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This is a document to provide Dartmoor National Park Authority’s response to the further information
supplied by Atkins in relation to the June 2016 Environmental Statement for the Proposed Extension to
Linhay Hill Quarry. The following submitted documents have been reviewed:


Proposed Extension to Linhay Hill Quarry, Environmental Statement – Regulation 22 Further
Information, E&JW Glendinning Ltd; Atkins, July 2017



Extension to Linhay Hill Quarry, Environmental Statement – Regulation 22, Further Information
Appendices Vol 1, E&JW Glendinning Ltd, June 2017



Extension to Linhay Hill Quarry, Environmental Statement – Regulation 22 Further Information
Appendices Vol 2, E&JW Glendinning Ltd

In some cases the further information that has been provided has enabled the Regulation 22 request to be
downgraded to a clarification. These are identified in the text by the phrase, “This request can now be
treated as a clarification”.
Following the first version of this report, a copy was provided to the applicant and their consultants to help
support their production of a response to the remaining requests. This was followed by a meeting /
conference call between the applicant and their consultants, and DNPA and their consultants. This approach
has also been taken to finalise the tables presented here.
The applicant subsequently provided an initial response to some of the queries which are shown in red text
in the fifth column of Table 1.1.
DNPA and their consultants have reviewed the responses and provided some clarifications and amendments
to aid the applicant in completing their final response which will be published and consulted upon. This
Table 1.1 covers both requests for information under Regulation 22 of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 (as amended) and clarifications for information to aid
understanding of the Environmental Statement. This table sets out the initial requests made by Amec Foster
Wheeler in their report dated 22 December 2016. These are numbered in accordance with Table 2.1 in that
document.
The first column of Table 1.1 identifies the topic under consideration.
The second column sets DNPA’s requests for further information (Regulation 22 requests) and clarifications
to aid understanding of the Environmental Statement.
The third column of Table 1.1 includes an outline of the additional information provided in response by Atkins
(Atkins document title “Proposed Extension to Linhay Hill Quarry Environmental Statement – Regulation 22,
Further Information; EJW Glendinning Ltd July 2017)).
The fourth column of Table 1.1 provides DNPA’s preliminary response to the Regulation 22 Further
Information provided by the applicant.
The fifth column sets out the applicant’s draft comments on DNPA’s preliminary response.
The sixth column contains DNPA’s finalised response. DNPA’s finalised response confirms whether the
applicant’s Regulation 22 Further Information is acceptable and no further information is required, or
describes where DNPA requires further information before the request can be closed. Where enough
information is provided and no further action is required, this column will say ‘no further information is
required’. These requests can therefore be considered to be completed.
Table 1.2 provides responses to the planning clarifications raised within the Amec Foster Wheeler report
from 22 December 2016 (these points are therefore being considered separately to the Regulation 22
process).
The full text of the Applicant’s Regulation 22 Information is large and so not appended to this document.
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Table 1.1
Topic

Responses to further information submitted by Atkins on the Linhay Hill Quarry Environmental Statement (July 2017)
Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

Requests for further information (Regulation 22 requests)
Project
descriptio
n

1 Ensure the
potential effects of
deepening the
quarry and the
restoration phase
are addressed
through all topic
chapters, even if it
is to scope out
potential effects;

The potential effects of
deepening the quarry
will be submitted in a
separate Regulation 22
response

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.-

A response to this Regulation 22 request will be
completed once all of the further information
has been supplied

2 Provide missing
information / data
to complete the
baseline for land
stability and
transport and then
amend the
assessments to
address the
additional
information where
necessary

The further information
submitted for the land
stability baseline will be
submitted in a separate
Regulation 22 response

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.

A response to this Regulation 22 request will be
completed once all of the further information
has been supplied
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Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

3 Provide further
details on what
assumptions have
been used to
establish the
potential
operational effects
of the development
– such as (but not
limited to) traffic
movements that
could be
generated.

Further rationale as to
how production demand
is determined is
supplied in Chapter 7 of
the Regulation 22
response.

