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1.0    Introduction 

1.0.1 The West Berkshire Replacement Minerals and Waste Local Plan (Plan) 

proposes the allocation of only one extraction site for soft sand 

(Chieveley) and only one site for sharp sand and gravel (Tidney Bed).  

Although these representations relate to the implications for Tidney 

Bed, the considerations of how extraction and the transportation of the 

aggregate are effected, relative to the considerations of Climate 

Change, are common to both sites. 

1.0.2 The manner proposed for the excavation of Tidney Bed and the 

importation of inert fill for the intended subsequent site restoration 

would have widespread and lengthy ramifications.  These impacts 

would not only have significance to Climate Change but also the 

numerous receptors that would be negatively impacted.  These 

receptors include the setting of the nationally important North Wessex 

Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the setting of 

the Heritage Asset of Tyle Mill Conservation Area. 

2.0  Proposed Main Modifications (MM) 

2.0.1 MM2, MM3 and MM5 all incorporate the new wording “taking into 

account climate change” in a retrospective response to an avalanche 

of criticisms made during the February 2022 virtual hearings.  These 

criticisms were not only from those participating but also from 

neighbouring authorities who were consultees to the process (South 

Oxford District Council and Vale of White Horse pp16+17 CD004I).  Such 

an important consideration of factoring in Climate Change into the 

provision of aggregates is by no means new to the Council.  The 

belated introduction of the new wording merely highlights the 

shortcomings of the Plan process to date. 

2.0.2 However, the introduced wording “taking into account climate 

change”, does not change the situation where objectives do not 

include minimising/eradicating the harmful effect of HGV movements 

and CO2 emissions on sites such as Tidney Bed, particularly when 

alternative sites are accessed by conveyor belts and are close to 

processing plants.  Without implementing clear objectives, such words 

are meaningless. 

2.0.3 Notwithstanding the weight of virtual hearing observations relating to 

Climate Change, there has been no attempt to reconsider this 

important point in the Plan.  The Plan is required to take into account 

Climate Change but has not demonstrated how this will be achieved 

and has resolutely stuck with their allocations without giving due 

consideration to Climate Change and sustainability.  This is unsound 

and we believe not legally compliant.  



2.0.4 Although West Berks Climate Emergency Declaration was confirmed in 

July 2019, it is a significant aberration that the subsequent Nov 2020 Site 

Selection Methodology (EB005) did not include Climate Change as a 

topic area in the RAG rating system (Table 1 page2 EB005); a 

mechanism that was intended to help assess the impacts of potential 

development sites (Appendix 3 page 12 EB005).  Had the Council been 

serious in its commitment to CO2 neutrality by 2030, this topic should 

have been included in as a keystone in the decision-making process. 

The red coding in RAG means that any topic referred to has no suitable 

mitigation prospect, which means that “the site is unlikely to proceed” 

(Table 1 page 2 EB005).  The topic of unsustainable haulage by HGVs 

for each site was not assessed.  

The serious omission of Climate Change and sustainability in the site 

selection process renders the site allocation methodology unsound. 

 2.0.5 The anticipated 15 years duration of Tidney Bed, with its unmitigated 

unsustainable haulage movements, would extend significantly beyond 

the aspired 2030 Council’s carbon neutral aim.  These haulage 

movements would have serious negative implications for the Council’s 

carbon neutral aim.  

2.0.6 In the interest of completeness, para 2.37 of the Proposed Main 

Modifications Consultation, under the heading ‘Evidence Base’, should 

incorporate a more comprehensive list of studies that have informed 

the Plan process.  This is important, given the statement in para 2.37 

that the “plan has to be based on a robust and credible evidence 

base”. 

2.0.7 With that in mind, Core Document CD004E, Statement of Consultation 

Annex 1 April 2015, is especially relevant.  Under Issue 8 ‘Movement of 

Aggregates’ on page 43, taking direction from the NPPF at the time, it 

directs the need for solutions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 

that Plans should facilitate sustainable modes of transport.  The 

document expressly refers to the consideration of more sustainable 

transportation methodologies and states the Authority (i.e. West Berks) 

