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Full Statement of Case for Cholsey Parish Council, Crowmarsh Parish Council and Wallingford Town Council

Beryl Guiver, Dip.TP, MSc., MRTPI


	Appeal Reference: 
	APP/U3100/W/25/3361505

	Planning Application Reference: 
	MW.0115/21


	Appellant
	London Rock Supplies Ltd

	Site
	Land at White Cross Farm, Wallingford, Oxfordshire

	Proposal
	“Extraction and processing of sand and gravel including the
construction of new site access roads, landscaping and screening bunds, minerals washing plant and other associated infrastructure with restoration to agriculture and nature conservation areas, using inert fill”

	Refusal reason
	Due to its location, the proposed development would have an adverse landscape and visual impact on the River Thames, the Thames Path National Trail and on the setting of the Chilterns National Landscape (Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty), contrary to the provisions of policy C8 of the Oxfordshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan – Part 1 Core Strategy and policy ENV1 of the South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2035.
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Summary of CCW Case

1 This statement looks at relevant national policy and guidance, Oxfordshire County Council’s (OCC) and the appellants statements of case and relevant supporting documents. CCW has particularly had regard to NPPF policy on Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change (Chapter 14), Conserving and enhancing the natural environment (Chapter 15) and Facilitating the sustainable use of minerals (Chapter 17) as well as to policies in the local development plan.  The format is designed around the main issues identified at the CMC but includes other matters where CCW is able to supply and consider more local information.  

2 The statement concludes by weighing the benefits of the proposal against the many harms that are likely to arise.  The potential adverse impacts of the proposal on the following matters are significant: 

· The landscape of the Chilterns National Landscape
· The environment of the River Thames 
· The environment of the Thames National Trail
· The biodiversity of the site which is part of the Thames Wallingford to Goring Conservation Target Area, Priority Habitat and a key area for the draft Oxfordshire Local Nature Recovery Strategy.
· The Natural Flood Management services provided by the site
· The health of children attending Elizabeth House

3 These harms outweigh the suggested benefits of adding a limited increase in the supply position in South Oxfordshire and the limited biodiversity gains proposed in the site restoration.  The proposal should be refused.

Introduction
4 The appeal site is in Cholsey parish and abuts both Wallingford and Crowmarsh parishes. Cholsey and Crowmarsh Parish Councils and Wallingford Town Council (collectively referred to as CCW) have combined to form a single Rule 6 party to represent local communities.

[bookmark: _Hlk107273154]The need for minerals
[bookmark: _Hlk200921307]5 Whilst the appeal site is within a Minerals Safeguarding Area, the NPPF CD12.10 is clear at paragraph 223(c) that there is no presumption the resources so defined will be worked. It indicates that policies should ensure that proposals do not have unacceptable adverse impacts taking account of cumulative impacts from multiple sites in a locality (NPPF 223 f and h CD12.10.  

6 The Oxfordshire Minerals and Waste Core Strategy (OMWCS) CD12.01 is also clear that proposals need to have regard to the plan policies as a whole, the appellants have not done this and have sought to rely substantially on the potential need for sand and gravel due to the declining land bank.  The proposals to mitigate impacts in relation to the OMWCS policies CD12.01 are limited as identified in the CCW evidence.   

7 The appellants attribute significant weight to the site’s location in a Strategic Resource Area.  The definition of SRAs is provided in the OMWCS glossary CD12.01 and does not support this view about the weight to be attached to a site in this location.  

8 Whilst great weight is given to the benefits of mineral extraction, landbanks should be
outside national landscapes, scheduled monuments and conservation areas (NPPF 24a CD12.10).  We will weigh the benefits of the proposal against the substantial harms that will arise in our evidence.

9 The NPPF at para 226(f) CD12.10 requires a 7-year landbank be maintained for sand and gravel extraction. The most up to date information available on the Oxfordshire sand and gravel landbank is provided in the OCC Local Aggregate Assessment 2024 CD12.08 and in the OCC Statement of Case. These show that the landbank is likely to be close to or slightly below the 7-year supply requirement figure.