It is assumed from Devon County Council
predictions on sales that a rise in demand
for crushed rock (i.e. not fall) is
anticipated.
Paragraph 15.154 of the Regulation 22
response provides further discussions and
possible predictions of levels of increase
based on forecast population growth.

It should be noted that there are no
restrictions on the level of production on
the current planning permissions for the
quarry. The levels of current production
have been supplied in confidence and
will be updated to include the maximum
level that has taken place in the past,
which is higher than the current level.
This figure is also available from DCC as
advised in para 2.8 of the Reg 22
Response.
The Reg 22 Response says (para 2.18)
that a possible scenario is that the rate of
production might increase in line with the
predicted population increase as
described in the 6th Devon LAA at para
4.1.2. This indicates possible population
growth of 11% between 2014 and 2033.
This is the scenario used to calculate the
figures in table 2-2 of the Reg 22
Response.

We confirm that no further information is
needed about blasting.

In addition, the applicant is asked to
confirm whether changes would be
necessary to the EMES or final restoration
plans to address any modifications to the
progression of quarrying.
Further information is required on the
assumptions to back up the conclusions
that no significant adverse effects will
arise or that effects will only be beneficial

On this basis a 11% increase in traffic is
predicted by 2033, which is considered
not likely to make a significant adverse
difference for the reasons set out in table
2-3 .

September 2018
Doc Ref. 37794-00

The applicant has confirmed that they have
provided the DNPA with the current level of
production in confidence.
The applicant has been helpful in providing
additional information as requested. The
Transport Assessment and the ES chapter lacked
an assessment of environmental effects and
traffic impact on Balland Lane as a result of the
development. Given that the two site accesses
are off Balland Lane, and that there are
proposed improvements to a section of the
route which might attract more traffic, this was
considered to be an omission in the
assessments. Following the Regulation 22
requests for additional information, evidence of
Balland Lane traffic flow data without and with
the development proposal has been supplied by
the applicant. The clarification is sufficient to
understand that Balland Lane is not a sensitive
route and that the level of growth as a result of
the development is below the threshold of
significance identified in relevant guidance. No
further information required.

7

Topic

© Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions UK Limited

Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

Similarly, the Reg 22 Response confirms
in table 2-3 that all future blasting will be
within current approved levels – which
are described in the ES at para 13.35, and
a lower ppv limit is proposed as
described in para 13.126.
Given this, and against the background of
the fall in the frequency of blasting that
has occurred in the last 20 years or so,
when hard rock quarries commonly
blasted every day, it will be clear to
informed commentators that a possible
11% increase in the frequency of blasting
on the current occurrence of blasting (as
set out in Tables 13-12 and 13-13 of the
ES) is insignificant.
The only possible response to the draft
comments will be to point out where
relevant information is already presented
in the ES and Reg 22 Response, and on
this basis it was agreed at the meeting on
14 November that the AFW response
would be revisited.

6 Include
consideration of
the future baseline
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The approach taken in
each of the topic
chapters with regards to

The approach to the future baseline will
differ between topic chapters. Please first
confirm the overall factors that are likely

The overall approach to the future
baseline question was to consider
possible changes to the current baseline

Please first confirm the overall factors that are
likely to influence the future baseline for each
topic as each topic addresses the future baseline
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Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

in the assessments
in all topic chapters

the future baseline is
provided in sections
4.20 – 4.60.

to influence the future baseline for each
topic as each topic addresses the future
baseline differently. For example, socio
economics concludes with the benefits
that will be lost if the development does
not go ahead, whereas ecology concludes
with how the quarry extension would sit
within a future baseline scenario. Please
confirm the overall approach, therefore.

which would occur if the development
did not take place. This approach was
supplemented by other approaches in
some topics where considered relevant.

differently. This shouldn’t focus solely on the
future position of a quarry extension or quarry
closure. The future baseline assessment needs to
remain objective and to consider any adverse
effects alongside any benefits (beneficial effects)

The future baseline section is not
intended to be a subjective assessment of
the possible benefits that will be lost if
the development does not go ahead.
Then please confirm the receptors that
could be affected and how, along with an
acknowledgement of the changes that
may take place at the different phases of
development. By its nature, assessment of
future baseline is not always possible to
determine quantitatively but this should
be done where possible (such as using
traffic or climate projections and
associated noise / air / flood effects).

