Planning (Regulatory) Committee

Item No.
Report title: C/2/2018/2001: Land at West Field (MIN 76),
Watlington Road, Tottenhill Row, Watlington,
King's Lynn
Date of meeting: 13 July 2018
Responsible Chief Tom McCabe - Executive Director, Community
Officer: and Environmental Services

Proposal and applicant: Extension to Quarry with continued use of ground
conveyor (part), culvert and service track: Frimstone Limited

Executive summary

Planning permission is sought for physical extension of sand and gravel extraction onto a
parcel of land west of the existing plant site, over a period of three years with additional
time for completion of restoration, to agriculture and nature conservation, until 31
December 2023. The proposal includes retention of a section of ground conveyor for
transport of mineral to the existing plant site and, use of an existing service track and
private road for all plant and vehicles to access and exit the extension area. Application
reference C/2/2018/2002 for continued use of the plant site for processing mineral from
the proposed quarry extension, has also been submitted and is being considered
concurrently as the two are inherently linked.

Objections and concerns are raised by Tottenhill Parish Council as well as 15 local
residents. Their concerns relate primarily to need, impacts of the development on
residential amenity, visual amenity, historic environment, ecology, highway network and
groundwater resources. No objections have been raised by statutory consultees subject
to suitably worded conditions being imposed on any grant of planning permission.

The key issues are impacts of the development on residential amenity, visual amenity,
historic environment, ecology, highway network, groundwater resources and cumulative
impact. The parcel of land is formally allocated in the development plan for mineral
extraction. The environmental impacts of the proposal have been carefully considered
and the proposal would be in accordance with the policies contained within the
development plan, therefore conditional planning permission is recommended.

Recommendation:
It is recommended that the Executive Director of Community and Environmental Services
be authorised to:

1. Grant planning permission subject to a legal agreement in respect of
provision of bat boxes and retention of conveyor culvert as a bat
hibernaculum and, the conditions outlined in section 12.

2. Discharge conditions where those detailed above require the submission
and implementation of a scheme, or further details, either before
development commences, or within a specified date of planning permission
being granted.

3. Delegate powers to officers to deal with any non-material amendments to the
application that may be submitted.
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The Proposal
Location

Type of development

Extraction area
Total site area
Depth of excavations

Total tonnage
Annual tonnage

Market served

Duration
Plant

Hours of working

Vehicle movements and

numbers

Access

Land at West Field (MIN 76), Watlington Road,
Tottenhill Row

Extraction of sand and gravel as extension to
existing quarry

Continued use of retained section of existing
ground conveyor, culvert and service track/private
road

5.7 hectares

8.4 hectares
Maximum 6.3 metres
Average 3.5 metres
285,000 tonnes

90-100,000 tonnes (similar to existing extraction
area, (MIN 75))

25km radius of quarry, including King’s Lynn and
Downham Market

Until 31 December 2023 (5.5 years)

Loading shovel and excavator;

Dump trucks and bulldozer (for stripping and
restoration);

Retained section of existing field conveyor (for
transfer of mineral to existing processing plant to
east);

Electric water pump.

07.00 — 17.00 hours Monday to Friday (no
operations on Public Holidays);

07.00 — 13.00 hours Saturday

Dewatering: pumping would be required outside
the normal daytime working hours.

95,000 tonnes per annum = 20 x 18 tonne loads
departing plant site per day = 40 HGV movements

Other vehicle movements associated with
extraction area: modest number of vehicle
movements via existing access along Church
Lane and service track, mainly comprising plant
and equipment, and personnel.

Retained section of existing ground conveyor
including culvert under Watlington Road for
transport of all mineral to existing plant site;
HGVs to exit plant site via existing access onto
Watlington Road and thence to A10/A134;



1.13.

1.14

3.2

3.3

All machinery, plant and vehicles to access
extraction area via existing access along Church
Lane and service track.

Landscaping : Screen bunding and, retention of existing
peripheral woodland and hedgerows

Restoration and after-use : Restoration of extraction area to mix of agriculture
and nature conservation (reed marsh and open
water);

Retention of conveyor culvert as bat hibernacula.

Constraints
The following constraints apply to the application site:

Defence Infrastructure Safeguarding - RAF Marham

Agricultural land grade 3.

Flood Zones 2 and 3

Tottenhill Row Conservation Area is situated some 14m from the site
Setchey Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) is located approximately
650m north of the site; River Nar SSSI is located approximately 1.15km north
of the site.

e Tottenhill Row Common CWS lies some 25m north and east of the site; Runs
Wood Meadow County Wildlife Site (CWS) lies some 250m south of the
application site.

Planning History

Watlington Quarry has been an active site for the production of sand and gravel
since the first planning permission was issued in the mid 1960’s. Since then a
number of further planning permissions, including physical extensions to the
quarry, have been granted. As regards the site under consideration, the following
applications are relevant:

C/2/96/2001 — O.S. Field No. 8666, West of Watlington Road, Tottenhill -
Extraction of Sand and Gravel — Refused 15 May 1996

The grounds of refusal were:

1. The mineral working proposed in close proximity to Tottenhill Row and
Tottenhill Row Common, would be in conflict with development plan
policies, because it would have an unacceptable impact on visual and
residential amenity, on the public enjoyment of the common, and on the
character and setting of the Tottenhill Row Conservation Area.

2. It has not been demonstrated that the development proposed would not
have an adverse impact on nearby County Wildlife Sites.

3. There is no overriding need for the mineral.

(The application site comprised of the entire field within which site MIN 76 is
situated).

C/2/96/2015 — Watlington Road, Tottenhill — Revised application to extract Sand
and Gravel — Refused 18 December 1996
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The grounds of refusal were:

1. There is no need for the mineral.
2. The mineral working proposed would have an unacceptable impact on the
character and setting of the Tottenhill Row Conservation Area.

(The application site comprised of the entire field within which site MIN 76 is
situated).

Appeal reference T/APP/X2600/A/97/281857/P5 - made under section 78 of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against the decision to refuse planning
permission in respect of application C/2/96/2015 — appeal dismissed.

The Inspector concluded that:

e The proposal would pose a risk to water levels at Spring Pit and the
nearby County Wildlife Site;

e The proposal would not enable the character of the Tottenhill Row
Conservation Area to be preserved;

¢ Noise would be intrusive;

e The proposal would conflict with landscape protection policies in the
Minerals Local Plan and Borough Local Plan because the site is in an
Area of Important Landscape Quality;

e There is no overriding need.

C/2/2015/2006 — Extension to quarry (MIN 75) with installation of ground
conveyor with culvert to accommodate conveyor - Approved 4 November 2015

(The ground conveyor runs south east to north west across site MIN 76).

The parcel of land subject of the application under consideration is broadly
consistent with site MIN 76 allocated for sand and gravel extraction in the Mineral
Site Specific Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD) (2013/2017) within
the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Local Development Framework.

Planning Policy

Norfolk Minerals and : CS1: Minerals Extraction
Waste Local
Development Framework
Core Strategy and
Minerals and Waste CS13: Climate change
Development
Management Policies

CS2: General locations for mineral
extraction and associated facilities

CS14: Environmental protection

Development Plan CS15: Transport
Document 2010-2026 CS16: Safeguarding mineral sites and
(2011) mineral resources

DM1: Nature conservation



4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

Norfolk Minerals and
Waste Development
Framework Mineral Site
Specific Allocations
Development Plan
Document (2013/2017)
King’s Lynn & West
Norfolk Borough Council
Local Development
Framework — Core
Strategy (2011)

King’s Lynn & West
Norfolk Site Allocations
and Development
Management Policies
Plan (2016)
Neighbourhood Plan

The National Planning
Policy Framework (2012)

DM3: Groundwater and surface water
DM4: Flood Risk

DM7: Safeguarding aerodromes

DM8: Design, local landscape character
DM@9: Archaeological sites

DM10: Transport

DM11: Sustainable Construction and
operations

DM12: Amenity
DM13: Air Quality

DM14: Progressive working, restoration
and after-use

DM15: Cumulative impacts
DM16: Soils
Policy MIN 76: West Field, Watlington

CSO06: Development in Rural Areas

No relevant policies.

The area in which the planning
application is located does not have an
adopted Neighbourhood Development
Plan or Neighbourhood Plan in
progress.

Ch 4. Promoting sustainable transport
Ch 7. Requiring good design

Ch 10. Meeting the challenge of climate
change, flooding and coastal change

Ch 11. Conserving and enhancing the
natural environment

Ch 12. Conserving and enhancing the
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Planning Practice
Guidance (2016)
Draft revised National
Planning Policy
Framework (2018)

Consultations

Borough Council of
King’s Lynn & West
Norfolk

Tottenhill Parish Council
(TPC)

historic environment

Ch 13. Facilitating the sustainable use
of minerals

Minerals

No objection

Raise objection on the following grounds:

Frimstone Ltd have put forward three other nearby
sites for NCC to consider. None of these other
sites are close to the Tottenhill Row Conservation
Area, and so will not impact on residents or the
conservation area, unlike the current application.
A review by NCC of future sites for mineral
extraction could consider these alternatives as a
way of meeting any need for mineral within
Norfolk, as well as taking place “without undue
impact on the local environment or local
residential amenity”.

TPC is mindful of the advice submitted by Historic
England, which states that this application
concerning “a site adjacent to Tottenhill Row
conservation area.... ...... could result in harm to
the historic significance of the area in terms of the
NPPF”. Residents of Tottenhill support the view
that “The quarry extension could therefore change
the appearance of the immediate setting of the
conservation area where its rural character is
particularly important because of the common”,
and that “clear and convincing justification should
be made for any harm to the significance of
heritage assets” (ref. NPPF para 132). Any
perceived public benefit deriving from this
application should be weighed against the
potential harmful impact of the proposals.

TPC have doubts about the prediction in this
application that there will be no unacceptable
adverse impacts on the natural environment, and
are concerned about the effectiveness of the
arrangements to “ensure that any unavoidable
noise, dust and particle emissions and any



blasting vibrations are controlled, mitigated or
removed at source”. As reported by the
Community Safety and Neighbourhood Nuisance
Officer at BCKLWN, policy DM 13 requires that
there should be adequate measures to mitigate
potentially harmful air quality impacts to human
health, and that “excessive or unreasonable noise
levels are restricted or prevented”. Furthermore,
BCKLWN point out that previous public comments
made by the local residents “re the conveyor, the
feed hopper and the dewatering pump have been
noted by us and as there would appear to be
some impact from the existing operations of MIN
75, we are keen to ensure that the extraction area
of this proposal does not have an adverse impact
on the amenity of the nearest residents”. Local
residents have major concerns regarding the noise
and dust generated by the proposed workings,
and question the level of protection offered by the
current bunding arrangements. Residents are not
confident that Frimstone Ltd can ensure that all
the relevant mitigation measures are in place and
working effectively to deal with all the amenity
impacts associated with this application.

Site MIN 76 moves extraction much closer to
Spring Pit, and TPC is concerned about the
impact that the excavation depths will have on the
unique character of this natural spring. Previous
environmental reports, prepared with ref. to MIN
75, stated that “it is likely that any existing
seepages or springs that dry up will not be re-
established”. In addition, the impact of open water
evaporation has yet to be calculated.

Though the forecasted impact on the A10 and
A134 routes is recorded as being negligible, what
happens in the event of one/both of these roads
being closed due to an accident (as happened
recently)? In such circumstances, would the
alternative routes be able to cope with
development traffic and future traffic growth?

TPC has serious concerns about the impact the
operations will have on the local environment and
nearby residents. The responses from King's Lynn
Borough Council’s Community Safety and
Neighbourhood Nuisance Team and the
Environmental Quality Team, and that provided by
Historic England, demonstrate that significant
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Watlington Parish
Council

Community Safety &
Neighbourhood Nuisance
Team and Environmental
Quality Team (EHO)
(KL&WNBC)

mitigation measures need to be in place to prevent
potential harm to human health and the local
environment. It is the considered view of TPC that
these are not risks worth taking, especially when
viewed alongside NCC'’s policy CS1. This policy
establishes that there is no immediate need to
grant planning permission as the Sand and Gravel
landbank is in excess of 10 years supply.

As the proposal may not conform with other
national and local policies, it is not acceptable that
mineral extraction be extended to MIN 76. This
application does not fulfil the aim of ensuring that
mineral facilities can happen in a sustainable way
at locations assessed as being appropriate, and is
contrary to Policy CS1.

No response received at time of writing this report

No objection subject to conditions in relation to:
Removal of permitted development rights; Noise
Mitigation; Dust Management; Phased extraction;
Traffic management; Effective silencing of plant
and machinery; Construction of bunds prior to
extraction commencing; External lighting; Hours of
operation.

Air Quality/Dust

The air quality assessment deals with amenity
impacts of dust and also compares likely
particulate emissions with the relevant air quality
standards. The AQA concludes that 'overall, the
proposed development is considered to have a
negligible impact on the surrounding area. This is
based on the disamenity dust effects and PM10
levels’. The overall effect of the proposed
development is considered in the AQA to be 'not
significant' providing mitigation measures detailed
within a Dust Management Plan are implemented
to minimise potential impacts.