10 However, the scope for meeting the need for sand and gravel in some other way has not been fully assessed.  For example, the OCC Assessment does not take account of the two allocated housing sites in the South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2035 (SOLP2035 CD12.03) which are within Minerals Safeguarding Areas. Land adjacent to Culham Science Centre STRAT9 (217ha) CD12.03 which requires ‘Proposals will need to take account of Policy EP5: Minerals Safeguarding Areas. This policy encourages developers to extract minerals prior to non-mineral development taking place, where this is practical and environmentally feasible.’

 11 In addition, Land at Berinsfield Garden Village Policy STRAT10i (132ha) CD12.03 which requires ‘an accompanying minerals assessment that considers if minerals can be extracted in accordance with Policy EP5;’

[bookmark: _Hlk200634935]12 The South Oxfordshire Housing Land Supply Statement January 2025 CD12.09 indicates that both these sites are likely to commence work in 2028. Both these sites are substantial and close to historic gravel extraction sites; it is not clear from either the SODC or OCC information whether they will be making any contribution to Oxfordshire’s sand and gravel supply.

13 It should be noted that the figures in para 6.23 of the appellants statement are theoretical, the SOLP 2035 actually makes provision for an annual supply of 1240 homes. 

Landscape, Tranquillity, Biodiversity and Green infrastructure
14 NPPF para 189 CD12.10 indicates that development in the setting of National Landscapes such as the appeal site should be sensitively located and designed to avoid or minimise adverse impacts on the designated area.  The appeal proposal does not achieve this as the site is immediately adjacent to the Chilterns National Landscape and the site area is too small and impacted by flooding to enable suitable mitigation.  

15 NPPF para 198 CD12.10 seeks to protect tranquil areas which are prized for their recreation and amenity value.  The appeal site is just such an area and is valued by long distance walkers and local communities for walking, riverside activities and nature appreciation.   The South and Vale Tranquillity Assessment 2024 shows (Figure 5.5 pages 128, 129) CD16.03 that the Thames Path is generally a very tranquil environment and that despite being close to the Wallingford urban area and nearby A roads much of the appeal site adjacent to the River Thames is a tranquil or relatively tranquil area.

16 SOLP2035 policy ENV 1 CD12.03 requires that proposals within the setting of an AONB conserve and where possible enhance the character and natural beauty of the AONB.  The appeal proposal will significantly harm the landscape and waterscape character and beauty of the AONB as set out in our landscape evidence.  
17 SOLP2035 Policy ENV4 CD12.03 seeks to protect the riverside environment, CCW are not satisfied that the proposals will adequately protect the river from damage, disturbance or pollution during the regular flood events that the site experiences.
[bookmark: _Hlk200635777]18 SOLP2035 Policies ENV2 and 5 CD12.03 seeks to protect the district’s Green Infrastructure.  The appeal site is an important element of the local green infrastructure and has been designated as a Conservation Target Area and as Priority Habitat as recorded in the South Oxfordshire GIS 2017 (fig 3.3.6) CD16.07.  The policies seek to prevent the loss of such habitat and set clear criteria for the consideration of proposals.   CCW does not believe these criteria have been met, in particular the benefits of the development do not outweigh its adverse effects, alternative locations for securing sand and gravel have not been fully explored as set out above and it is not clear that the mitigation proposed adequately compensates for the adverse effects of the proposal as identified by South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) in their consultation response of 25 June 2024 CD10.06. 
19 Whilst only at the examination stage so of limited weight the draft policies NH4, NH6 and NH7 of the South and Vale Joint Local Plan 2041 CD13.01 are also relevant.
20 The Appellants policy summary incorrectly refers to the original 2019 Cholsey Neighbourhood Plan (CNP), the CNP Review Plan CD12.04 was made 13 October 2022. 

21 The CNP Map 2 CD12.04 CD12.04 shows the extent of the National Landscapes surrounding Cholsey on 3 sides, the CNP strategy CNP1 bullet 6 CD12.04 seeks to ensure all development conserves and enhances the rural setting of the village, the views both leading to and from it, the landscape character and biodiversity.  Policies CNP E1, E2 and E3 CD12.04 are relevant to this proposal.