Specific queries for topics are as follows:
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This was the case with both Socio
economics and ecology. With socio
economics the description included
mention of community benefits which
were part of the application, and made
the point that these benefits would not
be realised in the absence of the
extension proposals, including by
reference to the restoration condition on
the current planning permission for the
quarry. The reasons for this are two-fold
and linked: firstly the NPPF requires
‘great weight’ to be given to the benefits
of mineral extraction’ thus the coverage
of these community benefits underlined
this point; secondly the DNPA and its
consultants spend some time focussing
on the community benefits that might be
included in the application as part of the
pre-application process. This was
logically interpreted as an indication that
these community benefits were
important. Therefore it was considered

Then please confirm the receptors that could be
affected and how, along with an
acknowledgement of the changes that may take
place at the different phases of development –
topics should consider changes in the local area
that would occur and predicting the effect that
would have on the baseline, but not solely
related to the expansion or not of the quarry; for
example, changes in farming practices, changes
in the landscape, future housing or other known
changes to development locally.
The applicant has provided clarification on the
approach taken to future baseline in separate
correspondence, which will be provided in their
response..
Specific queries for topics are as follows:
Landscape
The future baseline should also consider
changes in land use (such as farming practices)
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Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Landscape
The future baseline should also consider
changes in land use (such as farming
practices) will occur. This is to an extent
covered in the section on ecology. Further
information is required.

Economic and social effects
Please check emerging replacement Local
Plan
Flood risk and water resources
The applicant confirms that a future
Regulation 22 response will address this.
Further information is required.
Heritage
What are the future baseline changes
relating to setting or loss of heritage
assets? Please confirm this response.

Land stability
The applicant confirms that a future
Regulation 22 response will address this.
Further information is required.
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Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

relevant to mention them in this future
baseline context. We disagree that these
community benefits are ‘subjective’ as
suggested in the comment.

will occur. This is to an extent covered in the
section on ecology. Further information is
requested.

The coverage in the conclusion of the
ecology future baseline section was
provided as a reassurance that the
predicted ecological mitigation and
enhancement measures would be
realised in a future baseline scenario.
In both these cases, the supplementary
coverage was in addition to
consideration of the ‘do nothing’
baseline.
The responses to the specific queries for
topics are:
Landscape
We apologise: the cross reference to
likely changes in farming practices in
para 5.31 (cross referenced in Reg 22
Response para 4.23 of the Landscape
section on future baseline) is incorrect.
The cross reference was given as para
4.46, whereas in fact it should have been

Economic and social effects
Please check existing and emerging replacement
Development Plans, any current or emerging
development proposals and plans in the
surrounding area and identify any consequential
changes in the receptors that could be affected
by the proposals, and how they could be
affected.
Further information on the future economic and
social baseline will be provided aside from any
implications of the quarry extension not going
ahead.
Flood risk and water resources
The applicant confirms that a future Regulation
22 response will address this. Further
information is awaited.
Heritage
Further information to understand the reasoning
behind the statement that there are no changes
to the future baseline that were relevant is
required.
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Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

para 4.49 onwards. These paragraphs
describe how climate change might affect
agricultural and forestry practices and
associated land uses.

Land stability
The applicant confirms that a future Regulation
22 response will address this.

Economic and social effects
Please advise what relevant information
there might be in the emerging
replacement Local Plan, apart from that
Ashburton remains recognised as one of
the largest Towns in the National Park
area, referred to as Local Centres in the
adopted Core Strategy.
Flood risk and water resources
Should say ‘Further information is
awaited’.
Heritage
We have endeavoured to refer to
independent publications in describing
the future baseline for the various topics
covered in the ES. We are not aware of
any such independent publication for
Heritage, thus any description of future
baseline changes to setting or loss of
heritage assets would be purely
speculative and based on hypotheses of
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Topic

Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

an infinite number of potential changes
or owner/use etc and therefore not
appropriate in an ES
7 Provide an
assessment of
effects for land
stability

Landscap
e and
visual

9 A 2.5km detailed
study area and a
12km general study
area should be
used for both
landscape and
visual assessments
unless otherwise
agreed with the
DNPA Landscape
officer
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The further information
requested for land
stability will be
submitted in a separate
Regulation 22 response

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.