“considers that an approach that places an emphasis on road 

transport as the primary transportation methodology would not be an 

appropriate approach to pursue” (Page 44).  The chronology of this 

core document speaks volumes, given that all the subsequent ‘robust’ 

reports and decisions relating to allocation were silent on balancing 

movement of aggregates (and waste backfill) with respect to Climate 

Change.  Fundamentally, sites were not considered relative to their 

proximity to established processing plants and/or the opportunity to 

transfer aggregates by conveyor belt.  The outcome of these oversights 

is that the allocated Tidney Bed, with its 1 million tonne mineral 



resource, would be wholly reliant on HGV haulage for both the 

excavated aggregates and imported inert fill (the aspired restoration 

medium).  Once again in these MMs, the directives of the current NPPF 

have belatedly prompted the Council to contemplate the implications 

of Climate Change by introducing what seems a hollow need to 

consider the effects of Climate Change given the unsustainable 

allocation of this site. 

2.0.8 Certainly, the isolated Tidney Bed site, wholly reliant on HGV 

movements, has no correlation with the MM2 ‘Vision’ (para 3.2) of 

delivering mineral resources in locations in the most sustainable way.  

Similarly, with MM5 the incorporation of the Climate Change wording 

completely ignores the unsustainable location of the Tidney Bed site 

relative to a processing plant and the further implications of doubling 

HGV movements in order to restore the site with inert waste within the 

setting of a number of sensitive receptors. 

2.0.9  MM4 relates to maintaining a landbank but also adds “whilst also 

taking into account the potential for future contribution that should be 

made from mineral working in West Berkshire towards the aggregate 

supply needs of other areas”.  This could be regarded as carte blanche 

for exploitation of the mineral reserve in the district, notwithstanding the 

negative implications on the environment and Climate Change of 

transporting unspecified quantities of minerals further afield. 

2.0.10  MM10 states that “the total waste management capacity in the district 

still exceeds the quantity of waste generated”.  Notwithstanding any 

cross-boundary arrangements, any importation of waste from 

neighbouring districts would have HGV transport implications and 

inevitably increased CO2 emissions.  Any such proposal would need to 

be carefully balanced against the increasingly urgent need for 

reducing CO2 emissions and impacts on Climate Change.  Allocating 

mineral extraction sites for restoration with inert fill, regardless of 

context, should not be the default position. 

2.0.11 MM10 + MM11 Both relate to the capacity/shortfalls in waste 

management.  The first is additional text which acknowledges there is 

insufficient capacity to manage residual waste (whether through 

recovery or landfill) and the second is a text deletion relating to a 

shortfall in capacity at the bottom of the waste hierarchy (namely the 

valueless rejects that remain after the application of the waste 

hierarchy; these are often the type of material used to backfill mineral 

extraction sites).  These modifications rely heavily on the hypothetical; it 

would be more appropriate to state known circumstances (retain the 

text in MM11) and then qualify the text regarding projections on self-

sufficiency.  At an operational level the outcome of waste 



capacity/shortfalls have a bearing on the practical implication on site 

specifics, such as whether there is available material to restore a 

mineral site to existing levels and indeed whether it is appropriate to do 

so.  Merely that there is a resulting void following a mineral extraction 

should not automatically prompt its use as a receptor for waste.  At this 

juncture, considerations of Climate Change should kick in, such as the 

resulting impacts on the environment and people, as well as 

transportation implications but also to what extent biodiversity can be 

increased.  These considerations are further commented on under the 

topic EXAM 14 below (para 4.2).   

2.0.12 MM12 essentially promotes an automatic grant of planning permission 

for allocated sites such as Tidney Bed, save for ‘crossing the Ts’. This 

merely reinforces the ludicrous ‘journey’ of how this Plan has been 

directed to uphold the only sharp sand and gravel site allocated, 

despite its unsustainable location.  This modification fails to take into 

account any other circumstances, considerations and policies, 

including National policies, relevant at the time. 

We believe this is not legally compliant.  

2.0.13 MM20 identifies allocated sites with the express license to grant 

planning permission, given certain criteria, similar to MM12, regardless 

of any current circumstances or relevant policies.  

 We believe this is not legally compliant.  

2.0.14 Categorically we refute the assertion in MM20 that the Tidney Bed 

allocation is the least damaging potential site in terms of the effects on 

the environment and social sustainability as stated in the text.  There 

also remains a catalogue of ignored or dismissed receptors (both 

environmental and public have been highlighted) and the resulting, 

inappropriately weighted impacts of the proposed development on 

these receptors.  It was telling during the virtual hearings that the 

landscape consultant was providing reassurances ‘on the hoof’ for 

significant omissions in the alleged ‘robust and credible’ landscape 

report (EB007K).  