22 Para 165 CD12.04 of the neighbourhood plan sets out the importance of giving consideration to the setting of the AONB.  Para 172 CD12.04 indicates that the Chilterns AONB Position Statement CD16.06 on Development affecting the setting of the Chilterns AONB should be consulted on proposals affecting the AONB setting.  This position statement sets out the relevant policies of the management plan and provides examples of adverse impacts on the AONB setting, these include amongst others: 

· Blocking or interference of views out of the AONB particularly from public viewpoints or rights of way;
· Blocking or interference of views of the AONB from public viewpoints or rights of way outside the AONB;
· Loss of tranquillity through the introduction of lighting, noise, or traffic movement;
· Introduction of significant or abrupt changes to landscape character particularly where they are originally of a similar character to the AONB;
· Change of use of land that is of sufficient scale to cause harm to landscape character;
· Loss of biodiversity, particularly in connection with those habitats or species of importance in the AONB;
· Increase in air or water pollution

23 The adverse impacts of the proposal affect all these categories.  One important view is from the bypass bridge on Nosworthy Way which is within the National Landscape and very well used by vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians.  This rural view across the site to the Berkshire downs will be lost during the gravel extraction with very substantial earth bunds and an industrial landscape taking its place.

Impact on Elizabeth House
24 Elizabeth House preschool and day nursery is close to the proposed site entrance on the other side of the A329. The noise study considered this as a residential property rather than a sensitive educational use with both indoor and outdoor play/teaching spaces. The potential impacts on Elizabeth House in terms of noise, dust, traffic, vibration, have not been properly assessed or mitigated as highlighted in the SODC consultation comments.   The proposal is therefore contrary to OMWCS Policy C5 CD12.01 and it is unclear whether suitable mitigation can be provided. 

Flooding and Pollution Risk
25 NPPF paras 173/174 CD12.10 suggest a sequential risk-based approach should be taken to individual proposals in order to steer development to the lowest flood risk areas.   Where it is not possible to locate development in low-risk areas Planning Practice Guidance Planning and Flood Risk (Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 7-004-20220825 CD12.12 indicates that where there are lower risk sites available or a proposed development cannot be made safe throughout its lifetime it should not be permitted.  This process has not been rigorously carried out; there are other potential gravel extraction sites which do not pose the same risks.  

26 Whilst sand and gravel extraction may be water compatible, the subsequent filling of the site is more sensitive.  The appeal site most of which is in flood zone 3 and normally floods at least annually with deep and fast flowing water is particularly vulnerable to causing river pollution and safety issues.  

27 NPPF policy 181 CD12.10 is relevant to this proposal.  Paragraph 4.13 of the Appellants Statement indicates that soils and overburden would be stored in landscaped bunds out of the floodplain.  This is incorrect these bunds will be in the flood plain.

28 CCW is concerned about the hydrological risks associated with the proposal, and the length
of time the pit may be open, in particular:
· The high risk of operations being overwhelmed by river flooding with resultant pollution
· Leaching from the restoration infill
· Change to the hydraulic properties on the site, disrupting groundwater functioning and leading to increased local and downstream flooding
· The amount of inert fill available locally

29 The EA in their letter of 24 January 2024 CD8.01 withdrew their original objections to the proposal and recommended seven stringent conditions be imposed.  In their further information relating to proposed condition 1 they note that the site’s location is within the high-risk flood zone, an area where planning policy considers landfill inappropriate, they are therefore concerned to ensure that restoration activities are appropriate. 

30 In addition, in their advice to Planning Authority – Groundwater Flooding CD8.01, the EA suggest that the material used for restoration ‘will likely have a lower hydraulic connectivity’ than the extracted material and this together with an impermeable geological barrier may risk localised groundwater flooding. This would be contrary to their N9 Groundwater Position Statement that proposals must not cause an unacceptable change in groundwater levels or flow.’  This comment suggests that their requirements may not be capable of being met. 

31 CCW notes that in January 2025 new flood maps were released, an extract is included below, which postdate these EA Comments.  The whole site now falls within flood zones 2 and 3. The lagoon and bunds 4 and 5 (Plan R25 9 V2 Conceptual Restoration) CD9.04, CD1.07 are in flood zone 3 the high-risk flood area, not out of the floodplain as indicated in para 4.13 of the Appellants statement of case. This means that the settling pond and the bunds which contain the top soil and sub-soil for later restoration are likely to be breached by flood water potentially causing substantial silt and soils to be washed into the main river.