The applicant has
produced revised and
additional ZTV figures,
Appendix 5.1 Zone of
Theoretical Visibility
maps, A 2.1-2.7.

The additional figures are useful in terms
of understanding the geographical extent
of theoretical visibility. However, there
needs to be an accompanying
methodology to verify that they are
accurate and produced in accordance
with best practice particularly with regard
to an explanation of how exclusion zones
for buildings and woodland have been
derived. It would also be useful if the
underlying base mapping could be more
prominent to provide a more
comprehensive and accurate
understanding of the areas potentially
affected (an example of the type of base
mapping is attached at the end of this
report).

Further rationale is also
provided on the
selection of study area.

Should say ‘Further information is
awaited’.

A response to this Regulation 22 request will be
completed once all of the further information
has been supplied.

ZTVs do not use exclusion zones for
buildings or vegetation at this scale. We
suggest the methodology is reviewed
and this aspect of the draft comments
removed.
The methodology for production of the
ZTVs is presented in paras 8.45 onwards.

The additional figures are useful in terms of
understanding the geographical extent of
theoretical visibility. However, the figures do not
show the required level of detail to be able to
see the underlying information. The ZTV will
need to show the underlying OS mapping so
that the viewer can understand the full range of
receptors which may be affected.

Further information is required.

The transparency in the ZTV figures was
adjusted in the Reg 22 response to
convey the OS mapping. The ZTVs in the
ES were produced to a different scale to
the example provided in the draft
comments on the Reg 22 Response. We
can add some place names to the latest
ZTV maps if that would be helpful.

The applicant discusses the rationale for the
detailed 2.5km which is generally acceptable.
However, the reason for requesting the 12km
area to be considered was so that potential
landscape and visual effects in the wider
landscape could be considered. The applicant
states at paragraph 5.4 that there are no
additional viewpoints from which the proposed
extension will be visible apart from those already
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Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

September 2018
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Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

The applicant discusses the rationale for
the detailed 2.5km which is generally
acceptable. However, the reason for
requesting the 12km area to be
considered was so that potential
landscape and visual effects in the wider
landscape could be considered. The ZTV
figures illustrate fairly extensive areas of
visibility approximately 8-11km to the
south west of the proposed development
within the National Park. It would be
useful to understand the nature of this
visibility in more detail, which receptors
are affected and how the development
will generally be perceived from this area
and specifically if any of the special
characteristics of the park will be affected.
The further information provided does
not seem to provide confirmation on
these matters.
The applicant states that,
‘All potential near and distant viewpoints
were visited and annotated photographs
produced for all sites where the proposed
extension was confirmed as being visible –
see para 8.31 of the ES/ para 2.15 of the
LVIA in Appendix 8A. As confirmed in para
8.155 (last sentence) there are no

The viewpoints to be considered in both
the 2.5km and 12km study areas were
agreed with the DNPA landscape officer
(and AFW) an early stage in the preapplication process, and confirmed in the
Scoping Opinion.

identified in the ES”. However, we note that
selected viewpoints are often chosen to be
representative of a range of many possible
viewpoints. The ZTV figures illustrate fairly
extensive areas of visibility approximately 811km to the south west of the proposed
development within the National Park.

The viewpoints 40 to 43 were agreed as
representative of the areas of visibility to
the south west. We consider therefore
that the ES and Reg 22 Response already
describe the nature of this visibility in
detail, confirm which receptors are
affected, describe and illustrate the way
that the development will generally be
perceived from this area and consider the
effect on the special characteristics of the
park.
Having visited all areas identified in the
ZTVs we did not find any other
viewpoints that have not already been
represented in the ES.
Furthermore, with the finding that none
of the identified distant viewpoints will
be significantly adversely affected by the
proposals, we do not consider that