2.1.15 MM25 like MM12+20 is a virtual license for planning permission, in this 

case to permit waste backfill.  Again, this is regardless of any 

consideration of climate change (unsustainable transportation), 

prolonging impact on receptors and importantly, the interference of 

groundwater movement in the floodplain as a result of impervious 

rejected clays being the predominant backfill (i.e. the least valuable 

material in the waste hierarchy).  Furthermore, the spectre of waste 

recycling on site to separate out waste of value (part of the waste 

hierarchy) from the low value backfill would compound the activity, all 



within the setting of materially important receptors, including within the 

setting of the AONB.  

 We believe this is not legally compliant.  

2.0.16 MM30 has a similar bias to MM12+20+25 and relates to permanent 

construction aggregate infrastructure, which will be permitted on sites 

with permanent planning permission for mineral processing or handling, 

where it would not result in intensification of uses that would cause 

unacceptable harm to the environment.  

We believe this is not legally compliant. 

2.0.17 This modification could conflict with the findings of the Tidney Bed LVA 

(Landscape and Visual Assessment EB007 and EB007K) which was a 

primary plank in the site allocation process.  Section G 

Recommendations (pages 8/9, PDF pages 13/14) states “it is 

recommended that Area 21.1 [the site] is considered further as a 

potential mineral extraction site only: with no processing plant located 

on site to avoid a potential adverse Visual Impact on the adjoining 

escarpments, settlements and the canal (our underlining)”.   Any 

prospect of over-riding this caveat by the wording of this MM would 

renege on this intent and retrospectively, would change the goal posts 

in respect of site allocation criteria.  This would increase the negative 

weighting of the Landscape and Visual Impact significantly and 

potentially call into question the allocation of the Tidney Bed site.  This 

consideration is fundamental to the selection process and would 

necessitate an update of the LVA and, by implication, question the 

validity of the allocation process and selection of the Tidney Bed site. 

The prospect of a processing plant together with a failure to update 

the LVA accordingly, would render the selection and allocation of 

Tidney Bed unsound and we believe this is not legally compliant. 

2.0.18 The removal of the word ‘setting’ with respect to mineral and waste 

development in the setting of the AONB in MM31 would effectively 

render any sites located in the setting of the AONB as indistinguishable 

from any other site.   This is contrary to the express wording in the 

current NPPF (para 176).  The wording in MM32 with respect to 

development proposals within the setting is merely semantics.  There is 

nothing unusual to the expressed prerogative to sensitively locate and 

design sites to avoid/minimise adverse impacts.  Such considerations 

apply to the locality of any potential extraction site, irrespective of any 

qualitative landscape context. 



2.0.19 MM42 relates to minimising climate change (again!).  The relevance to 

Tidney Bed with respect to the impacts of unsustainable transport and 

the potential impacts of flood risk has been referred to above. 

  

3.0  March 2022 Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental 

Assessment (SA/SAE) 

3.0.1  We are informed on page 2 that the main aim of the SA/SEA is to 

promote sustainable development in the preparation of the Plan.  

Bearing that in mind, noting the forceful comments in the virtual 

hearings, the weightings/assessments in the various SA/SEA documents 

post INSP note 11 make surprising reading.  Essentially, the Council’s 

stance is that the allocated sites do not incur any significant issues with 

regard to sustainable considerations.  This is a corner stone document 

to the Plan that should provide some confidence in the soundness of 

the Plan process.      

3.1  March 2022 SA/SEA Non-Technical Summary (NTS)  

3.1.1  This states that the appraisal is an iterative process to ensure that 

sustainability issues are considered during the preparation and 

adoption of the MWLP (page 1) and that consultation responses feed 

into and influence the Plan (page 3).  Despite these suggestions, 

representations made during the consultation period and the February 

2022 virtual hearings have gone unheeded.  Page 3 of the NTS merely 

states that “no substantial changes to the outcomes of the SA/SEA 

have been identified”.  There is no explicit reference to Climate 

Change in the NTS and apart from Policy 25 ‘Climate Change’ there 

appears to be no other acknowledgement to the need to act in 

mitigating the consequences of, for example, unsustainable traffic 

haulage movements. 

