and gravel aquifer in model and consider groundwater flooding risk at 
times of high groundwater level and advise on necessary mitigation.  

Site will truncate/remove entire sand & gravel aquifer preventing 
groundwater throughflow and creating groundwater level rise to west and 
north, as well as water-logging of site soils. 

Designs of land drains need to be included and demonstrated to be 
effective in such low permeability backfill materials. 

Groundwater 
EIA 

No assessment of 
loss of soil 
productivity due to 

New agricultural report (Chapter 5 
v 4) which addresses soil stripping, 
storage and re-installation. 

There is no consideration of the removal of under-draining gravels 
beneath the soils, and replacement with low permeability overburden and 
mineral waste – which will water log the overlying soils. 
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water-logging of 
low permeability fill  

Fluvial 
Flooding 

Model does not 
include floodplain 
south of the River 
Thames 

No change in 2D model area latest 
report. 

Model fails to include southern floodplain which must affect model results 
on northern floodplain. 

Fluvial 
Flooding 

Model does not 
include Burcot and 
other downstream 
river-side villages 

No additional information provided 2D Model cannot therefore consider flood risk in these villages. 
There is no justification provided for the upstream and downstream limits 
used in the 2D model. 

Fluvial 
Flooding 

Climate change 
allowance for peak 
river flows in wrong 

Re-modelled with 15% flow 
increase operational phase and 
35% increase flow restoration. 

These are correct given the vulnerability of the development itself.  

However given the flood receptors i.e. Clifton Hampden properties are 
highly vulnerable to flooding already, the EA should ask for the Upper 
End 70% allowance to be used. 

Fluvial 
Flooding 

No consideration of 
flood event 
duration 

Modelling reported to increase 
speed of flooding arrival by 2 hours 
but reduce duration of flooding by 
30 minutes form 30-50 hour floods 

2 hour reduction in flood warning is a significant increase in exposure 
to flood risk. 

Fluvial 
Flooding 

No consideration of 
impact of 
restrictions in 
floodplain e.g. 
fences, hedgerows 
on flood flows 

No additional information provided Model needs to include floodplain restrictions. 

Fluvial 
Flooding 

No consideration of 
silt-remobilisation 
risk from silt 
lagoons 

Comment provided that EA 
considers silt lagoons will act as silt 
traps during flood events. 

Modelled increases in flow velocities over the silt lagoons suggests latest 
comments are erroneous.  

Silt lagoons in the flood plain represent a water quality and wider 
flood hazard. 

Fluvial 
Flooding 

No consideration of 
scour erosion risk 
on pits and 

Modelling reported to show 
increases in peak velocities at 
edges of excavations and lakes, 

Requires assessment of erosion risk and sediment mobilisation using 
geotechnical analysis. 
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restoration on 
water quality 

River Thames banks and in river 
channel near Appleford-on-Thames 

Significant risk that backfill materials will be much more easily 
eroded than in-situ sands and gravels. 

Fluvial 
Flooding 

No consideration of 
stability of pits and 
restoration during 
floods 

No additional information provided Requires assessment of erosion risk using geotechnical analysis and 
appropriate design of anti-erosion mitigation measures. 

Fluvial 
Flooding 

No stability 
assessment on 
‘high ridge’ 
separation bund 

Geometry and material of bund 
described in revised planning 
statement.  
 
 

Requires detailed geotechnical stability assessment. 

Needs to be a properly designed and engineered flood bund.  

Use of overburden material (likely to actually be sub-soils) to 
construct the ‘high ridge’ is not adequate – given risk of erosion and 
instability.  

Also risk of underflow through gravels which could result in piping failures 
needs to be assessed. 

Requires details to explain how the in-situ ground will be worked out and 
the flood protection bund installed – whilst maintaining existing flood 
protection. I.e. if they are removing one to replace with another then there 
is a period in between when the ‘high ridge’ won’t exist and the flood 
risk increases. This is unacceptable.  

Fluvial 
Flooding 

Inadequate 
description of 
floodplain storage 
losses and gains 
through phases of 
development 

Amenity bunding is in FZ 3, 
aggregate processing plant in FZ 3, 
as are its associated mineral 
stockpiles. 

Applicant has provided a 0.1m 
interval floodplain storage loss and 
gain balance for the development. 

The processing plant (pollution risk) and stockpiles (flood flow 
impedance) should be in FZ 2. 

Amenity (noise and landscape) Bunding will restrict floodplain flows. 

0.1m slice operation model does not show any time sequencing so which 
phase is shown is unclear. Operation phase model should show changes 
in volumes with time i.e. across the phases for each 0.1m elevation slice. 