Noise

Sensible and considerate procedures and
processes on site will ensure that excessive or
unreasonable noise levels are restricted or
prevented, and mitigation methods have been
recommended which will control noise from
everyday site operations, including the proposed
hours of operation, earth bunding, separation
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Norfolk Historic
Environment Service
(NCC)

Historic Buildings Officer
(NCC)

Environment Agency

Natural England

Highway Authority (NCC)

Health and Safety
Executive

Lead Local Flood
Authority (NCC)

distances, amongst others listed in the ‘Noise
Impact Assessment’.

Request informative in relation to the
Environmental Protection Act 1990.

The extension site has been subject to an
archaeological evaluation which found nothing of
any great significance. Therefore we will not be
asking for any further archaeological work

No comments received at time of writing this
report.

Initial response

No comment to make
Subsequent response no. 1

No objection, subject to conditions in relation to
monitoring of water levels at Rook Wood Pond
and Watlington Hall Lake, and restoration details.

Provide advisory comments in relation to
dewatering and restoration.

Subsequent response no. 2

No objection, subject to conditions in relation to
dewatering and restoration details.

Comment that they believe that dewatering should
not impact Rook Wood Pond and Watlington Hall
Lake. Provide technical and advisory comments in
relation to dewatering.

No objection in relation to statutory nature
conservation sites.

No objection to principle of development.

With regard to retention of culvert to be used as a
bat hibernaculum this is acceptable in principle
subject to a Section 106 Agreement to outline
future maintenance / inspection responsibilities.
This culvert is private apparatus under the
highway, with the maintenance and inspection
responsibility falling with the applicant / landowner.

Provides advisory comments in relation to
clarification of the boundary with public highway.

From interrogation of the HSE website it would
appear that the development does not lie within
the consultation distance of a major hazard site or
pipeline.

No response received.
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Water Management
Alliances

Historic England

Defence Infrastructure
Organisation

No response received at time of writing this report

Initial response

Concerned that this application could result in
harm to the historic significance of Tottenhill Row
conservation area in terms of the NPPF,
paragraph 132.

Site is close to the southern extent of the common
and adjacent to the conservation area boundary at
two points. The quarry extension could therefore
change the appearance of the immediate setting
of the conservation area where its rural character
is particularly important because of the common.

Excavation of the quarry is likely to change the
experience of approaching the area from the
south. Reinstating the field to the south west of the
conservation area in agricultural use and removal
of the earth bunds would allow the immediate
setting of the area to be restored and the visual
impact rendered temporary, if still harmful.

Consider that the issues and safeguards outlined
in our advice need to be addressed in order for the
application to meet the requirements of
paragraphs 6, 7, 14, 17, 132 and 134 of the
NPPF.

Advise that removing the proposed earth bund,
backfilling the quarry and fully restoring to
agricultural use of the field immediately south west
of the Tottenhill Common part of the conservation
area would to some degree mitigate this harm.
The Council should therefore ensure this is made
a condition of any consent.

Subsequent response

Consider there would be a degree of harm to the
significance of the conservation area, although
this is temporary and will to some degree be
mitigated by the restoration works. Agree that this
should be weighed, as required by the NPPF.

Initial response:

No safeguarding objections subject to the
following conditions:

¢ Bird management plan;

e |f within three years the natural
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Ecologist (NCC)

Green Infrastructure and
Landscape Officer (NCC)

Norfolk Wildlife Trust

Norfolk Geodiversity
Partnership
Local residents

regeneration of woodland/reedmarsh and
grassland has not become established,
common reed shall be planted along the
lakes perimeter.

Revised restoration / additional information:

No objection subject to condition requiring
compliance with Bird Hazard Management
Plan.

Initial response:

No objection with regard to ecology.

Comments that some open water areas within the
reed bed would increase habitat diversity.

Seeks confirmation that proposed mitigation
measures / enhancements particularly in relation
to vegetation clearance of site prior to extraction
and creation of hibernacula will be followed.

Revised reed bed restoration:

Supports proposed revisions
Initial response:

The proposed development is considered
acceptable in principle.

Recommends conditions in relation to: stockpile
heights; construction and maintenance of bunds;
restoration planting and management

Comments that some variation within the reed bed
would be beneficial to increase visual diversity.

Revised reed bed restoration:

The variation in the reed beds is welcome.

No comments received at the time of writing this
report.

No substantive comments to make

Representations have been received from 15 local
residents.

Objections and concerns are raised on the
following grounds (which are summarised):

Misleading description:
Proposed location is not an extension but clearly
distinct site.

Need



...it is understood the landbank is at a level of
some 10.85 years...there is no immediate need to
grant permission.

Frimstone has a portfolio of sites across the region

The Conveyor / Pre-determined application:
Permission for MIN 75, the conveyor and culvert
was subject to conditions including removal of
conveyor by 15t August 2020. Permission for MIN
76 and retention of conveyor would contradict
those conditions.

When permission for MIN 75 including conveyor
and culvert was approved, was a decision taken at
the time regarding the future of MIN 767

Installation of conveyor and culvert will have been
costly for applicant. Is this a material consideration
in planning decisions?

When MIN 75 was permitted and conveyor
installed, was the outcome of an application for
MIN 76 pre-determined at this point, as the cost
incurred in installation of the conveyor would never
have been recovered by the one site alone?

Resource/Timescale:
This has been ongoing for forty years — one
wonders when enough is enough

Concern that estimated mineral resource may be
wrong

History has taught us to be sceptical of proposed
timeframes

Visual impact / Landscape character:

Contrary to Policies CS14 and DM8 of NMWDF
CS and, King’'s Lynn & West Norfolk Core
Strategy policy CS 06

Application would bring extraction very close to an
area recognised as having a ‘strong sense of
tranquillity away from main road corridors’.

Adverse impact upon character and appearance
of countryside



Potential loss of Spring Pit Coppice

Erroneous distance between Tottenhill Row and
site as stated in Landscape and Visual Appraisal

Site is clearly visible from track between
Watlington Road and Tottenhill Row

Site is clearly visible from our kitchen windows

Existing conveyor has attracted fly tipping
Concerned we will be surrounded by water

Do not want more flooded pits enclosed for private
fishing

Amenity:
Contrary to Policy DM12 of NMWDF CS

Harm to quality of life
Proximity to local residents

In defining areas of search, the Minerals Site
Specific Allocations DPD - Single Issue Silica
Sand Review Pre-submission (March 2016),
excluded sensitive receptors including residential
dwellings and 250 metres around each sensitive
receptor. MIN 76 is within 250m of residential
dwellings.

Noise impact on local residents

Noise study did not take into account wind
direction

Parameter for noise source did not take into
account plant exhaust height

How will electric dewatering pumps be powered?

Can already hear noise from existing operations at
processing plant, MIN 75 and existing conveyor

Reversing alarm on loading shovel at processing
plant is a constant nuisance noise.

Air pollution
Dust impact on local residents

The position held by the Health and Safety
Authority over precautions carried out during
excavations, in relation to dust including Silica
Dust, holds legal bearing whereas the submitted
Air Quality Assessment does not.



No detail on frequency of site checks and
maintenance checks.

Has light pollution been considered?
Vibration impact
Mostly elderly residents at Tottenhill Row

MIN 76 would infringe on rights of adjoining
residents contrary to requirements of the Human
Rights Act 1998

Historic Environment:
Potential harm to significance of Tottenhill Row as
a conservation area

Impact on conservation area including the
common

In defining areas of search, the Minerals Site
Specific Allocations DPD - Single Issue Silica
Sand Review Pre-submission (March 2016),
excluded Conservation Areas and 250 metres
around each heritage asset. The conservation
area is within 250m of MIN 76.

Existing conveyor can be seen and heard from the
common.

Site MIN 76 is visible from houses and the
common within the conservation area

Impact of dust on historic homes at Tottenhill Row
Historic England have concerns over application

The Spring and pond are valuable heritage assets
in the conservation area

Highways:

Industrial traffic using our unmade road at
Tottenhill Row

Ecology:

Impact on County Wildlife Site and Biodiversity
Action Plan status of Tottenhill Row

Adverse impact on flora and fauna

Natural England have not assessed application for
impacts on protected species

Impact on Great Crested Newts
Ecological Appraisal states that last noted sighting



of a barn owl in Tottenhill was 2008 — this is in fact
a daily event.

No mention of presence of Marsh Tit in
surrounding woodland

Whilst the Air Quality Assessment suggests that
effects of dust on vegetation will be minimal, a
study published in the National Library of Medicine
- National Institutes of Health suggests otherwise

Impact upon Spring Pit and two small ponds
Groundwater:

Impact upon spring-fed pond (Spring Pit) at
Tottenhill Row

Supporting Hydrogeological Report appears
unable to guarantee future working of the spring

Asks a number of questions in relation to findings
of supporting Hydrogeological Report

No mention of monitoring effect on the spring or of
ceasing works immediately any harmful impact to
natural environment is discovered or notified.

Concern over settlement of adjacent properties
arising from dewatering

Hydrogeological Report submitted in support of
application to work site MIN 75, states that, “Once
restoration sands and soils are replaced, the
general arrangement of the pre-development
groundwater regime could be expected to re-
establish gradually, although this will be at a much
lower level than the current regime. It is likely that
any existing seepages or springs (if any) that dry
up will not re-establish”.

Independent reports

Residents could not afford to pay for independent
Noise, Dust and Hydrological reports making the
process feel very one sided.

Agricultural Land Grade
Believes site to be Agricultural land grade 2

Previous refusals:
Similar applications have previously been refused
twice and dismissed once on appeal.




As MIN 76 has been refused twice before has
anything changed other than installation of a
conveyor?

House sales:
Impact on potential house sales at Tottenhill Row

Norfolk Minerals and Waste Development
Framework: Mineral Site Specific Allocations
Development Plan Document

Para 76.1 states the nearest residential property is
75m from the site boundary, yet the Planning
Statement says there should be a separation
distance of at least 100m

Para 76.3 states advance planting would be
required on the boundaries — plans only refer to
existing planting

Suggested conditions:
Independent and continuous monitoring of impact
of works on natural environment

Provision for immediate cessation of works in
event of harmful impact to natural environment

Daily monitoring of noise levels with immediate
cessation of works above stated decibel levels

Daily vehicle noise and maintenance checks with
immediate removal of vehicles and equipment
operating above stated decibel levels

Noise dampening enclosure for de-watering pump
to reduce noise levels lower than stated within
noise impact statement.

Only low noise level electric pumps to be used
without use of generators.

Removal of term, ‘applying any further controls or
measures would place an unreasonable burden
on the site operator’, from the noise assessment.

Could the bunding be raised above the proposed
height to negate exhaust noises?

Adherence to proposed operating hours

Hours of operation: 0800 — 1600, five days a week
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No weekend working.
Feed hopper to be moved as work progresses

With continued use of processing plant | find the
reversing alarm on the loading shovel is a
constant nuisance noise. Could this be removed
or altered because it can be heard for miles

Companies moving into areas are asked/required
to help improve infrastructure for local community.
Maybe a little of the vast wealth and good fortune
found in the local vicinity might trickle down to the
local parish who have to endure all the negatives
of such profitable excavation sites. | am sure there
are improvements to be made to the common that
might benefit residents along with walkers.

County Councillor Mr : No comments received at the time of writing
Brian Long (Fincham) this report.

Assessment

Proposal

The proposal is for an extension to the existing quarry onto land west of the
existing plant site, involving the:

e extraction of some 285,000 tonnes of sand and gravel at a rate of 90-
100,000 tonnes per annum (tpa) over a period of some three years. The
site would be worked in three phases running generally north to south to
depths up to 6.3m with progressive restoration to agriculture and water-
based nature conservation; additional time is sought for completion of
restoration, until 31 December 2023.

e Transport of all mineral via retained section of existing ground conveyor
(which currently services existing permitted extraction area (MIN 75) and
crosses site MIN 76) and continues through a culvert beneath Watlington
Road and then through the formerly worked area to the existing plant site,
situated in the original part of the quarry, east of Watlington Road.

e Use of existing service track and private road (Church Lane) for all
machinery, plant and vehicles accessing and exiting the extension area.

Extraction from the proposed extension would commence once extraction has
ceased within the existing permitted area (MIN 75, Home Farm); it is anticipated
that extraction from MIN 75 will be completed during 2018. Bunding would be
provided along the northern, southern and eastern boundaries of the extension
area. The extracted mineral would be processed and sold at the existing plant
site, which is accessed from the north via an existing access off Watlington
Road, Tottenhill, close to its junction with the A10/A134.

A separate application, reference C/2/2018/2002 to allow, inter alia, continued
use of the existing plant site, silt lagoons and operational area to service
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proposed quarry extension MIN 76, until 31 December 2023 has been submitted
concurrently with the application under consideration. The two applications
should be considered together as they are inherently linked.