3.1.2 If the weightings and judgments that derived from the professional 

reports were over/understated, these fed through to the RAG process 

which in turn informed the SA/SEA.  Our assertion has always been that 

the Tidney allocation has not been based on adequately balanced 

information.  The shortcomings of the LVA report referred to have not 

prompted an addendum.  With respect to the changes in the SA/SEA 

post virtual hearings, who has decided on the weighting of these 

changes, given there is no further information relating to the 

judgements? 

 

 



3.2  Appendix 5 SA/SEA 

3.2.1 The following extracts are highlighted to contrast with representations 

in the virtual hearings, particularly the need to embrace the 

implications of Climate Change with respect to unsustainable haulage 

movements.  

Policy 1 ‘Sustainable Development’; regarding the “Effects of site 

allocation on SA objectives” all the objectives listed are deemed to 

have a positive (green) impact as a result of the development.  These 

include categories that were aired with some vigour, namely 3) Risk of 

flooding, 5) Cultural heritage assets and archaeology, 6) Impact on 

landscape character and 10) Sustainable transport.   

Given that sustainable transport is a primary consideration with respect 

to Climate Change; the following are summaries of how Appendix 5 

policy references deal with this issue: 

Policy 2 ‘Landbank and Need’; Objective10) Sustainable transport is 

weighted ‘neutral effect’ as it is “unlikely to be an impact on any 

element of sustainability”. 

Policy 3 ‘Self Sufficiency in Waste Management’; Objective 10) 

Sustainable transport is weighted identical to policy 2 in terms of effect 

and impact. 

Policy 4 ‘Location of Development-Aggregates’; Objective 10) 

Sustainable transport effect is both ‘negative’ and ‘neutral’.  The text 

amplification states that “location of the allocation sites means that 

alternatives to road transport are unlikely”. 

COMMENT: This is a fundamental recognition that the Tidney Bed is 

poorly located with regard to sustainable haulage.  This is even more 

relevant given the Council had recognised the impact of haulage on 

climate considerations as far back as 2015 (see para 2.0.3 above).  The 

Council has acceded that proximity to established processing plants 

(via conveyor) could have been a “potential benefit” had they 

bothered to factor this information into the site selection process (see 

para 4.0.2 PS 3/6). 

Policy 5 ‘Location of Development-Waste’; Objective 10) Sustainable 

transport effect is considered ‘negative’ and ‘neutral’.  Despite 

imported waste restoration fill being likely to incur similar haulage 

movements contemplated under Policy 4, the wording is more 

tentative, namely “possible negative impact on environmental 

sustainability” (our underlining). 



Policy 22 ‘Transport’; perversely Objective 10) Sustainable transport 

effect is considered ‘positive’. 

Policy 25 ‘Climate Change’; all of the 14 objectives when considered 

against the effect of site allocation are deemed to be either ‘neutral’, 

‘positive’ or ‘significantly positive’! 

Policy 30 ‘Tidney Bed’; the primary effects of site allocation on the 14 

objectives are primarily ‘neutral’ but also some ‘positive’, some 

‘uncertain’ and some ‘negative’.  Included in the latter, under 

objective 11) is the negative impact on environmental sustainability 

due to waste infill required for site restoration.  Given this 

acknowledgement, why the Council insistence that restoration of 

Tidney Bed should be to existing levels? 

3.3  Appendix 8 SA/SEA 

3.3.1 The text assertion is that despite not subjecting the MMs to a SA/SEA 

review, this does not in any event change the compatibility of the 

MWLP objectives. 

4.0   Post Hearing documents (from refs EXAM 8-15) 

4.1  EXAM 13 refers to the West Berks Climate Emergency Declaration of 2nd 

July 2019 and the decision to limit negative impacts of Climate 

Breakdown.  Notwithstanding this belated wakeup call (afterall 

‘Conference of the Partners’ [COP 1] was in 1995) and the already 

acknowledged 2015 effect of unsustainable transport relating to 

mineral extraction (see para 2.0.7 above), there is still time to act.  