0.1m slice restoration model shows a permanent loss of floodplain 
storage between elevations of 46.20m AOD and 46.90m AOD. This is 
contrary to EA requirements.  
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7. WILDLIFE HABITATS 
 

Wintering Birds 

7.1 Despite the requirement in the Regulation 22 request, no additional surveys of wintering birds 
were undertaken as part of the revised biodiversity assessment. Furthermore, as noted in 
revised ES Chapter 10 Biodiversity (paragraph 2.15), given that the survey undertaken in 
March 2014 ‘is obviously slightly later than the standard methodology requires’, it could be 
concluded that only the results of the survey undertaken in December 2013 are representative 
of the wintering bird interest of the proposed development site. 
 

7.2 Rather than undertaking additional surveys during the optimal periods in 2015 and 2016, the 
revised biodiversity assessment compares the site-specific wintering bird data with British 
Trust for Ornithology (BTO) Wetland Bird Survey (WeBS) data relating to two wetlands 2km 
and 4km from the study area, one of which is for the winter of 2013-14 and the other for 2011-
12. The assessment concludes that because both of these sites were found to support a low 
diversity of bird species and low numbers of each species, ‘it is not unreasonable to expect 
only low species diversity and low numbers of bird species, particularly over-wintering 
waterfowl, present within the study area’.  However, the nature conservation value of separate 
areas is not necessarily an indicator of the value of this site: site-specific data is always most 
representative when assessing the value of an area. In the absence of site-specific information 
a five year average of BTO WeBS data, rather than a single year, should be used as a 
representative indicator of the actual wintering bird usage of a site. 
 

7.3 The information in the revised biodiversity assessment therefore continues to be insufficient to 
assess the actual interest of the site for wintering and migrant birds. 
 

Breeding Birds 

7.4 Despite the concerns raised previously by Bachport36 in relation to the inadequacy of breeding 
bird information in the original biodiversity assessment, no additional breeding bird surveys 
were undertaken during 2015 or 2016. Furthermore the data collected should have been 
mapped to facilitate the identification of those areas of key relative value for breeding birds, 
and consideration should have been given to the occurrence of nests occupied by species 
listed in Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (including Kite which was noted as 
nesting in scrub in Field 7).  
 

7.5 The removal of 1.2 ha of hedgerow and 3 ha of woodland due to excavations has the potential 
to result in significant direct impacts to breeding birds. Disturbance during the ten-year life of 
the quarry will result in indirect disturbance as will the long-term implementation of the bird 
management plan. Yet, there continues to be no appropriate assessment of the impact of the 
proposed development on breeding birds in terms of numbers and diversity and impacts on 
vulnerable or protected species. 
 
                                                

36 Appendix 11 of May 2016 Bachport response 
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7.6 Furthermore (and despite the continued lack of sufficient data) the proposed quarry excavation 
area is identified as of ‘District site value’ for breeding birds (paragraph 3.61 of revised ES 
Chapter 10), but this level of interest is not reflected in the subsequent ecological impact 
assessment which states that the impact on birds is ‘neutral’ (paragraph 5.2.6). Newly created 
habitat, particularly woodland, will take many years to comprise suitable and comparable 
habitat for breeding birds. 
 
Bats 

7.7 The bat survey conducted in response to the Regulation 22 request identified a total of ‘at 
least’ eight species of bat, rather than the three species that it was previously said could 
potentially utilise the site for roosting and foraging. This is at least eight of the fourteen bat 
species known to occur in Oxfordshire.  The most significant bat species identified were 
serotine, leisler’s, noctule, and nathusius’ pipistrelle bat. Serotine and leisler’s bat are reported 
as being infrequent in Oxfordshire, and noctule bats are described as infrequent but 
widespread in the county. 
 

7.8 The Bat Technical Note recounts that although the tree surveys did not record any bat roosts, 
datalogger monitoring recorded early registrations of common and soprano pipistrelle bats 
species, which suggests there may be a roost within, or in close proximity to, the study area 
(page 16).  Further, it is stated that, of the nineteen trees inspected, three trees were identified 
as having a ‘high potential’ to support a bat roost and six trees with ‘moderate potential’. 
 

7.9 It is clear therefore that the application site supports a diverse bat population, with a number of 
species that are infrequent within Oxfordshire, and although only a fraction of the trees present 
on site were inspected as potential bat roosts, a significant proportion of them were assessed 
as having either a high or moderate potential to comprise bat roost. 
 

7.10 Bachport considers that the new survey shows that the proposed development would have a 
significant adverse effect on bats, a European-protected species, as a result of: 
• Direct impacts due to habitat loss including the permanent removal of 1.2 hectares of 

hedgerow 3 hectares of woodland; and 
• Indirect impacts associated with artificial lighting, noise, dust and increased human 

presence. 
 