Site

The application site forms part of a large, relatively flat, irreqularly-shaped arable
field (West Field), currently bisected by the existing conveyor which runs between
the current extraction area (MIN 75) and existing plant site. The site occupies a
position within countryside, of varied character, including the existing plant site,
active mineral extraction site and, extensive former mineral workings, now
flooded, to the east. The site is bounded to the north by agricultural land beyond
which are Tottenhill Row Common and the hamlet of Tottenhill Row, to the south
east by Watlington Road, with woodland to the south and west (Long Wood).

The area of working is located some 0.43km north east of the village of
Watlington and some 100m south of the hamlet of Tottenhill Row. The closest
residential properties are an isolated dwelling standing in woodland to the south,
at least 100m from the proposed southern limit of working and, two properties
located opposite the northern corner of the site at Tottenhill Row, some 145m
from the proposed northern limit of working. Vehicular access is from the west via
an existing track, then private road (Church Lane), onto Church Road,
Watlington.

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)

Pursuant to a request by the applicant, an EIA Screening exercise for, proposed
extension to the quarry (MIN 76) with continued use of the conveyor, service
track and plant site was undertaken by the CPA in November 2017 in
accordance with The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2017 (‘the EIA Regs’). It was concluded that the
scheme was not EIA development as it is not within or partly within a ‘sensitive
area’ as defined by the EIA Regs and would not be likely to have ‘significant
effects on the environment’ in the context of the EIA Regs.

The application under consideration was screened upon receipt in respect of any
requirement for an EIA in accordance with the EIA Regs, when it was concluded
that the application is not EIA development.

Having assessed the application and taken into account the consultation
responses received, the proposal has been re-screened for EIA and the CPA
remain of the view that the development is not EIA development.

Principle of development

The underlying principle in respect of assessing planning applications is outlined
in Section 38(6) of the Town and Country Planning Compulsory Purchase Act
2004 which states:

“if regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any
determination to be made under the Planning Acts, the determination
must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise”,

In terms of the development plan, the County Planning Authority considers the
relevant documents in relation to this application are the policies in: the adopted
Norfolk Minerals and Waste LDF Core Strategy and Minerals and Waste
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Development Management Policies DPD 2010-2026 (the “NMWLDF Core
Strategy”)(2011); the adopted Norfolk Minerals and Waste Development
Framework Mineral Site Specific Allocations DPD (2013/2017); the adopted Core
Strategy for King’s Lynn & West Norfolk (2011); and the adopted King’'s Lynn &
West Norfolk Site Allocations and Development Management Policies Plan
(2016). Whilst not part of the development plan, policies within the National
Planning Policy Framework are also a further material consideration.

Site MIN 76 is formally allocated for sand and gravel extraction in the Mineral
Site Specific Allocations DPD (2013/17). Whilst the proposed extraction area
broadly mirrors site MIN 76, allocated in the Mineral Site Specific Allocations
DPD, the extreme northern and eastern edges of the site under consideration are
located slightly closer to the southern boundary of the conservation area than site
MIN 76, so as to facilitate provision of a screening bund adjacent the north west
and north east margins of the working and to provide a straight alignment for the
conveyor entering the existing culvert under Watlington Road. The proposed
bunding is some 14m from the edge of the conservation area whilst the
extraction area is some 40m from its edge.

Site MIN 76 is allocated for sand and gravel extraction within the existing
adopted Minerals Site Specific Allocations DPD, and is also recommended for
inclusion in the emerging Minerals and Waste Local Plan. Given that the
Minerals and Waste Local Plan is at an early stage, the emerging Plan is
apportioned little weight.

Policy CS2 of the NMWLDF Core Strategy sets out the principles for the
locations for sand and gravel production in the County, and places a preference
for sites which are “close and/or well related” to the major urban areas. “Close” is
defined in paragraph 6.8 of the Core Strategy as a distance of 10 miles (16km) or
less. The application site is well connected to the strategic road network, with a
site access onto Watlington Road very close to it's junction with the A10/A134,
both roads classified by the NCC Route Hierarchy as Principal Primary Routes,
the highest category on the hierarchy. In addition, the site is some 8.3km (5
miles) from King’s Lynn and some 9.3km (5.7 miles) from Downham Market, so
complies with the requirements of Policy CS2 in this respect. Given the above, in
principle, therefore, the location of the proposed site is considered acceptable in
relation to the requirements of Policy CS2 of the NMWLDF.

King’s Lynn & West Norfolk Core Strategy policy CS 06 states that, beyond the
villages and in the countryside, the strategy will be to protect the countryside for
its intrinsic character and beauty, the diversity of its landscapes, heritage and
wildlife, and its natural resources to be enjoyed by all. The development of
greenfield sites will be resisted unless essential for agricultural or forestry needs.

Sand and gravel can only be worked where resources exist. Furthermore, it
should be noted that the Borough Council Core Strategy Policies have not been
formulated to specifically address minerals developments and as such the
Norfolk Minerals and Waste Local Development Framework: Core Strategy is
considered to be the most relevant policy document to be used for assessment
of the proposal.

As regards continued use of part of the existing ground conveyor for transport of
mineral to the existing plant site and continued use of the existing service track
and private road (Church Lane), the principle of development was first assessed
in 2015 and was considered acceptable subject to conditions. As regards
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continued use by HGVs of the existing access from the plant site onto Watlington
Road, the principle of development was most recently assessed in 2015 and was
considered acceptable subject to conditions.

Guidance within Para 142 of the NPPF underlines that minerals are essential to
support sustainable economic growth and our quality of life, whilst guidance
within para. 144 requires LPAs to “give great weight to the benefits of mineral
extraction, including to the economy”. It is therefore considered that the proposal
would be in general accordance with the relevant aims of the NPPF.

Subject to an assessment of its impacts, the principle of this development is
acceptable at this location and is not out of character for the immediate area.
Comparison with the two previous applications

Representation is made by local residents that similar planning applications have
previously been refused twice and dismissed once on appeal. The two earlier
proposals differ from the proposal under consideration in a variety of ways, the
most significant being:

C/2/96/2001

Total Site area: 11.99ha

Total tonnage: 550,000 tonnes

Duration: 7.5 years

Proposed limit of working within 10m of edge of conservation area

Mineral to be transported via a haul road across Watlington Road to the existing
plant site to the east

C/2/96/2015

Total Site area: 11.99ha

Extraction area: 8.8ha

Total tonnage: 437,000 tonnes

Duration: 6 years

Proposed limit of working some 30m from edge of conservation area

Mineral to be transported via a haul road across Watlington Road to the existing
plant site to the east

C/2/18/2001 (MIN 76)
Total Site area: 8.4ha
Extraction area: 5.7 ha

Total tonnage: 285,000 tonnes
Duration: 5.5 years
Proposed limit of working some 40m from edge of conservation area

Mineral to be transported via conveyor underneath Watlington Road to the
existing plant site to the east.

In the first two cases, the proposed extraction area extended closer towards
Tottenhill Row conservation area, and the restoration scheme proposed a larger
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open water area extending closer to the conservation area.

Since the two previous applications were refused, site MIN 76 has become an
allocated site within the Mineral Site Specific Allocations DPD (2013/17).

Mineral Supply / Need

NMWLDF CS Policy CS1 and Section 13 of the NPPF apply.

As at the end of June 2018, the sand and gravel landbank for Norfolk, calculated
in accordance with the National Planning Practice Guidance (based on the past
10 years average sales), stands at 9.87 years. The application is expected to
yield some 285,000 tonnes of sand and gravel. If approved, the proposal would
increase the landbank to 10.08 years worth of supply (end of June 2018) / 9.99
years worth of supply (end of July 2018).

Tottenhill Parish Council refer to conflict with Policy CS1, whilst representation is
made by local residents that there is no immediate need to grant permission. The
proposal would lift the landbank slightly above the 10 years supply required by
policy CS1. The reason for a 10 year maximum supply in Policy CS1 is “to
ensure that an excessive reserve of sand and gravel is not permitted for
extraction at any one time. This is to provide a satisfactory degree of confidence
that there will not be undue delays in the final cessation of extraction and
eventual restoration at permitted sites” (M&WCS paragraph 6.3). Planning
Practice Guidance advises that, “There is no maximum landbank level and each
application for minerals extraction must be considered on its own merits
regardless of the length of the landbank.” The wording of current guidance is
consistent with the previous Mineral Planning Statement 1 (MPS 1) in this regard.
MPS 1 was the extant national guidance at the point of examination of the Core
Strategy. Policy CS1 was accepted by the Examination Inspector as a local
refinement to national policy with regard to mineral landbanks accounting for the
wide extent of sand and gravel in Norfolk. Therefore, Policy CS1 is still relevant
and up-to-date regardless of the change in national guidance.

Tottenhill Parish Council note that the applicant company has put forward three
other nearby mineral extraction sites for the County Council to consider. This was
pursuant to the ‘call for mineral extraction sites’ for the Norfolk Minerals and
Waste Local Plan Review. The current adopted plan period is up to the end of
2026; the review will extend this plan period up to the end of 2036. The Parish
Council comments that, "None of these other sites are close to the Tottenhill Row
Conservation Area, and so will not impact on residents or the conservation area,
unlike the current application. A review by NCC of future sites for mineral
extraction could consider these alternatives as a way of meeting any need for
mineral within Norfolk, as well as taking place without undue impact on the local
environment or local residential amenity”.

The sites that are allocated in the adopted Minerals Site Specific Allocations
DPD, for which planning permission has not yet been granted, will be assessed
as part of the Minerals and Waste Local Plan Review, alongside any potential
new sites proposed in response to the ‘call for mineral extraction sites’. There is
no guarantee that existing allocated sites will continue to be allocated in the
Minerals and Waste Local Plan Review. Site Min 76, allocated within the adopted
Minerals Site Specific Allocations DPD, was proposed for sand and gravel
extraction in response to the ‘call for sites’. The ‘Initial Consultation’ document
considers that site MIN 76 is suitable to be allocated for sand and gravel
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extraction during the plan period to 2036. The draft Minerals and Waste Local
Plan review was approved by EDT Committee on 18 May 2018. The public
consultation commenced at the end of June and will last for at least six weeks.
Following a second ‘Preferred Options’ consultation at the end of 2018, the
Minerals and Waste Local Plan will also need to be subject to a formal
representations period in 2019. This would be prior to submission to the
Secretary of State and examination by an independent Planning Inspector in
2020. Given that the Minerals and Waste Local Plan is at an early stage, the
emerging Plan is apportioned little weight..

Notwithstanding that the proposal would temporarily lift the landbank slightly
above 10 years, there are site specific reasons why this application is considered
acceptable. As detailed earlier in this report, it is anticipated that extraction of
remaining reserves within the quarry (MIN 75) will be completed during 2018.
The allocated extension provides economic and efficiency benefits in the form of
being able to utilise the existing processing plant and a retained section of the
field conveyor, which is a material consideration. Therefore, there is a justification
for the application to be permitted to secure the processing plant operations, and
supply its existing market.

Overall, given the above and the relatively small volume of additional mineral to
be recovered, the proposal is not considered to be contrary to the requirements
of the relevant development plan policy and NPPF.

The applicant has given a potential start date of 2018 and estimated the
extraction rate to be 90 — 100,000 tpa. Based on this information, the full mineral
resource at the site could be extracted within three years, which would be within
the current plan period.

Amenity (noise, dust, light pollution, air quality)

NMWLDF CS Policies DM12 and DM13, NMWDF Mineral Site Specific
Allocations DPD policy MIN 76 and, Sections 11 and 13 of the NPPF apply.

NMWDF Mineral Site Specific Allocations DPD policy MIN 76 requires: a
programme of mitigation measures to deal with amenity impacts; a scheme
of phased working and restoration including the direction of working (to
assist in the mitigation of amenity impacts).

Tottenhill Parish Council raise concerns about the impact on local residents and
the effectiveness of arrangements to “ensure that any unavoidable noise, dust
and particle emissions and any blasting vibrations are controlled, mitigated or
removed at source”. Representation is made by local residents that the proposal
is contrary to Policy DM12. Local residents raise concerns regarding
environmental nuisance from noise, (both from the existing and proposed
operations, including vehicle reversing alarms), and dust including silica dust.
Local residents also question the level of protection offered by proposed bunding
arrangements, plant noise source height and, frequency of site and maintenance
checks.

Local residents have suggested conditions be imposed in relation to: operating
hours; noise levels; reference to ‘further controls or measures’ in the noise
assessment; increased bund height; acoustic enclosure for de-watering pump;
electric pumps; feed hopper; reversing alarm on processing plant loading shovel.
Representation is made by local residents that whereas MIN 76 is within 250m of
residential dwellings, in defining areas of search, the Minerals Site Specific
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Allocations DPD - Single Issue Silica Sand Review Pre-submission (2016),
excluded possible sites which were within 250 metres of sensitive receptors
including residential dwellings. The reasoning for this is explained in The Single
Issue Silica Sand Review ‘Preferred Options Consultation’ document (2015), i.e.
An area of 250 metres around sensitive receptors has been excluded because
this represents a distance at which amenity impacts (such as noise and dust)
could be mitigated to acceptable levels with the minimum of controls. A planning
application may be able to provide information to support mineral extraction
closer than 250 metres from a sensitive receptor, but 250 metres is considered
appropriate for an area of search.