[image: A map with a red line
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Figure 1 An extract from the 2025 Flood Risk for Planning map with the appeal site roughly superimposed in red[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Flood risk for Planning: https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/map?cz=460714.2,187821.6,16.7] 


32 The River Thames connects to its floodplain around Wallingford, the appeal site is regularly inundated and becomes part of the flowing river during and after periods of heavy rainfall.  We estimate that in January 2024 the flood level was 1.5 m above bank full.  Flooding events can occur several times during most autumns and winters, most recently in December/January 2025.  Summer flooding can also occur; in July 2007 this site was flooded for several weeks after persistent rain UKCEH Report CD16.13.

33 CCW are concerned that substantial inundations of the site are likely and would not only repeatedly delay operations but could damage any protective bunding and cause a catastrophic outflow of sediments and other pollutants into the main river.

34 NPPF policy 181 CD12.10 is relevant to this proposal.  Paragraph 4.13 of the Appellants Statement indicates that soils and overburden would be stored in landscaped bunds in the north west part of the site, out of the floodplain.  These bunds will now be in the flood plain. We do not believe that the EA’s suggested condition 2 (bullet 1) CD8.01 can now be met. The Appellants acknowledge in their statement of case para 4.8 that the plant area would be
outside flood zone 3 but not that it would be in flood zone 1. We consider that the EA and LLFA should be consulted for revised comments due to this change in circumstances.

35 We note that in their advice to the applicant CD8.01 the EA suggest an engineered barrier parallel with the river may be needed to prevent inflow during extraction. Such a barrier would have a very significant landscape impact. CCW believe that details of any barrier should be included as part of this proposal so that the impact can be properly assessed.

36 The floodplain at the appeal site is an integral part of the river system.  The gravels and ditches provide storage to support the flows in dry periods and alleviate flood peaks. They also provide pathways for groundwater into and out of the river.  We note that in their advice to Planning Authority – Groundwater Flooding – CD8.01 the EA suggest that the material used for the site’s restoration ‘will likely have a lower hydraulic connectivity’ than the extracted material. Our view is that this together with the suggested impermeable geological barrier will increase the risk of localised groundwater flooding.  This would be contrary to the ‘EA’s N9 Groundwater Position Statement’ that proposals must not cause an unacceptable change in groundwater levels or flow.’

37 CCW query whether there will be sufficient inert waste available locally to complete the
restoration within the time suggested.  Anecdotal information in relation to the nearby Grundon pit suggests that they are struggling to source sufficient inert fill for the restoration of that site.  Any extension to the length of time the pit is open will increase the risk of pollution from flood events.

38 Bringing waste from further afield is not a sustainable solution and undermines the rationale for gravel extraction at Wallingford. Evidence should be provided about the likely quantities
of inert fill available each year, its provenance and the travel distance of this waste.
CCW Evidence
39 CCW will present separate evidence on the following adverse impacts on:
· landscape of the Chilterns National Landscape and its setting and on users of the River Thames and Thames Path. 
· biodiversity  
· the need for a Natural Capital approach in making any decision

Conclusion
40 Whether or not Oxfordshire has a 7 year landbank for sand and gravel CCW believe that gravel extraction on this site will make only a limited contribution to the local landbank.  This benefit is nevertheless given significant weight.  The benefits to biodiversity do not provide a significant improvement over the existing situation whilst the damage to soil biodiversity and structure will be considerable.  The adverse impacts of the proposal on the following matters are significant:

· The landscape of the Chilterns National Landscape
· The environment of the River Thames 
· The environment of the Thames National Trail
· The biodiversity of the site which is part of the Thames Wallingford to Goring Conservation Target Area, Priority Habitat and a key area for the draft Oxfordshire Local Nature Recovery Strategy.
· The Natural Flood Management services provided by the site
· The health of children attending Elizabeth House


41 Weighed in the balance the benefits from extracting gravel set out by the Appellant on this sensitive site do not outweigh the very significant harms that will arise. The Inspector is requested to dismiss this proposal.
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