7.11 Direct impacts associated with habitat loss are discussed at paragraph 5.26 of the revised ES 
Chapter 10, and are said to be adequately off-set by compensatory planting and habitat 
creation initiatives. However, it will take many years until the newly created habitats, 
particularly woodland and hedgerows, will be able to comprise comparable feeding and 
potential roosting habitat for bats. It is further claimed that only small areas of semi-natural 
habitats will be lost at any one time as a result of it being phased over ten years.  However, 
this takes no account of the indirect impacts on bats using adjacent areas as a result of noise 
and increased human presence, for example. In addition, there is no consideration of the 
impact of the installation of very large bunds within the vicinity of retained woodland 
(particularly Grasshill Covert) on bat movements.  There is the possibility that the cumulative 
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impact of these could result in irreversible impacts on the existing bats that currently use the 
proposed development site.  
 
Other Concerns 

7.12 There continues to be no appropriate consideration of the potential for cumulative ecological 
impacts, whether within-project impacts or from other planned or proposed developments 
occurring within the locality. For example there is no assessment of the bird management plan 
in the revised biodiversity assessment. 
 

7.13 A number of other concerns have been noted in relation to the revised ES Chapter 10, which 
for ease of reference are set out in Table 4 below. 
 

Table 4: Summary of key inconsistencies and omissions in revised ES Chapter 10 Biodiversity 

Paragraph Concern 

3.1 No reference to European legislation which is particularly relevant given that the 
proposed development site supports bats, which are European Protected Species. 

3.8 No mention is made of the area of designated Ancient Woodland 200m southwest 
Grid Reference SU528940, or that all the woodland on the site is designated BAP 
Woodland Priority Habitat - see excerpt from Defra MAGIC (nature on the map) 
website at Appendix 3. 

3.17 The ‘near threatened’ plant species, corn mint (Mentha arvensis) is highlighted as 
being present in the revised biodiversity assessment although not noted in the 
original assessment. No explanation has been provided for the apparent loss of Wild 
Pansy previously referenced in the original assessment. 

3.19 Hedgerow descriptions do no match the accompanying location figures in Appendix 
10A in location, orientation, or length. 
The two figures in Appendix 10A are inconsistent in labelling fields and hedgerows. 
Hedgerow 12 shown on the first location drawing is not described at all in 3.19. 
Neither of the two location figures in Appendix 10A provide a number for the 
hedgerow immediately north of the hedgerow labelled 3 on both drawings. 

3.21 There are a number of criteria used to define a hedgerow as “important” and the 
definition is not limited to species criteria. 

3.25 Hedgerow 6 is described as the hedgerow on the northern boundary of field 3 and 
cannot therefore be the hedgerow that connects with Sandy Bury. 

3.26 The poplar plantation has approximately 7 x 25 rows of planting. 

3.44 The bat location survey is in Appendix 10D not 10A.  Note none of the trees in 
Grasshill Covert were surveyed for bat roosts despite considerable evidence of bats. 

3.45 The “northern stream” does not dry out. It flows alongside the grazing paddock at 
Fullamoor Farmhouse adjacent to the site boundary (where it is open not shaded on 
the paddock side). The stream is permanently fed via a land drain at the western end 
that follows the line of a water course shown on the 1797 Davis Map of Oxfordshire. 
This section of the stream between the paddock and site boundary could have been 
surveyed for water vole had the owner been approached for permission. 
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3.50 The badger setts are identified as lying west of the extraction area.  The setts are 
‘land-locked’ on three sides by the road, the railway line and the river.  The proposed 
mineral workings would comprise a further barrier to free movement in the area for 
badgers, thus reducing the area of forage.  Deciduous woodlands are particularly 
important forage areas for badgers and the impact of the loss of more than half the 
deciduous woodland within the foraging area has not been assessed. 

5.36 No reference to the potential long-term impact of the Bird Management Plan on 
breeding birds. 

5.38 No reference to the potential long-term impact of the Bird Management Plan on 
wintering birds. 

Chapter 6 No reference to the indirect impacts associated with the ten year operation of the 
quarry on the protected habitats (and associated species and communities)  
surrounding the site including (but not limited to): increased human presence; noise; 
and vibration.   

6.16 Protecting arable field margins and notable plants requires the seedbank to be 
retained in the topsoils which in turn need to be temporarily stored and redistributed 
for restoration to allow arable weeds and other plants to germinate naturally.   This 
potentially conflicts with paragraph 3.23 which requires all soil stores in place for 
more than three months to be sown to grass and a weed management programme 
followed. 

6.40 Protecting grass snake and other reptiles requires all soil stripping works to be carried 
out between October 1st and February 28th.  Snake habitat is particularly sensitive in 
the southern area of the site where the soils are clayey and hold more water.  There 
is a concern that the optimum time to strip the clay soils for soil preservation, which 
will be in dry weather, conflicts with the optimum time to strip soils to preserve grass 
snake habitat. 