Representation is also made that Para 76.1 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste
Development Framework: Mineral Site Specific Allocations DPD states the
nearest residential property is 75m from the site boundary, yet the Planning
Statement says there should be a separation distance of at least 100m.

There are a number of residential properties within close proximity to the site,
that are closer than 250 metres. The nearest sensitive receptors are: an isolated
dwelling standing in woodland to the south, some 75m from the site boundary/at
least 100m from the proposed southern limit of working; two properties located
opposite the northern corner of the site at Tottenhill Row, some 145m from the
proposed northern limit of working; and a cottage located opposite the north east
boundary of the site, some 185m from the proposed limit of working. There are
further properties at Tottenhill Row to the north of the site which are up to 465m
distant.

As regards applications reference C/2/96/2001 and C/2/96/2015, which were
refused, the proposed extraction area extended closer to the isolated
dwelling to the south (some 60m from the proposed southern limit of
working); and cottage located opposite the north east boundary of the site,
(some 75m (C/2/96/2001) / some 110m (C/2/96/2015) from the proposed
limit of working, respectively.

As detailed elsewhere in this report, extraction and restoration of the
proposed extension would be phased, in a generally southerly direction. All
machinery, plant and vehicles would access the extraction area from the
west via the existing access along Church Lane and a service track. All
mineral extracted from the site would be transported via a retained section of
the existing conveyor to the existing plant site east of Watlington Road, for
processing.

Given that the working will require dewatering, pumping would be required
outside the normal daytime working hours.

Noise

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) states that normal mineral operations
should not exceed the typical background noise level (LA90) by more than
10dB(A) during normal working hours, subject to a maximum daytime (0700-
1900), limit of 55dB(A) LAeq, 1h). PPG acknowledges that increased
temporary daytime noise limits of up to 70dB(A) LAeq 1h for periods of up to
8 weeks in a year at specified noise-sensitive properties should be
considered to facilitate site preparation and restoration work and
construction of baffle mounds.
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A Noise Impact Assessment has been undertaken in support of the
application, which evaluates the contribution arising from each stage of the
works, comprising of soil stripping, bund formation, mineral extraction,
transportation of mineral by field conveyor, dewatering, and restoration
processes.

Noise mitigation measures including: a minimum 100m stand-off between
extraction operations and nearest residential properties; 3m high perimeter
bunds between the excavation area and sensitive residential receptors;
electrically-powered dewatering pump and conveyor feed hopper; and
mobile plant to be fitted with broadband type reversing alarms are proposed.
As regards the dewatering pump, the applicant confirms that this will be
electrically powered from the existing supply used to power the conveyor.

The Noise Impact Assessment includes predicted noise levels at the nearest
dwellings. The Assessment concludes that the resultant predicted noise
levels meet relevant criterion from Planning Practice Guidance for routine
operations and noisier, temporary operations such as soil stripping, bund
formation and restoration works.

As regards concerns raised in relation to plant noise source height, this
matter has been forwarded to the applicant’s noise consultant for attention.
The consultant advises that, a plant height of 2m is generally regarded as
the industry standard for mobile plant such as loading shovels and, the plant
height is considered appropriate. As detailed elsewhere in this report, King’s
Lynn & West Norfolk BC Community Safety & Neighbourhood Nuisance
Team and Environmental Quality Team (KL&WNBC EHO) has not raised
objection on grounds of noise.

Dust

If uncontrolled, dust can have impacts on humans: humans may be affected
if the dust particles are capable of entering the lungs, which occurs if the
particles are below a certain size (less than 10 microns, PM10).

Potential dust sources include soil handling, mineral extraction, transfer of
material to the processing area and restoration. The development is not
within a designated Air Quality Management Area (AQMA). An Air Quality
Assessment and, Dust Management Plan have been submitted in support of
the application. The Assessment notes that, whilst the extraction area will be
worked dry, the mineral will still be in a damp state when it is being worked
and, that The Environmental Effects of Dust from Surface Mineral Workings
(1995) generally adopts the use of a field conveyor as best practice haulage
method as haul road traffic has the greatest potential for dust generation.

Proposed dust control measures include: construction of bunds on the northern
and southern boundary; seeding of bunds immediately after construction;
transfer of dug material from the extraction area to the processing plant by field
conveyor; spraying of areas used by plant or vehicles.

The Assessment concludes that, it is unlikely that any significant decrease in
local air quality will occur due to the development. Any dust occurrence event will
be minimised by implementation of the dust control recommendations outlined in
the Dust Management Plan. Overall, the proposed development is considered to
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have a negligible impact on the surrounding area.

King's Lynn & West Norfolk BC Community Safety & Neighbourhood Nuisance
Team and Environmental Quality Team (KL&WNBC EHO) have been consulted
on the application and raise no objection subject to conditions in relation to:
Removal of permitted development rights; Noise Mitigation; Dust Management;
Phased extraction; Traffic management; Effective silencing of plant and
machinery; Construction of bunds prior to extraction commencing; External
lighting; Hours of operation. It is considered reasonable to condition these
matters as part of any consent granted in order to safeguard residential amenity.
Representation is made by local residents that the operating hours are
limited to 08.00 — 16.00, weekdays only. In common with the approved hours

of working on the existing extraction area (MIN 75), the proposed hours of
working are from 07.00 — 17.00 hours Monday to Friday and 07.00 — 13.00
hours on Saturday. The proposed hours of working fall within the parameters

of ‘normal working hours’ for mineral workings as recognised by National
Planning Practice Guidance. KL&WNBC EHO has not raised objection on
grounds of working hours. Taking this into account, it is not considered that
there will be undue disturbance from the proposed working hours.

As regards concerns raised in relation to reversing alarms, the proposed
broadband type alarms emit a more localised “ssh ssh” sound rather than
the standard bleeping, which may potentially be particularly intrusive in a
quiet rural area.

As regards the suggestion that conditions be imposed in relation to:
monitoring of noise levels and, vehicle noise and maintenance checks,
KL&WN BC EHO has raised no objection subject to conditions, including
implementation of the noise mitigation strategy as set out in the submitted
Noise Impact Assessment.

Representation is made that the position held by the Health and Safety Authority
(HSA) over the precautions carried out during excavations, in relation to dust
including Silica Dust, holds legal bearing whereas the submitted Air Quality
Assessment does not. It should be noted that the HSA is the national body in
Ireland with responsibility for occupational health and safety. As regards silica
dust, the British Geological Survey geological information indicates that silica
sand does not underlie the MIN 76 site as a superficial deposit, it terminates to
the east of Tottenhill. The geological event which formed the Tottenhill sand and
gravels which overlie MIN 76, would have also eroded and displaced any surface
silica sand deposits to the west of Tottenhill. As regards the representation made
by local residents in relation to dust, KL&WN BC EHO has raised no objection
subject to conditions, including implementation of the Dust Management Plan as
set out in the submitted Air Quality Assessment.

Light pollution

As regards concerns raised in relation to light pollution, the application does
not provide for an external lighting system. Notwithstanding, KL&WN BC
EHO has raised no objection subject to conditions, including external lighting

Vibration

As regards concerns expressed by the Parish Council and local residents
regarding blasting and vibrations, blasting is associated with hard rock
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quarries. The proposal under consideration involves extraction of sand and
gravel, which are extracted directly from the earth without blasting.

As regards the suggestion that reference to, ‘applying any further controls or
measures would place an unreasonable burden on the site operator, be
removed from the noise assessment, this sentence is based upon national
planning practice guidance in relation to noise from mineral development, i.e.
“Where it will be difficult not to exceed the background level by more than
10dB(A) without imposing unreasonable burdens on the mineral operator,
the limit set should be as near that level as practicable.”

Visual impact

As regards visual impact, some of the houses of Tottenhill Row can be seen
from within the application site. Given the proposed peripheral bunding, it is
considered that the proposal will offer screening to the residential properties
along Tottenhill Row to the north and The Kennels to the south, as well as
an additional level of screening from Watlington Road.

To conclude on the amenity issues, mineral extraction and associated
development is likely to give rise to local impacts. However, given the advice
of the EHO it would be difficult to sustain an objection to the proposal on
amenity/air quality grounds. It is therefore considered that the development
will cause no unacceptable harm to the amenities of neighbouring occupiers
or the local area. On balance, subject to the aforementioned conditions, the
development is considered to be acceptable in terms of the relevant planning
policies and NPPF.

Landscape / Design

NMWLDF CS Policies CS14 and DM8, NMWDF Mineral Site Specific Allocations
DPD policy MIN 76 and, sections 7 and 11 of the NPPF apply.

NMWDF Mineral Site Specific Allocations DPD policy MIN 76 requires: a
screening scheme which includes mitigation of views from properties, the
Conservation Area and surrounding roads; a scheme of phased working and
restoration including landscaping; a restoration scheme which incorporates
arable with wide field margins and enhanced deciduous woodland belts to
provide landscape gains.

King’s Lynn & West Norfolk Core Strategy policy CS 06 states that, beyond the
villages and in the countryside, the strategy will be to protect the countryside for
its intrinsic character and beauty, the diversity of its landscapes, heritage and
wildlife, and its natural resources to be enjoyed by all.

Representation is made by local residents that the proposal is contrary to
Policies CS14 and DM8 and, King’s Lynn & West Norfolk CS policy CS 06.
Concern is raised about impact upon the character and appearance of the
countryside and, the proposed extension being visible from Tottenhill Row
Common and property at Tottenhill Row.

Sand and gravel can only be extracted where resources exist. Furthermore, it
should be noted that the Borough Council Core Strategy Policies have not been
formulated to specifically address minerals developments and as such the
Norfolk Minerals and Waste Local Development Framework: Core Strategy is
considered to be the most relevant policy document for assessment of the



6.67

6.68

6.69

6.70

6.71

6.72

6.73

6.74

proposal.

The site is not located within any designated landscape feature. In the King's
Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Landscape Assessment (2007), the site is
identified as lying within the H1; Stow Bardolph Settled Farmland with Plantations
character area, which includes, a flat to gently rolling landform covered with a rich
patchwork of arable farmland, historic parkland and rough grassland,
interspersed with copses and belts of plantation woodland and a scattering of
hamlets and small villages, with a relatively strong sense of tranquillity.

The Landscape Planning Guidelines for this character area include: seek to
conserve the mostly rural character of the area; Seek to conserve the setting of
historic halls and parkland; Seek to conserve the landscape setting of existing
small villages; Seek to conserve the largely undisturbed and tranquil nature of
the area.

The site comprises of part of a larger, relatively flat, irregularly-shaped arable
field, bounded to the north/north east by Tottenhill Row Common and the hamlet
of Tottenhill Row, to the south east by hedgerow edged Watlington Road with
broadleaved woodland (Long Wood) to the south and west.

The proposed extraction area is in a relatively remote setting partly surrounded
by mature woodland and hedgerows. Locations with potentially clear views of the
proposed extraction area are: a cottage opposite the north east boundary of the
site; the field entrance to the south east corner of West Field off Watlington
Road; a short section of Watlington Road around the existing conveyor culvert
crossing. Mostly obscured, intermittent views are obtained from the hedge lined
road between Tottenhill Row Common and the eastern boundary of West Field.

Representation is made that whereas Para 76.3 of the Norfolk Minerals and
Waste Development Framework: Mineral Site Specific Allocations DPD states
that advance planting would be required on the boundaries, plans submitted in
support of the application under consideration only refer to existing planting. The
application includes a number of measures to mitigate the landscape and visual
impacts of the proposed extension. Measures would include 3m high temporary
grassed soil storage mounds along the northeast, northwest and southern
margins of the extraction area and, a 2m high temporary grassed soil storage
mound along the southeast margins.

A Landscape and Visual Appraisal of the proposed development has been
undertaken, which concludes that, there will be short term higher levels of visual
intrusion during the construction and dismantling of peripheral soil storage
mounds. However, the potential moderately adverse visual effects on the small
number of visual receptors can be mitigated to a minor level of adverse effect in
the short term during working operations, becoming negligible in the medium
term as the site is restored.

Given the proposed mitigation, it is considered that the proposal will offer
screening to the residential properties along Tottenhill Row to the north, The
Kennels to the south, as well as an additional level of screening from Watlington
Road.

The proposed restoration is partly back to agriculture at around original levels
and partly to an undulating bowl-shaped depression comprising: an open water
area; reed marsh; and, shrub planting and natural regeneration of the margins to
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Long Wood. Prior to bringing this application before the committee negotiations
have taken place and improvements made to the visual diversity of the reed
marsh in the form of inlets and pools.

Concern is raised by local residents in relation to the potential loss of Spring Pit
Coppice. No trees will be removed to make way for the development. The
application is supported by an Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) and
Arboricultural Method Statement which conclude that, the minor incursions of the
proposed screen mounds into the periphery of surveyed trees will not result in
significant detrimental effects and, tree protection barriers must be installed at
the limit of the root protection area/canopy extents of all retained trees.

As regards design issues, the proposal includes retention of a section of existing
field conveyor. The conveyor is of a functional design and whilst it cannot be
considered ‘good design’, given that the design is considered to be reflective of
this form of development and the development is only for a temporary period, it is
therefore considered appropriate in this context. Therefore it is considered these
are material considerations that outweigh the conflict with policy DM8 of the
NMWLDF CS.