Crucially, the Plan is still in process and the allocated sites have no 

planning permission.  Given the stated iterative process that was 

adopted with the SA/SEA (see para 3.1 above) why isn’t the Council 

adopting a more proactive stance?  Para 2.2 of EXAM 13 refers to how 

policy making and actions would help reduce the district’s carbon 

footprint; is this merely rhetoric?  It is acknowledged in para 4.1 of the 

document, the associated Environmental Strategy and Delivery Plan 

does not refer to minerals and waste.  This oversight is addressed by 

delegation in para 4.4 to the MWLP and the MMs, the shortcomings of 

which are referred to above.  

4.2   EXAM 14 is the Council’s response to inert fill availability for site 

restoration.  It follows on from the imperative in the landscape report 

that Tidney Bed should be restored in a “timely manner” and that there 

is sufficient inert fill in West Berkshire to action this.  It is accepted that 

the inert fill is sourced from Construction, Demolition and Excavation 

waste.  Exam 14 advances a proposition that, based on estimates, 

there should be available annually an “approximate” amount of the 



necessary restoration fill for both Chieveley and Tidney Bed.  Whether 

or not this is considered as ‘recovery’ or ‘disposal’, what is not clear is 

whether this estimated waste (be it the valueless material from the 

bottom of the waste hierarchy) is also being directed towards extant, 

active sites undergoing progressive restoration.  There is no possible 

guarantee that these estimates of fill would be re-directed to the two 

allocated sites under consideration. 

5.0 Conclusions 

• Although MM2, MM3 and MM5 incorporate the new words “taking into 

account climate change”; merely adding these words does nothing to 

exonerate the Plan which is required to take into account Climate 

Change and has not done so.  

We believe that many of the MMs commented on above are not 

legally compliant. 

• The Council acknowledges that reliance on road transport is an 

inappropriate approach because it is a driver for greenhouse gas 

emissions.  Tidney Bed relies entirely on this approach for the exported 

aggregate and imported inert fill.   The default of utilising conveyor/links 

to permitted processing plants was never a consideration in the 

allocation process.   

• With regard to restoring the site using inert fill, whether this is considered 

‘recovery’ or ‘disposal’, this still requires an approximate doubling of 

transport movements to import the material.  Rather than consider an 

extraction void as an opportunity to dump waste, far better to consider 

a more holistic approach to restoration at lower levels.  This would 

resolve issues of potential pluvial flooding from utilising more impervious 

backfill than the porous aggregate it would replace; reduce the 

carbon footprint due to the unsustainable transport movements and 

importantly, allow the possibility to create a real difference by 

increasing biodiversity/rewilding rather than merely acceding to a 

limited percentage increase in biodiversity associated with returning 

land to agriculture.    

• With regard to MM30 and the prospect of permitting permanent 

construction aggregate infrastructure, it would be perverse to adopt 

the findings of the landscape report (LVA), which expressly ruled out 

processing on site, and then to provide a mechanism to renege on this 

fundamental plank for allocating Tidney Bed. 



• Tidney Bed reports have not been adjusted to take cognisance of the 

inaccuracies and omissions highlighted initially in the representations 

and the subsequent virtual hearings.  In particular: 

i) An updated visual assessment (LVA) that would incorporate the 

new elevated vantage points associated with the Ufton Lane 

Railway Bridge and approaches.  This would require a revised 

RAG weighting of the site.  The resulting uninterrupted views over 

the majority of the site would, using the LVAs methodology, 

introduce a significant impact that, potentially, could have ruled 

out the site from the allocation process. 

ii) Revisit the RAG scores which, using the definitions on scoring in 

the methodology, were found wanting with respect to flooding 

and archaeology.  

iii) Incorporate Transportation and Sustainability into the RAG site 

selection methodology.  

iv) There remains no update following the direction in the 2021 NPPF 

para 176 as to whether development at Tidney Bed [within the 

AONB setting] has been sensitively located and designed to 

avoid or minimise adverse impacts on the designated area.  It 

remains insufficient to rely on a 2016 landscape report that did 

not explicitly factor in AONB setting or balance the effects of the 

proposed development on that setting.  

• From the post hearing documents and indeed the whole Plan process 

to date, it would appear that the Council’s approach is to ignore valid 

concerns regarding the soundness and legality of the Plan.  Despite 

their protestations that the Plan is based on robust and credible 

evidence, which we refute, their imperative appears to pursue the 

allocation of the Chieveley and Tidney Bed regardless of all their 

shortcomings.  

 

Paul & Victoria Machin 

5th July 2022  

 

 

 