 
 
8. TRAFFIC 
 
8.1 Bachport is still waiting to see the content of the Technical Note prepared by Cole Easdon 

Consultants (CEC) in June 2014, on which they rely for not producing the information originally 
required in response to the applicant’s Scoping Opinion request. 

 
8.2 Bachport has asked EAS Transport Planning (EAS) to review the Technical Note 4200/02 of 

CEC at Appendix 1 of the applicant’s Additional Information Report submitted further to the 
Council’s Regulation 22 request. The response received is at Appendix 4. 
 

8.3 The response from EAS is that the analysis of Clifton Hampden signals and congestion should 
not be dismissed as not being independent, as it was gathered under the instructions of and 
analysed by an expert in signal modelling. It is unfortunate that the appending of the 
information to Bachport’s original response was overlooked, but it was clearly intended to be 
included and CEC should have asked for the information to be supplied, in order to verify 
rather than simply disregard it. The traffic survey data and analysis of May 2016 is now at 
Appendix 5. The analysis is robust and shows that HGVs will prevent traffic at the Clifton 
Hampden signals from discharging by blocking the straight through traffic leading to significant 
additional delay for other traffic. 
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8.4 Rather CEC suggest (paragraph 2.6 of the Technical Note) that they have made their own 

observations of the junction going so far as to say: "From our own observations it appears to 
have resulted in inaccurate estimates of journey time”, but they have not supplied any 
information as to what their observations comprised, and thus what estimate of journey time 
they concluded. The onus should be on CEC to disprove the evidence provided by Bachport 
rather than simply assert they have better information, without saying how that information has 
been collected. 
 

8.5 There is therefore no reason to depart from the conclusions reached in Bachport’s original 
response that the new quarry traffic would increase to the traffic delay on the already 
congested A415 and would be highly detrimental to the amenity and safety of the village.37 
 
 

9. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 

9.1 For the reasons given at section 19 of the May 2016 Bachport response the original ES did not 
include a properly conducted cumulative impact assessment. This has still not been addressed 
within the submission of further information, and therefore the ES does not comply with the 
Town and Country Environment Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations 2011.  
 

9.2 An assessment of the effects of the development on the environment both in-combination with 
one another and cumulatively with other planned and proposed projects, and a description of 
the mitigation measures necessary to mitigate any combined effects as identified through the 
assessment, must now be provided in order for the ES to comply with Part 1 of Schedule 4 
(information for inclusion in environmental statements) of the EIA Regulations. 

 
 
10. CONCLUSION AS TO THE SUITABILITY OF THE SITE 
 
10.1 As has been demonstrated in the preceding sections the proposed development would give 

rise to a number of significant adverse impacts on the local environment and communities, and 
the further information provided has not shown how these issues would be satisfactorily 
resolved.  
 

10.2 There is an existing very large landbank of sand and gravel reserves at 13 years’ worth of 
supply, or almost twice (190%) of the required minimum, and so there is no immediate or even 
pressing need for new reserves to be permitted. In other words there are no benefits that can 
be attributed to a need for the mineral, which might be weighed in the planning balance 
against the harm that would be caused. 

 
10.3 It is accepted that the application site falls within one of the strategic resource areas identified 

under policy M3 of the emerging Oxfordshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan: Part 1 - Core 

                                                
37 See paragraphs 12.7 and 12.8 of May 2016 Bachport response. 
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Strategy (OMWCS) for the allocation of sites for the future working of aggregate minerals to 
meet the requirement for sand and gravel provision over the plan period. However, the 
application proposal is not a site allocation, which is a matter to be reserved for Part 2 of the 
Plan, and so OMWCS policy M3 cannot be prayed in aide of the proposal.  
 

10.4 In addition no reliance can (or should) be placed on the supposition that the application 
proposal could accord with emerging OMWCS policy M5, and the provision within it as 
currently drafted (in the Proposed Modifications), that if applications accord with the locational 
strategy (of policy M3) they may be approved prior to adoption of the Part 2 Plan. Significant 
objection has been made to previous iterations of this policy, which have also seemed to imply 
the same approach, and further strong objection will be made to the Proposed Modifications 
that this approach is not sound. As is clear from paragraph 216 of the NPPF, emerging policy 
may only be given weight according to the extent of unresolved objections, and so no weight 
can be given to emerging OMWCS policy M5 in determining this application.  
 