The Council’s Green Infrastructure Officer has been consulted on the application
and raises no objection on landscape grounds, subject to conditions in relation
to: stockpile heights; construction and maintenance of bunds; restoration planting
and management.

Subject to the aforementioned conditions, the development is considered to be
acceptable and compliant with the landscape principles set out in the relevant
planning policies, and objectives of the NPPF.

Biodiversity and geodiversity

NMWLDF CS Policies CS14 and DM1, NMWDF Mineral Site Specific Allocations
DPD Policy MIN 76, King’s Lynn & West Norfolk Core Strategy policy CS 06 and,
Sections 11 and 13 of the NPPF apply.

NMWDF Mineral Site Specific Allocations DPD Policy MIN 76 requires: a
scheme of phased working and restoration including enhancement of
biodiversity; a restoration scheme which incorporates arable with wide field
margins and enhanced deciduous woodland belts to provide biodiversity
gains; opportunities during working for any geodiversity assets to be studied,

and if compatible with the landscape and ecology objectives an open face to

be included within any restoration scheme for future scientific study.

The application site itself carries no particular nature conservation designation:
Setchey Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) is located approximately 650m
north of the site, whilst River Nar SSSI is located approximately 1.15km north of
the site. The site is situated between two County Wildlife sites, with Tottenhill
Row Common (CWS no. 387) some 25m north and east of the site, and Runs
Wood Meadow (CWS no. 378) some 250m south of the site. Four other County
Wildlife Sites are located within 1.7km of the extraction area.

Biodiversity

Tottenhill Parish Council expresses doubt about the prediction in the application
that there will be no unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural environment.
Concern is raised by local residents in relation to impact upon flora and fauna,
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including protected species and, impact on the County Wildlife Site and
Biodiversity Action Plan status of Tottenhill Row.

Local residents have also suggested conditions be imposed in relation to
monitoring of impact of works on the natural environment and cessation of works
in the event of harmful impact to the natural environment.

The habitats present within the application site comprise largely of farmed land
and arable margins. No trees will be removed to make way for the development.
The proposal is also accompanied by a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal which
concludes that, the proposed development is unlikely to have a significant impact
on the local ecology.

The proposal includes provision of biodiversity enhancements: once worked, the
site will be restored to a mix of agriculture and nature conservation after-uses
including reed marsh, water body, marginal grassland, shrub belts and naturally
regenerated woodland edges. Prior to bringing this application before the
committee negotiations have taken place and improvements made to the habitat
diversity of the reed marsh in the form of inlets and pools.

The proposals also provide for mitigation measures in the form of provision of bat
boxes within surrounding woodland and retention of the conveyor culvert under
Watlington Road as a bat hibernaculum. Given that the bat boxes are to be
located on land outside the control of the applicant and the fact that the Highway
Authority advises that the culvert is considered private apparatus under the
highway, it is considered that these requirements should be subject of a Section
106 Agreement, if it were to be determined that planning permission should be
granted. The applicant has confirmed that he is willing to enter into such an
agreement.

Concern is expressed that the development may affect local ponds including
Spring Pit (a spring-fed pond). There are a number of surface ponds around
the perimeter of the site and a spring line to the north. Dewatering is likely to
be required within the northeast area of the site together with a pumped
outfall into adjoining Hobb’s Drain to the west. As detailed elsewhere in this
report, a Groundwater Protection and Hydrogeological Impacts Assessment
has been undertaken, which concludes that the proposed development is
unlikely to result in a significant or even discernible impact on surrounding
groundwater resources. The Environment Agency (E.A.) has been consulted
on the application and raises no objection subject to conditions, including
depth of dewatering. In their response, the E.A. advise that the condition
should ensure that Spring Pit is not impacted. In this respect, it is considered
that there is unlikely to be any negative impact upon Spring Pit as a result of
the proposed development.

Representation is made by local residents that, whilst the submitted Air Quality
Assessment suggests that the effects of dust on vegetation will be minimal, a
study published in the National Library of Medicine - National Institutes of Health
suggests otherwise. It should be noted that the National Library of Medicine is
part of the National Institutes of Health, based in the United States of America.
As regards the concerns raised, uncontrolled quarry dust emissions may cause
smothering as a result of dust deposition, which affects photosynthesis,
respiration, transpiration and leaf temperature. As detailed elsewhere in this



report, KL&WN BC EHO has raised no objection subject to conditions, including
implementation of the Dust Management Plan as set out in the submitted Air
Quality Assessment.

6.89 Natural England has been consulted on the application and raises no
objection to the proposal in relation to statutory protected sites.

6.90 The County Council’s Ecologist has assessed the proposal and raises no
objection. The Ecologist is satisfied with the surveys that have been carried
out and the proposed restoration.

Geodiversity

6.91 As regards opportunities during the operational period for study of any
geodiversity assets, access by prior arrangement will be made available for
groups or individuals to visit the extension area. As regards inclusion of an
open face within the restoration scheme, no measures are being proposed.

6.92 The Norfolk Geodiversity Partnership has been consulted on the application
and has no substantive comments to make.

6.93  Subject to the aforementioned condition and conclusion of the legal agreement,
the development is considered to be acceptable and compliant with the relevant
planning policies, and objectives of the NPPF.

6.94 Habitats Regulations Assessment

The application site is not located within 5km of any European designated
environmental site. The application has been assessed in accordance with
Regulation 63 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017
and based on the information submitted to the County Planning Authority
(CPA) it is considered that the development does not have a significant
impact on the integrity of any protected habitat. Accordingly, there is no
requirement for the CPA to undertake an Appropriate Assessment of the
development.

Historic Environment

6.95 The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservations Areas) Act 1990,
NMWLDF CS policies CS14, DM8 and DM9, NMWDF Mineral Site Specific
Allocations DPD Policy MIN 76, King’s Lynn & West Norfolk Core Strategy
policy CS 06 and, Sections 12 and 13 of the NPPF apply.

6.96  Section 72 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservations Areas)
Act 1990 requires that, in the exercise of planning functions, special attention
shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or
appearance of conservation areas, whilst NMWDF Mineral Site Specific
Allocations DPD Policy MIN 76 requires: a screening scheme which will
include mitigation of views from the Conservation Area; an archaeological
evaluation of the site and additional fieldwork if features are identified.

6.97 Paragraph 132 of the NPPF requires great weight to be given to a
designated heritage asset’s conservation, when considering the impact of a
development on the significance of the asset. The NPPF defines
‘significance’ as the value of a heritage asset because of its heritage interest,
which may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic. Significance
derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its
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setting.
Designated assets

There are no designated heritage assets within the boundary of the
proposed site itself. However, the proposed development site is located
close to the southern end and south west margin of the Tottenhill Row
Conservation Area, which includes all of the hamlet of Tottenhill Row and its
common. In addition, there are five listed buildings within 1km of the working
area (in Watlington).

Historic England advise that Tottenhill Row developed as a hamlet in the 15%
century on raised ground above gravel beds around it. The settlement
consists of dispersed buildings in a rural setting including ‘Tottenhill Row
Common’, an area of land immediately south of the hamlet which was
enclosed from the medieval common in the 18" century and is included in
the conservation area.

Tottenhill Row Conservation Area Character Statement (2001) notes that:

e the setting is an agricultural one surrounded by significant tree belts
on three sides (east, west and south). These tree belts contribute to
the intimacy of the area, which is generally one of openness and large
fields;

e The Row, or ranges of buildings in the Conservation Area, are located
along its northern boundary, but permit occasional views to the open
agricultural land further to the north. Similar views are acquired
through gaps in the natural landscape to the south and west.

e An important component of the conservation area is the presence of
the common land which lies to the south of the ‘Row’.

Tottenhill Parish Council raise concerns about the impact on the local
environment and is mindful of the consultation response from Historic
England. Objections to this application are also raised by local residents
concerning the potential harm to the significance of Tottenhill Row as a
conservation area, including the common.

Representation is made by local residents that, whereas the conservation
area is within 250m of MIN 76, in defining areas of search, the Minerals Site
Specific Allocations DPD - Single Issue Silica Sand Review Pre-submission
(2016), excluded conservation areas and 250 metres around each heritage
asset. The reasoning for this is explained in The Single Issue Silica Sand
Review ‘Preferred Options Consultation’ document (2015), i.e. “An area of
250 metres around designated heritage assets has been excluded from the
areas of search. This 250 metre area is not intended to be the setting of the
heritage asset and it is recognised that the extent of the setting of each
heritage asset will be different and may extend more or less than 250 metres
from the heritage asset. The setting of a heritage asset contributes to the
significance of the heritage asset. The 250 metre stand-off is considered as
a starting point for the consideration of setting. Any subsequent planning
application within an area of search would need to provide a Heritage
Statement if the proposal could potentially impact upon a heritage asset or
its setting, which would provide the necessary detail.”
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The proposed development will lead to a short-term (up to 5.5 years) change
during extraction and restoration, including creation of temporary, 3 metre
high screening mounds between the proposed working area and the
conservation area. The proposed bunding is some 14m from the edge of the
conservation area whilst the extraction area is some 40m from its edge.

Screening of the application site from the conservation area is largely
afforded by the existing tree screen defining the southern edge of the
conservation area (outside both the application site and land under the
control of the applicant), such that, with exception of glimpses of the
application site from Tottenhill Row hamlet through gaps in the tree screen,
there would be no effects upon views from the vast majority of the
conservation area, nor the vast majority of the houses that make up its core.
One property situated on the southern boundary of the conservation area,
opposite the north east boundary of the application site, would experience
clear views of the peripheral bunding, at a distance of some 155m. The
application site can also be glimpsed from Tottenhill Row Common, through
gaps in the hedge lining the road between Tottenhill Row Common and the
eastern boundary of West Field.

Upon restoration, the earth bunds would be removed and the land nearest
the conservation area, would be returned to agricultural use, with that
beyond to open water and reed marsh.

As regards both earlier proposals which were refused, the proposed
extraction area extended further into the north east corner of the field,
towards the conservation area. The application under consideration further
differs from both earlier proposals such that the land nearest the
conservation area, would be returned to agricultural use.

As regards the listed buildings within 1km of the working area, there would
be no inter-visibility between the said buildings and the working area due to a
combination of vegetation and intervening development.

A Heritage Statement has been undertaken which includes an assessment
of the effects of the proposal upon designated cultural heritage assets,
including the conservation area, based upon Historic England guidance. As
regards the conservation area, the Statement concludes that there would be
no effect upon the majority of the Conservation Area and a negligible
adverse effect upon the property situated on the southern boundary of the
conservation area. Overall, the Heritage Statement concludes that there
would be no residual effects upon known cultural heritage assets.

Historic England have been consulted on the application and respond that
they are concerned that this application could result in harm to the historic
significance of the conservation area in terms of the NPPF, paragraph 132;
due to its proximity to the conservation area, the extension could change the
appearance of the immediate setting of the conservation area where its rural
character is particularly important because of the common. Historic England
consider that, “reinstating the field to the south west of the conservation area
in agricultural use and removal of the earth bunds would allow the immediate
setting of the area to be restored and the visual impact rendered temporary,
if still harmful.” Historic England further confirm that this degree of harm



should be weighed, as required by the NPPF.

6.110 Given the above, it is concluded that the development would affect the character
of the setting of the conservation area but that this affect and thus harm would be
less than substantial. Section 72 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires the CPA to pay special attention to the
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area
and the test in Paragraph 134 of the NPPF should be used in determination of
this application. Paragraph 134 of the NPPF states that, “Where a development
proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a
designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public
benefits of the proposal...”

6.111 In this instance, it is considered that the potential for harm albeit less than
substantial should be weighed against the following public benefits: As
recognised by paragraph 142 of the NPPF, “Minerals are essential to support
sustainable economic growth and our quality of life. It is therefore important
that there is a sufficient supply of material to provide the infrastructure,
buildings, energy and goods that the country needs”. The proposal would
enable the continued supply of sand and gravel to the local market and thus
continue contributing to the local economy. The proposal would also
maintain employment for existing staff; the existing mineral working directly
employs three full time staff as well as drivers involved in transportation of
mineral from this and other sites in the control of the applicant. Further public
benefits arising from the proposal include the proposed biodiversity
enhancements, detailed elsewhere in this report. In this instance it is
considered that, on balance, the public benefits of the proposal outweigh the
‘less than substantial” harm to the setting of the conservation area that
would be caused and are sufficiently powerful to outweigh the statutory
presumption in favour of refusal.

6.112 Historic England recommend that removal of the proposed earth bund,
backfilling the quarry and full restoration to agricultural use of the field
immediately south west of the Tottenhill Common part of the conservation
area should be conditioned as part of any consent. It is considered
reasonable to condition these matters as part of any consent granted in
order to mitigate the harm.