10.5 More detail in justification of the objection to policy M5 is outlined in the following paragraphs. 
 
Reasons Why OMWCS Policy M5 is not Sound 

10.6 It is apparent from Government guidance, that local authorities should prepare a single local 
plan setting out the vision and a framework for the future development of the area, with clear 
policies on what will or will not be permitted and where38. Although the Oxfordshire Minerals 
and Waste Local Plan is not to have all policies in one comprehensive document and is to be 
prepared in two stages, with the Site Allocations document following on, the Plan is all the 
same still one Plan, just made up of the two documents, i.e. both parts together are to provide 
the mineral planning framework for the county. As a result, it is the case that the part of the 
Plan that provides the “clear” policies identifying “what will be permitted where” in the county is 
not yet available; and these site specific policies are pending preparation of the Part 2 Plan, 
with the Part 1 Core Strategy, providing only the more broad or “strategic” principles for 
minerals planning. 
 

10.7 The National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) confirms that mineral planning authorities 
should plan for a steady and adequate supply of minerals by designating specific sites as a 
priority (before preferred areas or areas of search) and that this provides the necessary 
certainty on when and where development may take place.39 Appropriately, this is what the 
Oxfordshire Minerals and Waste Plan intends should be the case, albeit in the Part 2 of the 
Plan. The Plan must therefore seek to do precisely this and identify sites as a priority, or 
before any other mechanism. It should not (as it currently appears to do) allow under OMWCS 
policy M5 sites to be identified through the development control process instead, which is an 
approach that is also entirely at odds with the aims of the Government’s objectives for plan-led 
planning. 
 

                                                
38 NPPF paragraphs 153  & 154 and NPPG ID: 12-001-2014036 & ID: 12-012-20140306 
39 ID: 27-008-20140306 & 27-009-20140306 
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10.8 The very first tenet of the National Planning Policy Framework’s (NPPF) core planning 
principles (paragraph 17) is that planning should be “genuinely plan-led” (emphasis added). 
This is the driving force, in order that local people are empowered to shape their surroundings 
and that decisions on planning applications can be made with a high degree of predictability 
and efficiency (see remainder of 1st core planning principle). There can therefore be no 
justification that the proposed development is supported by emerging policy, because the Plan 
has not yet reached the stage whereby it provides the required level of certainty about how the 
need is to be met, i.e. by the nature of the allocated sites – to be determined by the Part 2 
Plan process.     

 
10.9 In the circumstances of a two-part plan, were it the case that the existing minerals provision at 

the time of preparation of the core strategy was insufficient, i.e. at levels below or close to the 
minimum landbank requirement, then there could be justification for core strategy policies to 
provide for new sites to come forward before adoption of the site allocations document to meet 
the requirement to plan for a steady and adequate supply of aggregates (NPPF paragraph 
145). However, that is not the case with Oxfordshire. As has been identified at paragraph 10.1 
above the landbank of aggregate reserves is considerable, and therefore a more than steady 
and adequate supply currently exists. Accordingly, whilst it is acknowledged that according to 
the latest Local Aggregate Assessment additional provision will need to be made to meet the 
requirement for the whole plan period, it is not necessary to have those additional reserves in 
place before the Part 2 Plan has been prepared and adopted in accordance with the Local 
Plan Development Scheme (LDS) timetable40.  

 
10.10 In addition, the Council’s proposed objective for re-balancing the supply of sand and gravel 

from north to south does not provide any alternative justification for OMWCS policy M5 to 
allow sites to be permitted prior to adoption of the site allocations document. This is because 
there is currently already a greater balance of supply from south Oxfordshire and the shift in 
balance to the north will not occur until after the Part 2 Plan has been adopted.41  

 
10.11 This is a fortunate position for Oxfordshire, because it means that there is an opportunity for 

minerals planning now to be genuinely plan-led going forward and provide a high degree of 
certainty and transparency for all through the Part 2 Plan process of comparing and testing the 
available alternatives to deliver the most appropriate options for meeting the remaining 
requirement 

 
10.12 Regrettably, the alternative effect of OMWCS policy M5 as drafted is to encourage speculative 

applications to come forward now, the determination (or approval) of which pre-judges the Part 
2 Plan process and is harmful to the Government’s objective of facilitating the most 
sustainable use of minerals. This is because the Part 2 Plan process is likely, with the benefit 
of a proper comparison of all the options, to result in the improved outcome of more preferable 
sites being selected for allocation than is the case with assessment of a proposal in isolation. 
More preferable sites than the application scheme could well be for example ones that would: 

                                                
40 The LDS indicates that the Part 2 Plan will be adopted by April 2019 at which time there would still be at least a 10 year landbank. 
41 See paragraphs 6.6 and 6.7 of May 2016 Bachport response.	
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• not generate such a high degree of harm to landscape character and visual amenity;  
• not have such detrimental effects on local amenity and businesses through site emissions; 
• not be in the Green Belt, or would not need such extensive measures to minimise noise 

emissions that affect the openness and visual amenity of the Green Belt;  
• be preferable in terms of flood risk;  
• not lead to such significant loss of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land; 
• not be so damaging to the historic environment; 
• be preferable in terms of their transport impacts;  
• not prejudice valued local rights of way;  
• have less conflict with local nature conservation interest; and 
• be better located to minimise the miles travelled in supplying the south Oxfordshire 

market. 
 
10.13 This intent of continuing a development control, as opposed to a plan led approach in OMWCS 

policy M5 is therefore entirely unsound, and the policy should not be attributed any weight in 
determining this planning application. Moreover, it must not be relied upon whatsoever, as 
means of mitigating or overriding the very significant adverse impacts on the local environment 
and community across a spectrum of issues, that would be caused by the proposed 
development of the site. 
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FIGURE 1: BMV AGRICULTURAL LAND CALCULATIONS 
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WOODLAND DESIGNATIONS AT THE APPLICATION SITE AREA 
  



Ancient Woodland
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20 February 2017 
 

Please Note Our New Midlands Office Address Patrick Eggenton MSc MILT           m 0770 969 4819 
Patrick.eggenton@eastp.co.uk 
 
Paul Silcock BSc MIHT                    m 07980 299 310 
Paul.silcock@eastp.co.uk 

 
Stephen Adams MSc                       m 07789 228 785 
Stephen.adams@eastp.co.uk 

  

Suzi Coyne 
Suzi Coyne Planning 
60 Blenheim Drive 
Oxford 
OX2 8DQ 
 
 
 
Dear Suzi, 
 
Response to CEC Technical Note 4200/02 – June 2016 
 
Coles Easdon Consultants Limited (CEC) has produced a Technical Note responding to a consultation 
submission made by myself on behalf of Bachport who are objecting to the proposed Sand and Gravel 
Quarry with Aggregate Processing Plant.  I would like to respond in particular to CEC Paragraphs 2.5 to 
2.7: Analysis of Clifton Hampton signals and congestion.  
 
Unfortunately, the data and my analysis of it was not submitted by Bachport with my letter so hopefully it 
will be received with this letter.  However, most of the analysis can be obtained from the information given 
in my letter.  CEC dismiss the data – saying that its not independent.  I obviously made it very clear that 
the data was obtained by Bachport to avoid any suggestion of hiding key information.  However, Bachport 
gathered the data under my instructions and the data itself does not tell the story.  Rather it is my 
interpretation of it that does.  As CEC will know such data is easily verifiable which CEC are welcome to 
do by undertaking their own surveys. 
 
Its unfortunate that CEC chose to suggest my analysis is amateurish at best and a wildly disproportionate 
prediction.  It might have been prudent to ask for the data before deciding on the its validity!   
 
CEC suggest I should have used LINSIG to assess the impacts.  I’d like to make it very clear I am an 
expert in traffic signal modelling.  I was a research fellow at the University of London Centre for Transport 
Studies from 1984 to 1995.  Whilst there I undertook research into signal control techniques working with 
Professor Richard Allsop (now Emeritus Professor of Transport at UCL) on a successor to OSCADY (the 
original DfT standard signal modelling software).  Algorithms prepared by me in collaboration with others 
are used in signal modelling tools including OSCADY.  During my research career I worked with Brian 
Simmonite (the original author of LINSIG) and Doug Reid at JCT and gave lectures as part of the LINSIG 
course on innovative methods of signal control.  I have appeared as expert witness on a number of 
occasions presenting evidence relating to signal control at Inquiry. 
 
So, I do believe I understand how traffic signals work and in particular how queues and traffic interact.  I 
believe my analysis is sound.  The reason why LINSIG is not appropriate in this case is because one of 
the key issues restricting capacity at this signals is the blocking effect caused by traffic turning right and 
LINSIG simply would not be able to model this effect easily.  There are two side by side 2.25m lanes and 
observation on site shows that right turning traffic will frequently block straight ahead traffic.  HGVS do 
not (as CEC imply) need to be turning right to block traffic – they simply need to be impeded by other 
right turners as observation shows is the case.  I asked Bachport to observe cycle times, queues and 
traffic flow using a stop watch and counting vehicles across stop lines and measuring the position of the 
back of the queue.  I also asked them to observe when queues blocked traffic.  From this it is possible to 
determine simple parameters about how the signals work including: capacity, queue length, cycle time 
etc. Crucially the data gathered allowed a statistical comparison of queue length with and without blocking 
effects. This is all set out in my letter. 