6.113 As regards concerns raised by a local resident in relation to the impact of
dust from mineral extraction on historic buildings at Tottenhill Row Common,
this matter was forwarded to the applicant’s air quality consultant for
consideration and comments. The consultant advises that, in terms of
historic buildings there is no specific guidance in the Institute of Air Quality
Management Guidance on the Assessment of Minerals Dust Impacts for
Planning (2016). The main impact would be from surface soiling. In the UK,
long term deposited dust nuisance criteria have been suggested for
urban/semi-rural areas at, typically 200 mg/m2/day, averaged over a monthly
period. Accordingly, custom and practice at mineral extraction sites have
used this figure as a nuisance threshold in the UK. The consultant concludes
that no specific criterion for the buildings themselves is required and the
custom and practice threshold adopted is suitably robust. This matter has
also been forwarded to Historic England for consideration and comments; no
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response has been received. It is therefore concluded that the development
will cause no unacceptable harm to historic buildings.

Archaeology

An archaeological trial-trench evaluation of the proposed extraction site has
been undertaken which revealed agricultural remains of low significance, (in
the form of post-medieval field boundary ditches and two undated pits).

NHES has been consulted on the application and do not ask for any further
archaeological work.

It is therefore considered, on balance, that subject to the aforementioned
conditions, the impact on heritage assets would not be such as to be
unacceptable when considered against relevant planning policies and objectives
of the NPPF. Furthermore, when considered against the requirements of Section
72 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, there
are public benefits that justify granting planning permission against the less than
substantial harm that would be caused to the Conservation Area.

Transport

NMWLDF CS policies CS15 and DM10, NMWDF Mineral Site Specific
Allocations DPD Policy MIN 76 and Section 4 of the NPPF apply.

Extraction is expected to be undertaken over a three year period at a rate of 90 —
100,000 tonnes per annum. Assuming an annual output of 95,000 tonnes, this
would, based on the average load size of 18 tonnes, generate 20 loads out per
day (40 HGV movements).

Concern is expressed by local residents that industrial traffic uses the unmade
road at Tottenhill Row, to the north of the site. All machinery, plant and vehicles
would access the extraction area from the west via the existing access along
Church Lane and a service track. All mineral extracted from the site would be
transported via a retained section of the existing conveyor including a culvert
under Watlington Road to the existing plant site east of Watlington Road, for
processing. HGVs would exit the plant site via the existing access onto
Watlington Road and thence to the A10/A134.

The routeing of all existing HGV traffic from the plant site is subject to an HGV
Management Plan, pursuant to extant permission reference C/2/2015/2007. With
the exception of local deliveries and occasions when the roundabout junction
with the A10 is closed to all traffic, all HGVs arriving and departing the site are
required to travel directly along Watlington Road to and from the A10/A134.
Application reference C/2/2018/2002, submitted concurrently with the application
under consideration, provides for similar HGV distribution and routeing controls.
A Transport Statement has been submitted in support of the application which
concludes that, the proposals will not result in any adverse effects on the existing
highway network.

Tottenhill Parish Council ask whether, in the event of either/both the A10/A134
being closed due to an accident the alternative routes would be able to cope with
development traffic. The Highway Authority have been consulted on the
application and have no objection to the principle of the development.

As detailed elsewhere in this report, the proposal provides for retention of the
conveyor culvert under Watlington Road as a bat hibernaculum. The existing
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culvert was provided by the applicant pursuant to application reference
C/2/2015/2006. The Highway Authority advises that the culvert is considered
private apparatus under the highway, with the maintenance and inspection
responsibilities falling with the applicant. It is considered that retention of the
culvert together with requirement for inspection/maintenance to be met by the
applicant /landowner should be subject of a Section 106 Agreement. The
applicant has confirmed that he is willing to enter into such an agreement.

To conclude on the highway issues, mineral extraction and associated
development is likely to give rise to local impacts. However, it is considered that
the proposal will not cause any unacceptable impacts in highway terms. The
development is considered to be acceptable and compliant with the relevant
planning policies and the government objectives of NPPF.

Sustainability

NMWLDF CS policy CS13 and Part 10 of the NPPF apply.

The application is accompanied by a Sustainability Statement: consideration has
been given to the possibility of how the development could generate its own
energy from renewable or low carbon sources. As regards wind power, the
applicant considers that erection of a wind turbine(s) would compromise the
integrity of the site screening, would be likely to result in some increase in noise
disturbance, and the proposed extension period is not of sufficient timescale to
obtain a financial return on the investment. Similarly, the applicant considers that
the proposed extension period is not of sufficient timescale to obtain a financial
return on installation of solar panels or, incineration of combustible waste or fuel
pellets.

Although regrettable that no measures for renewable energy are being proposed,
the arguments put forward by the Applicant are accepted in this instance. Given
that the potential for on-site renewable energy generation has been considered
but has been found not to be viable, it is considered that the proposals would not
be in conflict with the relevant planning policy and requirements of the NPPF.

Groundwater and surface water

NMWLDF CS policy DM3, NMWDF Mineral Site Specific Allocations DPD Policy
MIN 76 and Section 11 of the NPPF apply.

NMWDF Mineral Site Specific Allocations DPD Policy MIN 76 requires a
Hydrogeological Risk Assessment to identify any potential impacts on
groundwater and appropriate mitigation for those impacts identified.

The site is located within an area of groundwater vulnerability and, as detailed
elsewhere in this report, there are a number of surface ponds around the
perimeter of the site and a spring line to the north. In order to maximise recovery
of mineral, given the relatively high water table, dewatering is likely to be required
within the northeast of the site. A dewatering pond will be established within the
extraction area within which silts held in suspension will be allowed to settle out
before the clear excess water is pumped into Hobb’s Drain, a nearby
watercourse west of the extraction area.

Concern is expressed by Tottenhill Parish Council and local residents in
relation to impact of dewatering upon Spring Pit, a spring-fed pond. Concern

is also expressed that the application does not provide for monitoring the
effect of the development upon the spring. Reference is also made to the



findings of the Hydrogeological Report submitted in support of the
application to work site MIN 75, in relation to re-establishment of any existing
seepages or springs. Concern is also expressed by a local resident that the
proposed dewatering could result in possible subsidence to adjacent
properties.

6.131 Local residents have also suggested conditions be imposed in relation to
monitoring of impact of works on the natural environment and cessation of
works in the event of harmful impact to the natural environment.

6.132 A Groundwater Protection and Hydrogeological Impacts Assessment has
been undertaken, which concludes that the proposed development is
unlikely to result in a significant or even discernible impact on surrounding
groundwater resources. The Environment Agency (E.A.) has been consulted
on the application and raises no objection, subject to conditions including
depth of dewatering. In their response, the E.A. advise that the condition
should ensure that Spring Pit is not impacted. In this respect, it is considered
that there is unlikely to be any negative impact upon Spring Pit as a result of
the proposed development.

6.133 As regards concerns raised in relation to the findings of the Hydrogeological
Report submitted in support of the application to work site MIN 75
(C/2/2015/2006), no objection was raised by the Environment Agency
subject to a condition in respect of monitoring of water levels at two local
surface water features.

6.134 Subject to the aforementioned condition, it is considered that the proposal
would not be in conflict with the relevant planning policies or NPPF.

Flood risk and surface water management

6.135 NMWLDF Policies CS13 and DM4, and Part 10 of the NPPF apply.

6.136 The principal activities of the development include mineral extraction and
restoration to agriculture, reed marsh and water body. The majority of the
application site, including the whole of the extraction area, lies within Flood
Zone 1, which is an area at low risk of flooding, whilst the eastern part of the
service track lies in Flood Zones 2 and 3 (where it crosses Hobb’s Drain). As
regards the flood zone constraint, sand and gravel workings are identified as
‘water-compatible development’ in the table of Flood Risk Vulnerability
Classification as set out in Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). PPG further
advises that ‘water-compatible development’ is appropriate in Flood Zones 1
and 3. The application is accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment and
Surface Water Management Plan which concludes that, whilst
access/egress from the crossing of Hobb’s Drain may be affected in extreme
events, flood depths are unlikely to cause any restrictions to movement of
heavy vehicles. The Assessment recommends that the site manager
monitors levels of Hobb’s Drain during extremely adverse weather prior to
authorising access to small vehicles. On this basis, the proposal is
considered acceptable in terms of development within flood zones 1 and 3.

6.137 The development lies outside the flow path of the Environment Agency Updated
Flood Map for Surface Water (1 in 30yr and 1 in 100yr events).

6.138 As regards surface water management, PPG (Flood Risk and Coastal Change —
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opportunities for reducing flood risk overall, paragraph 050), requires
opportunities be sought to reduce the overall level of flood risk in the area and
beyond, for instance, through layout and form of development, including green
infrastructure and the appropriate application of sustainable drainage systems.
PPG, Paragraph 079 further states that consideration of devising a sustainable
drainage system depends on the proposed development and its location, for
example whether there are concerns about flooding. Specifically it states that
sustainable drainage systems may not be practicable for mineral extraction.

As detailed above, the proposals are considered to be water compatible and the
activities are proposed in an area with no concerns about flooding. The proposed
development will result in creation of additional flood storage volume: the
restored area will drain to the proposed open water area and reed marsh. The
accompanying Flood Risk Assessment and Surface Water Management Plan
concludes that no requirement of surface water attenuation through
implementation of sustainable drainage systems, as further supported by the
PPG, is necessary.

Overall, the Flood Risk Assessment and Surface Water Management Plan
concludes that, no flood risk mitigation measures are required for the entire
application site and the impacts of the development on the surface water
drainage regime during and after restoration of the site are assessed to be nil to
beneficial.

The Environment Agency has been consulted on the application and raises no
objection subject to conditions in relation to dewatering and restoration details.

It is therefore considered, taking into account the above, that the development
would not materially increase the risk of flooding and the proposal would not be
in conflict with the relevant planning policies and objectives of the NPPF.

Protection of best and most versatile agricultural land

NMWLDF CS policy DM16 and Section 11 of the NPPF apply.

Representation is made by local residents that the site is believed to be
Agricultural land grade 2. With exception of that part of the site crossed by the
existing ground conveyor, the parcel of land is currently in agricultural use. An
Agricultural Land Classification and Soil Resource Report has been undertaken
which has established that the majority of the application site is classified as
Grade 3b but also includes 2.5ha of Grade 3a land, of which 1.48ha will be
extracted. The extraction area will be restored to a minimum area of 1.77ha of
grade 3a agricultural land and the remainder as reed marsh, open water and
marginal grassland. The ALC Report concludes that, the area of restored best
and most versatile (BMV) grade 3a agricultural land can be increased by
sustainable use of the best soil resources.

Whilst the proposal would result in the loss of a relatively small area of BMV
grade 3a agricultural land on those areas to be restored to open water and
marginal grassland, given that biodiversity enhancements are proposed and
there would be an overall increase in the existing area of grade 3a agricultural
land, it is concluded that the proposal is not in conflict with the relevant planning
policy and NPPF.

Progressive working, restoration and after-use


https://www.gov.uk/guidance/natural-environment#para027
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/natural-environment#para027
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change#sustainable-drainage-systems
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NMWLDF CS policy DM14, NMWDF Mineral Site Specific Allocations DPD
Policy MIN 76 and Section 13 of the NPPF apply.

NMWDF Mineral Site Specific Allocations DPD Policy MIN 76 requires: a
scheme of phased working and restoration including the direction of working,
landscaping, and enhancement of biodiversity; a restoration scheme which
incorporates arable with wide field margins and enhanced deciduous
woodland belts to provide landscape and biodiversity gains.

Extraction would only commence within the proposed extension area once
extraction is completed within the existing permitted area (MIN 75). The
proposed extension would be divided into three phases in total, which will be
worked and restored consecutively. Working of the extension would
commence in the north west corner and progress in a generally southerly
direction. Final restoration will not be possible until all extraction and
dewatering ceases and the water table is allowed to resume its normal level.

Concern is raised by local residents that the site will be restored to a flooded
pit enclosed for private fishing. As detailed elsewhere in this report, detailed
restoration proposals were included within the application and following
negotiation with the applicant, the visual and habitat diversity of the proposed
reed marsh have been further enhanced: once worked, the site will be
restored to a mix of agriculture and nature conservation after-uses including
reed marsh, water body, marginal grassland and shrub belts. The proposals
also provide for natural regeneration of the margins to Long Wood and,
retention of the conveyor culvert as a bat hibernaculum.

The Environment Agency has been consulted on the application and raises no
objection, subject to conditions including a detailed scheme for restoration, to
include, inter alia, arrangements for land drainage. It is considered reasonable to
condition this matter as part of any consent granted.

Concern is raised by local residents in relation to the estimated mineral resource
and proposed timescale for extraction. As regards the estimated mineral
resource this is based upon borehole investigation. The requested timescale is
based upon the applicant's estimated timescale for completion of extraction and
restoration, which is based upon historic and predicted sales from the site.

The proposal includes provision of biodiversity and landscape enhancements
and the restoration is considered acceptable. Given the above, it is concluded
that the proposal accords with the relevant planning policies and the
requirements of the NPPF in this respect.

Cumulative impacts

NMWLDF CS policy DM15, NMWDF Mineral Site Specific Allocations DPD
Policy MIN 76 and Section 13 of the NPPF apply.