14b Fieldgate Lane 
Kenilworth 
Warwickshire CV8 1BT 

 
Tel  01926 746 820 
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Without going over the analysis again I would just like to point out two things: 
 

1) The estimate of 30 minutes’ journey time is calculated by taking a queue of 200 vehicles 
(which was observed) and dividing this by the observed average capacity per cycle of 21 
vehicles.  This shows that 200 vehicles will take on average 9.52 cycles to discharge.  At 
a measured 160 seconds per cycle in the morning peak this is 1524 seconds or 25 
minutes for one driver to get from the back to the front of a 200 vehicle queue.  I agree 
this could have been validated using journey time surveys.  I note that CEC say they 
have made their own observations but they have not said what journey times they 
observed.  I would be interested to know how close my predictions are to observed times. 

2) The prediction of an increase in queue of some 170 to 280m from just 3 additional large 
vehicles is entirely possible.  CEC should themselves be fully aware that if you add a 
small amount of traffic to an already oversaturated/overcapacity junction it can have 
wildly disproportionate effects.  

 
To sum up simply for the lay person – what my analysis shows is that HGVs will prevent traffic at the 
Clifton Hampden signals from discharging by blocking the straight through traffic.  Observation suggest 
between 7 and 13 fewer vehicles discharge per cycle when the queue is blocked (if the first vehicle is 
blocked no cars will discharge for a whole cycle – if the last vehicle is blocked then nearly all cars will 
discharge as normal – so between 7 & 13 might be thought of as blocking roughly halfway through  a 
signal cycle).  Therefore, if additional HGVS are added to this link and they block traffic then they will 
significantly reduce capacity at a rate of perhaps 7 to 13 fewer vehicles discharging per HGV added.  
Reduced capacity leads to additional delays.  This is easily calculated as an additional 7 to 13 vehicles 
still in the queue per each additional HGV.  None of this is easily calculatable using LINSIG: but that does 
not invalidate the approach taken. 
 
I do still have issue with other elements of CEC work – for example the fact that the Safety Audit did not 
raise concerns may well be because the auditors may not have been aware of the existing queueing and 
congestion.  This is likely in my opinion because the CEC TA does not itself refer to any queuing or 
congestion.  Obviously if this parameter is not available to the auditors then issues of safety relating to it 
will also not be raised.   
 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Paul Silcock 
Director  EAS Transport Planning 
 
Enc. Traffic Count Data 
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APPENDIX 5 
 
 
TRAFFIC SURVEY DATA AND ANALYSIS OF MAY 2016 
 



Morning Peak Period

Average Cycle Time 2.418 mins

162 seconds

Average  Eastbound Green Period 54 seconds

Cycles per hour 22 cycles

Average Capacity per cycle 21 vehicles

Capacity per Hour 461 vehicles

Reduction per cycle per HGV 7.0 vehicles

Impact of 3 HGVs - additional Queuing 23.9 vehicles per hour

or 28.4 pcus per hour

6m per pcu or 170 metres of queue per hour

Evening Peak Period

Average Cycle Time 2.71 mins

191 seconds

Average  Eastbound Green Period 65 seconds

Cycles per hour 19 cycles

Average Capacity per cycle 26 vehicles

Capacity per Hour 492 vehicles

Reduction per cycle per HGV 12.9 vehicles

Impact of 3 HGVs - additional Queuing 41.6 vehicles per hour

or 46.1 pcus per hour

6m per pcu or 276 metre of queue per hour



Observed Morning Peak Queue

Observed Evening Peak Queue

17:40

1730 18:00

17:00

18:15

16:30

16:00

9:10

9:00

7:30

8:30

8:00

Key

Observed Queue and times

Estimated Extra Queue 

Site Access



Day Am/pm

Blocked

Mount 

Kerb

Survey 

Time

Time when A 

goes green 

(Hr/Min)   

Stopwatch time when 

A goes red (Secs) Cars/Vans Coach/Bus HGV Cars/Vans Coach/Bus HGV Y/N Y/N Total

0730 07.31 00:25 14 1 1 5 0 0 n y All

No 

Block Block

1 07.30 07.32 0.53 26 26 26 0

2 07.35 07.35 0.56 23 1 1 25 25 0

3 07.40 07.41 0.54 23 1 24 24 0

4 07.45 07.46 0.59 12 1 1 13 0 13

5 07.50 07.51 0.57 22 1 23 23 0

6 07.55 07.55 0.56 20 1 1 22 22 0

7 08.00 08.00 0.58 24 24 24 0

8 08.05 08.05 0.54 21 21 21 0

9 08.10 08.10 0.54 17 1 18 18 0

10 08.15 08.15 0.58 16 1 1 17 0 17

11 08.20 08.21 0.55 17 17 17 0

12 08.25 08.25 0.55 16 1 2 1 19 0 19

13 08.30 08.31 0.58 23 23 23 0

14 08.35 08.36 0.54 10 1 2 1 13 0 13

15 08.40 08.42 0.55 15 1 1 16 0 16

16 08.45 08.46 0.58 18 2 20 20 0

17 08.50 08.51 0.54 22 1 1 24 24 0

18 08.55 08.56 0.53 22 1 23 23 0

19 09.00 09.00 0.52 25 1 26 26 0

20 20.7 22.6 15.6 Averages

21

22 7.0 Average reduction due to blocking

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

Blocked

Mount 

Kerb

Survey 

Time

Time when A 

goes green 

(Hr/Min)   