NMWDF Mineral Site Specific Allocations DPD Policy MIN 76 requires:
Phasing of the site will need to be taken into account, along with site MIN 75,
to ensure that only one extraction site is active at any one time.

The site lies close to an active mineral extraction site (MIN 75) and an
established processing plant site. To mitigate any cumulative impacts,
extraction will not commence from the site under consideration (MIN 76) until
extraction has ceased within site MIN 75. It is considered reasonable to
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condition this matter as part of any consent granted. With exception of the
source of mineral to be processed, no other changes are proposed to the
existing working arrangements at the plant site.

Furthermore, the predicted annual output and proposed hours of working are
similar to those for active site MIN 75, i.e. approximately 100,000 tonnes per
annum and 07.00 — 17.00 hours Monday to Friday, 07.00 — 13.00 hours
Saturday, with no operations on Sundays or Public Holidays. As detailed
elsewhere in this report it is considered that the proposal would not cause
unacceptable environmental, amenity and/or highways impacts.

Overall it is considered that the adverse cumulative impacts can be
adequately mitigated. It is therefore considered, taking into account the
above, that this proposal is compliant with the relevant planning policies, and
objectives of the NPPF.

Safeguarding aerodromes

NMWLDF CS policy DM7 and Section 13 of the NPPF apply.

The site is within the safeguarding zone for RAF Marham. As detailed
elsewhere in this report, the proposed restoration scheme includes reed
marsh and water body. Pursuant to the initial consultation response from the
Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO), the applicant submitted a Bird
Hazard Management Plan and revised proposals for implementation of the
reed marsh. The Management Plan concludes that the bird control
commitment and habitat mitigation should ensure that the site does not
attract or support populations of hazardous birds capable of increasing the
birdstrike risk. The DIO has been consulted on the application and raises no
objection subject to condition in relation to the Bird Hazard Management
Plan. It is considered reasonable to condition this matter as part of any
consent granted.

Given the above, it is concluded that the proposal accords with the relevant
planning policy and the requirements of the NPPF in this respect.

Responses to the representations received

The application was advertised by means of neighbour notification letters, site
notices, and advertisement in the Eastern Daily Press newspaper.

A number of concerns/objections were raised, which are summarised in the first
section of this report. With exception of the issues detailed below, the response
of this authority to those comments is discussed above in the ‘Assessment’
section of this report and in section 8, ‘Human Rights’.

Representation is made by local residents that planning permission for MIN 75,
including the conveyor and culvert, was subject to conditions including removal of
the conveyor by 15t August 2020 and it is contended that permission for MIN 76
and retention of the conveyor would contradict those conditions. Notwithstanding
that the extant permission for the conveyor and culvert is time limited, an
applicant can apply to retain the conveyor and culvert beyond that timescale. In
this instance, the application under consideration, (which includes retention of a
section of the conveyor), has been found to be valid and Norfolk County Council
can therefore proceed to determine the application.
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Local residents query whether, when permission for MIN 75 including the
conveyor and culvert was approved in 2015, the outcome of an application for
MIN 76 was pre-determined at this point. The presumption is that appropriate
mineral development will be permitted on the allocated sites where it is
consistent with the site allocation policy requirements in the plan and relevant
local and national planning policies.

Representation is made that the proposal is not an extension but a clearly distinct
site. Although the application is for working in a new area, the proposal is
considered to be an extension to the existing quarry complex given its proximity
to the existing plant site and given that the operator seeks to use the plant site
for processing of mineral.

As regards concerns raised as to whether wind direction was taken into account
in the Noise Impact Assessment, the Assessment details wind direction during
both measurement periods. KL&WN BC EHO has been consulted on the
application and has raised no objection subject to conditions.

A local resident queries whether the cost of installing the conveyor and culvert for
MIN 75 is a material consideration. The cost of a development is not a material
consideration.

A local resident is concerned at the effect that the proposed development could
have on potential property sales. This matter alone is not a material planning
consideration: in planning terms the issue is not whether owners of properties
would experience financial loss from a particular development, but whether the
proposal would have an unacceptable detrimental impact on local amenity, and
on the existing use of land and buildings which ought to be protected in the public
interest. The potential impacts on amenity which may result from the
development proposed are discussed elsewhere in this report.

A local resident has suggested that a donation be made available for
improvements to local community infrastructure, such as Tottenhill Row
Common. Planning Practice Guidance: Planning Obligations, gives advice on
use of obligations in connection with development. Planning obligations are used
to assist in mitigating the impact of unacceptable development to make it
acceptable in planning terms. Planning obligations may only constitute a reason
for granting planning permission if they meet the tests that they are necessary to
make the development acceptable in planning terms, directly related to the
development, and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the
development. Given the circumstances of the development, it would not be
appropriate or indeed lawful for the County Planning Authority to seek donations
for local infrastructure.

The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

No additional floorspace would be created by the development hence the
development is not CIL liable.

Local Finance Considerations

In accordance with Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as
amended) the County planning authority must have regard to a local finance
consideration as far as it is material. Section 74 of the 1990 Act defines a local
finance consideration as a grant or other financial assistance that has been, that



6.172

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

8.1
8.2

8.3

8.4
8.5

8.6

will or that could be provided to a relevant authority by a Minister of the Crown, or
sums that a relevant authority has received, or will or could receive, in payment
of the Community Infrastructure Levy.

In this instance it is not considered that there are local finance considerations
material to this decision.

Resource Implications

Finance: The development has no financial implications from the Planning
Regulatory perspective.

Staff: The development has no staffing implications from the Planning
Regulatory perspective.

Property: The development has no property implication from the Planning
Regulatory perspective.

IT: The development has no IT implications from the Planning Regulatory
perspective.

Other Implications

Human rights

The requirements of the Human Rights Act 1998 must be considered and the
European Convention on Human Rights on which the Act is based. There is a
human right provided by the First Article to the First Protocol which is the
peaceful enjoyment of property. This right applies to companies as well as
natural persons. Should the committee be minded to refuse planning permission
it would be interfering with the human right relating to the peaceful enjoyment of
property. However, if the committee refused planning permission it would do so
based on sound planning reasons, based on the need to protect the environment
and the amenities of nearby residents and these reasons would justify the
interference and would therefore be regarded as a proportionate interference to
the right, balancing the public good with the private right..

Representation is made by local residents that the proposal would infringe on
rights of adjoining residents contrary to requirements of the Human Rights Act
1998. The human rights of the adjoining residents are engaged under Article 8,
the right to respect for private and family life and Article 1 of the First Protocol,
the right of enjoyment of property. A grant of planning permission may infringe
those rights but they are qualified rights, that is that they can be balanced against
the economic interests of the community as a whole and the human rights of
other individuals. In making that balance it may also be taken into account that
the amenity of local residents could be adequately safeguarded by conditions
albeit with the exception of visual amenity. However, in this instance it is not
considered that the human rights of adjoining residents would be infringed.

Equality Impact Assessment (EqlA)

The Council’s planning functions are subject to equality impact assessments,
including the process for identifying issues such as building accessibility. None
have been identified in this case.

Legal Implications: There are no legal implications from the Planning
Regulatory perspective.
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Communications: There are no communication issues from a planning
perspective.

Health and Safety Implications: There are no health and safety implications
from a planning perspective.

Any other implications: Officers have considered all the implications which
members should be aware of. Apart from those listed in the report (above), there
are no other implications to take into account.

Section 17 — Crime and Disorder Act

It is not considered that the implementation of the proposal would generate any
issues of crime and disorder, and there have been no such matters raised during
the consideration of the application.

Risk Implications/Assessment
There are no risk issues from a planning perspective.

Conclusion and Reasons for Grant of Planning Permission

Planning permission is sought for extension of sand and gravel extraction onto a
parcel of land west of the existing plant site, over a period of some three years
with additional time for completion of restoration, to agriculture and nature
conservation, until 31 December 2023. The proposal includes retention of a
section of ground conveyor for transport of mineral to the existing plant site and,
use of an existing service track and private road for all plant and vehicles to
access and exit the extension area.

The proposed extraction area is broadly consistent with site MIN 76 allocated for
mineral extraction in the Adopted Mineral Site Specific Allocations DPD, which
forms part of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Local Development Framework.

Objections and concerns are raised by Tottenhill Parish Council as well as 15
local residents. Their concerns relate primarily to need, impacts of the
development on residential amenity, visual amenity, historic environment,
ecology, highway network and groundwater resources. No objections have been
raised by statutory consultees subject to suitably worded conditions being
imposed on any grant of planning permission.

The environmental impacts of the proposal under consideration have been
carefully considered. It is concluded that the development would affect the
character of the setting of the Tottenhill Row Conservation Area but that this
harm would be less than substantial. Section 72 (1) of the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires the CPA to pay special
attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or
appearance of that area and the test in Paragraph 134 of the NPPF should be
used in determination of this application.

Whilst located close to a conservation area, it is considered that, on balance, the
public benefits of the proposal outweigh the “less than substantial” harm to the
setting of the conservation area that would be caused and are sufficiently
powerful to outweigh the statutory presumption in favour of refusal. No objection
is raised by Historic England, subject to conditions.
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Subject to compliance with conditions, it is considered that no unacceptable
harm would be caused to neighbouring occupiers or the largely rural character of
the area. No objection is raised by the Highway Authority in relation to the
proposed access arrangements and the level of vehicle movements proposed.

No objections are raised by King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council or
the Council’'s Landscape Officer in relation to the visual impact of the proposal.
Natural England and the Council’s Ecologist are satisfied that no material harm
would be caused to biodiversity, and it is considered that the restoration design
includes provision of biodiversity and landscape enhancements. No objection is
raised by the Environment Agency in relation to impact upon groundwater and
surface water quality/resources.

The site is allocated for mineral extraction in the development plan and for the
reasons detailed in this report the proposal is considered to accord with all
relevant development plan policies and national planning guidance. It would
contribute towards ensuring a local supply of minerals for future construction in
West Norfolk and would assist in ensuring the County maintains a sufficient
landbank of sand and gravel to meet future needs. The impacts of the proposal
would be successfully mitigated and there are no material considerations which
indicate that planning permission should be refused. Accordingly, full conditional
planning permission is recommended, subject to the prior completion of a s106
agreement.

Conditions

The development hereby permitted shall commence not later than three years
from the date of this permission. Within seven days of the commencement of
operations, the operator shall notify the County Planning Authority in writing of
the exact starting date.

Reason:

Imposed in accordance with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990, as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004.

The development to which this permission relates shall cease and the site shall
be restored in accordance with condition 25 of this permission by 31 December
2023.

Reason:

To ensure the proper and expeditious restoration of the site, in accordance with
Policy DM14 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.
Except as modified by the provisions of:

(i) the contents of the letter from Stephen M Daw Limited to Norfolk
County Council, reference M(FR)9 dated 3rd May 2018; and

(ii) details to be approved pursuant to condition nos. 4, 5 and 6 below,



the development must be carried out in strict accordance with the application
form, plans and documents detailed below:

- Min 76 Location Plan; Dwg No. W13_LAN_021; dated November 2017;
received 16 February 2018.

- Min 76 Site Plan; Dwg No. W13_LAN_031; dated January 2018;
received 16 February 2018

- Min 76 Proposed Working Scheme; Dwg No. W13 _LAN_022; dated
December 2017.

- Min 76 Proposed Restoration Scheme; Dwg No. W13 _LAN_023 Rev A;
dated December 2017; received 3 May 2018

- Min 76 Prospect Restoration Cross Sections; Dwg No. W13 _LAN_024
Rev A; dated December 2017; received 3 May 2018

- Quarry Conveyor Extension and Culvert : Conveyor Culvert; Dwg No.
005 - R1; dated June 2015.

- RMC Watlington Conveyor No.1 Layout; Drawing No. J144F001; dated
September 2003.

- Planning Statement; prepared by Stephen M Daw Ltd; Dated January
2018.

- Watlington Quarry, West Field (Min 76) Landscape Proposals - Appendix
E; unreferenced; amended April 2018; received 3 May 2018

- Archaeological Evaluation Report; Ref 2148; prepared by Oxford
Archaeology; dated November 2017.

- Arboricultural Impact Assessment; Drawing Number 080118/01; dated 8
January 2018.

- Arboricultural Impact Assessment; Drawing Number 080118/02; dated 8
January 2018.

- Preliminary Ecological Appraisal Final; Reference 2017-55 R1 Final;
prepared by Philip Parker Associates; dated 8th January 2018.

- Landscape and Visual Appraisal; unreferenced; prepared by ESP Ltd;
dated December 2017.

- Noise Impact Assessment; Reference IEC/3742A/01/AVH; prepared by
Independent Environmental Consultancy Limited; dated 08 January 2018
- Air Quality Assessment; Reference IEC/3742B/01/AVH; prepared by
Independent Environmental Consultancy Limited; dated 08 January 2018.
- Flood Risk Assessment and Surface Water Management Plan; Report
No. 3665/R/01; prepared by TerraConsult Limited; dated 05 Jan 2018

- Transport Statement; Reference 406.02828.00004; prepared by SLR
Consulting Limited; dated January 2018.

- Heritage Statement; unreferenced; prepared by Andrew Josephs
Associates; dated December 2017

- Groundwater Protection and Hydrogeological Impacts; Report No 10312-
RO1; prepared by TerraConsult (South) Limited; dated January 2018

- Agricultural Land Classification and Soil Resource Report; unreferenced;
prepared by Richard Stock; dated January 2018

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.

12.4  Notwithstanding the details indicated on submitted Drawing Nos. W13_LAN_023
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Rev A, Min 76 Proposed Restoration Scheme, dated December 2017, received 3
May 2018 and W13_LAN_024 Rev A, Min 76 Prospect Restoration Cross
Sections, dated December 2017, received 3 May 2018 and, the Planning
Statement, dated January 2018, within three months of the date of this
permission a detailed scheme for the restoration of the land shall be submitted to
the County Planning Authority for its approval in writing. The scheme shall make
provision for:

- The contours of the restored land;

- The restoration soil profile, including arrangements for land drainage;

- Details of the progressive phased restoration, and source of aggregate to
be used to achieve restoration profiles;

- Programme of monitoring and implementation within each of the phases
to achieve the required after use.

The scheme shall be implemented as approved.

Reason:

To protect and prevent the pollution of controlled waters from potential pollutants
associated with current and previous land uses, to accord with the Norfolk
Minerals and Waste Core Strategy policy DM3 and NPPF paragraphs 109, 120
and 121.

In relation to that part of the site to be restored to an agricultural afteruse, within
three months of the date of this permission an aftercare scheme specifying such
steps as may be necessary to bring the land to the required standard for use for
agriculture shall be submitted for the written approval of the County Planning
Authority. The aftercare scheme as may be so approved, shall be implemented
over a period of five years following the completion of restoration, or in the case
of phased restoration, in stages of five years duration dating from each
completed restoration phase.

Reason:
To ensure the proper and expeditious restoration of the site, in accordance with
Policy DM14 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015, or any Order revoking, re-
enacting or modifying this Order, no further buildings, plant or machinery, nor
structures of the nature of plant or machinery shall be erected on the site, except
with permission granted on an application under Part Ill of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990.

Reason: To control possible future development which would otherwise be
permitted but which may have a detrimental effect on amenity or the landscape,
in accordance with Policy DM12 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy
DPD 2010-2026.

In relation to the screening of operations, the soil storage mounds shall be
constructed in accordance with the details set out within the approved document
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entitled ‘Watlington Quarry, West Field (Min 76) Landscape Proposals —
Appendix E (Amended April 2018)" and Drawing Number W13_LAN_022, Min 76
Proposed Working Scheme, dated December 2017, and the soil bunds shall be
seeded and maintained in accordance with the details set out within the
approved landscape details.

Reason:
To protect the amenities of the surrounding area, in accordance with Policy
DM12 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

The Noise Mitigation Strategy as set out within the Noise Impact Assessment,
Reference IEC/3742A/01/AVH, for proposed extension West Field (MIN 76)
Watlington Quarry, dated 8 January 2018 shall be implemented as approved and
maintained/adhered to thereafter.

Reason: To protect the amenities of residential properties and the surrounding
area, in accordance with Policy DM12 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core
Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

The Dust Management Plan as set out within the Air Quality Assessment,
reference IEC/3742B/01/AVH, for Proposed Extension West Field (MIN 76)
Watlington Quarry, dated 8 January 2018, shall be implemented as approved
and maintained/adhered to thereafter.

Reason: To protect the amenities of residential properties and the surrounding
area, in accordance with Policy DM12 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core
Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

No operation shall take place except in accordance with the phased scheme of
working shown on Drawing No. W13_LAN_022, Min 76 Proposed Working
Scheme, dated December 2017. No extraction shall take place within the
extension area hereby approved at Land at West Field (MIN 76) until extraction
has ceased in Land at Home Farm, Tottenhill Row (MIN 75).

Reason: To ensure orderly working in the interest of the amenities of the
surrounding area, in accordance with Policies DM12 and DM14 of the Norfolk
Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

No plant or machinery shall be used on the site unless it is maintained in a
condition whereby it is efficiently silenced in accordance with the manufacturer's
specification.

Reason:

To protect the amenities of residential properties and the surrounding area, in
accordance with Policy DM12 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy
DPD 2010-2026.

With the exception of dewatering of the extraction area hereby permitted, no
operation authorised or required under this permission or under Part 17 of
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Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development)
(England) Order 2015, including the movement of vehicles and operation of any
plant, shall take place on Sundays or public holidays, or other than during the
following periods:

07.00 - 17.00 Mondays to Fridays

07.00 - 13.00 Saturdays.

Reason:

To protect the amenities of residential properties and the surrounding area, in
accordance with Policy DM12 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy
DPD 2010-2026.

No material shall be stacked or deposited on the site such that its height
exceeds three metres above its base level.

Reason:
To protect the amenities of the surrounding area, in accordance with Policy
DM12 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

Dewatering of the site shall only be carried out in accordance with Annex 10 —
Groundwater Protection and Hydrogeological Impacts, reference 10312-R01,
dated December 2017. There shall be no dewatering below 3.4m AOD.

Reason:

To protect and prevent the pollution of controlled waters from potential pollutants
associated with current and previous land uses, to accord with the Norfolk
Minerals and Waste Core Strategy policy DM3 and NPPF paragraphs 109, 120
and 121.

The use of the Church Lane access shall be limited to those movements as set
out within the Transport Statement, SLR Ref: 406.02828.00004, dated January
2018.

Reason:
In the interests of highway safety, in accordance with Policy DM10 of the Norfolk
Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

Vehicles leaving the site shall not be in a condition whereby they would deposit
mud or other loose material on the public highway.

Reason:
In the interests of highway safety, in accordance with Policy DM10 of the Norfolk
Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

No external lighting shall be installed on the site unless it is maintained such that
it will not cause glare beyond the site boundaries. The lighting shall not be used
at night when the quarry is not operational.

Reason:



To protect the amenities of residential properties, in accordance with Policy
DM12 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

12.18 The development shall only be carried out in accordance with the birdstrike
safeguarding commitments as outlined in the Bird Hazard Management Plan for
the Watlington Quarry, West Field; unreferenced; prepared by Birdstrike
Management Ltd; dated 23.04.2018; received 3 May 2018

Reason:
To maintain air traffic safety at RAF Marham, in accordance with Policy DM7 of
the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026

12.19 Handling, movement and re-spreading of topsoil and subsoil shall not take place
except when the soils are in a suitably dry and friable condition, and in such a
way and with such equipment as to ensure minimum compaction. (No handling of
topsoil and subsoil shall take place except between 1st April and 31st October
unless otherwise agreed in writing beforehand by the County Planning Authority.)

Reason:
To ensure the proper and expeditious restoration of the site, in accordance with
Policy DM14 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

12.20 Until the topsoil and subsoil have been stripped from the site, the land shall not
be traversed by any plant or machinery, save that which is engaged in stripping
operations, and all such machinery shall be used in such a way as to minimise
soil compaction.

Reason:
To ensure the proper and expeditious restoration of the site, in accordance with
Policy DM14 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

12.21 On those areas to be restored to an agricultural afteruse an even layer of topsoil
shall be re-spread on the subsoil layer to an even depth of at least 300mm.

Reason:
To ensure the proper and expeditious restoration of the site, in accordance with
Policy DM14 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

12.22 Before the topsoil is replaced on those areas to be restored to an agricultural
afteruse, a layer of at least 600mm of subsoil substitute shall be created through
the use of soils, sand, overburden and/or excavation spoil derived from the site.
This layer shall be cross-ripped to a depth of at least 500mm to relieve
compaction.

Reason:
To ensure the proper and expeditious restoration of the site, in accordance with
Policy DM14 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026

12.23 Measures including ripping and/or subsoiling shall be carried out to the
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12.25
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satisfaction of the County Planning Authority after soil replacement on those
areas to be restored to an agricultural afteruse so that any compacted layers and
pans are broken up to assist free drainage.

Reason:
To ensure the proper and expeditious restoration of the site, in accordance with
Policy DM14 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

All stones and deleterious materials in excess of 15cm in any dimension which
arise from the ripping of the subsoil and topsoil shall be removed from the site.

Reason:
To ensure the proper and expeditious restoration of the site, in accordance with
Policy DM14 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

Except as modified by the provisions of details to be approved pursuant to
condition no. 4 of this permission, the restoration of the site shall be completed
by 31 December 2023 in accordance with the submitted scheme shown on
Drawing numbers W13 _LAN_023 Rev A, Min 76 Proposed Restoration Scheme,
dated December 2017, received 3 May 2018 and W13_LAN_024 Rev A, Min 76
Prospect Restoration Cross Sections, dated December 2017, received 3 May
2018 as supplemented by the implementation provisions set out in the approved
document entitled Watlington Quarry, West Field (MIN 76) Landscape Proposals
- Appendix E (Amended April 2018), received 3 May 2018.

Reason:
To ensure the proper and expeditious restoration of the site, in accordance with
Policy DM14 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

In relation to that section of the conveyor route east of Watlington Road, as
shown on Drawing Number W13 _LAN_031, Min 76 Site Plan, dated January
2018, received 16 February 2018, the conveyor and associated maintenance
track hereby approved shall be removed and the land re-instated to its original
condition by the 31st December 2023, with the exception of the additional
planting provided around the culvert at Watlington road which shall be retained.

Reason:
To ensure the proper and expeditious restoration of the site, in accordance with
Policy DM14 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

In relation to those parts of the site to be restored to and managed as marginal
grassland, native shrub belt, naturally regenerated woodland edge and reed
marsh, the development shall be carried out in accordance with the details as set
out on Drawing numbers W13 _LAN_023 Rev A, Min 76 Proposed Restoration
Scheme, dated December 2017, received 3 May 2018 and W13_LAN_024 Rev
A, Min 76 Prospect Restoration Cross Sections, dated December 2017, received
3 May 2018 as supplemented by the management provisions as set out in the
approved document entitled Watlington Quarry, West Field (Min 76) Landscape
Proposals - Appendix E (Amended April 2018), received 3 May 2018. All planting



and seeding comprised in the approved details of lansdscaping shall be carried
out in the first planting and seeding season following the completion of each
phase of the development, and any trees or plants which within a period of 5
years from the date of initial planting are removed, or become seriously damaged
or diseased shall be replaced in the next planting season with others of similar
size and species.

Reason:
To protect the amenities of the surrounding area, in accordance with Policy
DM12 of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD 2010-2026.

Background Papers

Norfolk Minerals and Waste Local Development Framework Core Strategy and
Minerals and Waste Development Management Policies Development Plan Document
2010-2026 (2011)

https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/what-we-do-and-how-we-work/policy-performance-and-
partnerships/policies-and-strategies/minerals-and-waste-planning-policies/adopted-
policy-documents

Norfolk Minerals and Waste Development Framework Mineral Site Specific Allocations
Development Plan Document (2013/2017)

https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/what-we-do-and-how-we-work/policy-performance-and-
partnerships/policies-and-strategies/minerals-and-waste-planning-policies/adopted-
policy-documents

King’s Lynn & West Norfolk Borough Council Local Development Framework — Core
Strategy (2011)

https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20219/core strategy/112/core strateqy explained

King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Landscape Assessment (2007)

https://www.west-
norfolk.gov.uk/info/20185/planning policy research/383/landscape character assess
ment

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012)
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2

Planning Practice Guidance (2014)
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-quidance

Officer Contact

If you have any questions about matters contained in this paper please get in touch
with:


https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/what-we-do-and-how-we-work/policy-performance-and-partnerships/policies-and-strategies/minerals-and-waste-planning-policies/adopted-policy-documents
https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/what-we-do-and-how-we-work/policy-performance-and-partnerships/policies-and-strategies/minerals-and-waste-planning-policies/adopted-policy-documents
https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/what-we-do-and-how-we-work/policy-performance-and-partnerships/policies-and-strategies/minerals-and-waste-planning-policies/adopted-policy-documents
https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/what-we-do-and-how-we-work/policy-performance-and-partnerships/policies-and-strategies/minerals-and-waste-planning-policies/adopted-policy-documents
https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/what-we-do-and-how-we-work/policy-performance-and-partnerships/policies-and-strategies/minerals-and-waste-planning-policies/adopted-policy-documents
https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/what-we-do-and-how-we-work/policy-performance-and-partnerships/policies-and-strategies/minerals-and-waste-planning-policies/adopted-policy-documents
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20219/core_strategy/112/core_strategy_explained
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20185/planning_policy_research/383/landscape_character_assessment
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20185/planning_policy_research/383/landscape_character_assessment
https://www.west-norfolk.gov.uk/info/20185/planning_policy_research/383/landscape_character_assessment
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance

Name Telephone Number Email address
Andrew Harriss 01603 224147 andrew.harriss@norfolk.gov.uk

If you need this report in large print, audio, Braille,
IN A alternative format or in a different language please
v TRAN contact 0344 800 8020 and ask for Andrew Harriss or
textphone 0344 800 8011 and we will do our best to
help.

communication for all
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