Stopwatch time when 

A goes red (Secs) Cars/Vans Coach/Bus HGV Cars/Vans Coach/Bus HGV Y/N Y/N Total

15.50 15.52 00:37 17 2 2 6 0 0 n y All

No 

Block Block

1 15.50 15.53 0.43 8 1 1 1 y 11 0 11

2 15.55 15.57 0.43 5 3 y yy 8 0 8

3 16.00 16.02 1.08 26 3 yyyy 29 29 0

4 16.05 16.05 1.04 29 1 30 30 0

5 16.10 16.10 1.09 22 7 29 29 0

6 16.15 16.15 1.09 27 1 28 28 0

7 16.20 16.21 1.08 26 3 29 29 0

8 16.25 16.25 1.07 21 4 25 25 0

9 16.30 16.30 1.09 26 7 33 33 0

10 16.35 16.36 1.09 22 5 y 27 0 27

11 16.40 16.43 1.10 22 1 6 29 29 0

12 16.45 16.47 0.58 24 3 27 27 0

13 16.50 16.51 1.06 24 1 1 26 26 0

14 16.55 16.57 0.51 20 3 23 23 0

15 17.00 17.00 1.09 27 3 30 30 0

16 17.05 17.06 0.59 23 4 27 27 0

17 17.10 17.12 0.41 27 1 28 28 0

18 17.15 17.15 1.09 26 3 yy 29 29 0

19 17.20 17.20 1.09 28 1 29 29 0

20 17.25 17.25 1.09 23 1 3 27 27 0

21 17.30 17.31 1.08 27 3 30 30 0

22 17.35 17.35 1.07 28 1 29 29 0

23 17.40 17.40 0.56 19 3 1 23 23 0

24 17.45 17.45 0.55 11 y

yyyyyyyy

yyy 11 0 11

25 17.50 17.50 1.07 26 1 27 27 0

26 17.55 17.57 1.00 19 1 y 20 0 20

27 18.00 18.00 1.00 28 2 30 30 0

28 18.05 18.06 1.08 28 1 29 29 0

29 18.10 18.11 1.10 27 3 30 30 0

30 18.15 18.16 1.05 28 6 34 34 0

31 18.20 18.20 1.06 27 1 4 32 32 0

32 18.25 26.2 28.2 15.3 Averages

33 18.30
12.9 Average reduction due to blocking

Ahead Turn Right

Ahead Turn Right



Date Am/pm

Will also be 

Stage 2 stop

A to Green

A to Red; B to 

Red C to Green C to Red B to Green B to Red A to Green 

Time in H/M

Stage 1 Start.   

(Start Stopwatch)

Stage 1 Stop 

(Time from 

Stopwatch) in 

secs

Stage 3 Start 

(Time from 

Stopwatch) in 

secs

Stage 3 Stop 

(Time from 

Stopwatch) in 

secs

Stage 2 Start 

(Time from 

Stopwatch) in 

secs

Stage 2 Stop (Time 

from Stopwatch) 

in secs

Next Stage 1 Start.   

(Time from 

Stopwatch) in secs

0805 00:00 00:25 00:28 00:42 00:45 01:10

Example of normal 

sequence

0805 00:00 00:25 00:28 00:42 00:45 01:10 01:30

Example of sequence with 

Stage 4

7.45 00:00 0.55 1 1.43 1.47 2.56

7.50 00:00 0.55 1.05 1.48 1.52 2.3

7.55 00:00 0.55 1.06 1.5 1.54 2.42 2.53 Additional stage 4

8.00 00:00 0.57 1.02 1.45 1.49 2.27

8.05 00:00 0.52 0.57 1.4 1.44 2.31 2.43 Additional stage 4

8.10 00:00 0.52 0.56 1.39 1.43 2.22

8.15 00:00 0.55 1.05 1.45 1.5 2.35 2.47 Additional stage 4

8.20 00:00 0.55 1 1.42 2.08 2.42 2.54 Additional stage 4

8.25 00:00 0.53 0.58 1.41 1.45 2.33 2.46 Additional stage 4

8.3 00:00 0.5 0.55 1.38 1.42 2.29 2.4 Additional stage 4
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