This area has subsequently been discussed with
the applicant and the requirements of the
request explained through a conference call with
the applicant.
Please determine the nature of this visibility in
more detail, which receptors are affected and
how the development will generally be
perceived from this area and specifically if any of
the special characteristics of the Park will be
affected. It is not necessary to identify all the
possible viewpoints but the general nature of
visibility of the proposals could be described.
The significance of visual effects needs to be
reviewed in relation to the anomalies in Table 8
in the LVIA.
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Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

additional viewpoints from which the
proposed extension will be visible apart
from those already identified in the ES.
Therefore the required visual assessments
within both the detailed and general Study
Areas have all been undertaken in the
preparation of the ES’ (Section 5.4, P.27).
With regard to this statement the
applicant considers it unlikely that there
are additional viewpoints from which the
development would be visible other than
those in the ES.

requests for further detail is justified. This
comment should therefore be withdrawn

However, we advise that a summary of
the nature of visibility from this south
western section of the study area within
the national park where extensive visibility
is indicated on the ZTV is needed.
As previously stated the ZTV will need to
show the underlying OS mapping so that
the viewer can understand the full range
of receptors which may be affected. An
example of the type of map that would be
helpful is provided in Figure 1 at the end
of this report.
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See below for a response on the
significance of visual effects in table 8.
Please clarify how this relates to ZTVs.

DNPA final response
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Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

GLVIA3 (6.35 page 114) specifically notes
that the ‘’division of visual receptors
susceptibility to change (sensitivity) is not
black and white and in reality there will be
a gradation in susceptibility to change’’.

The applicant has revised the sensitivity of some
visual receptors including users of the open
access land from medium to high which is
considered to be appropriate. However, the
sensitivity rating of PROW users has not been
amended. A medium sensitivity has been
applied to all PROWs. Whilst GLVIA3 (6.35 page
114) specifically notes that the ‘’division of visual
receptors susceptibility to change (sensitivity) is
not black and white and in reality there will be a
gradation in susceptibility to change’’, it also
states
(6.33, p 113) “The visual receptors most
susceptible to change are generally likely to
include:
…people, whether residents or visitors, who are
engaged in outdoor recreation, including use of
public right of way”.

The significance of visual effects needs to
be reviewed in relation to the anomalies
in table 8 as discussed below.

11 Review your
assessment of the
valuation of
receptors and your
judgement of likely
significance of all
affected receptors
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Revised details
confirming the
sensitivity of certain
receptors are provided.
The applicant considers
that assessment of
further viewpoints is not
required.

The applicant has revised the sensitivity of
some visual receptors including users of
the open access land from medium to
high which is considered to be
appropriate. However, the sensitivity
rating of PROW users is still considered to
be medium. Normally PROW users would
be considered to be highly sensitive to
visual change because visual quality is an
important part of their experience.
PROW’s should be assessed as high
sensitivity receptors unless there are
specific reasons not to do so.
The assessment tables should be updated
to reflect these changes. The applicant
states that:
‘Due to the distance and nature of the
potential views of the development from
these viewpoints, it is not considered that
the conclusions on the significance of the
residual visual effects as reported for these
receptors in these tables needs to be
changed.’

The judgements made in the LVIA and in
the Reg 22 response to assess those
users of the open access land were
subsequently adjusted to high sensitivity
given the receptors focus is on the open
panoramic landscape, whilst those users
of the PROWs in the surrounding areas
such as Waye Lane and outside the DNP
were still adjudged to be less susceptible
to change due to the setting, nature and
extent of their views, and thus the
medium sensitivity ranking was upheld.
Please can AFW advise which PROWs in
the Study Areas from which the extension
will be visible are considered to have
high sensitivity which would alter the

Consequently, PROW users would normally be
considered to be highly sensitive to visual
change because views of the surrounding
landscape are an important part of their
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Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

However, there is the potential for these
sensitivity changes to increase the level of
effect to significant in some cases. The
example below is an extract from the
original LVIA (Table 62, Section 9.159, P.
137);

significance of the impact of the
proposals.

experience. PROW’s should be assessed as high
sensitivity receptors unless there are specific
reasons not to do so.

This shows that some users of the open
ground areas and PROW network would
experience a minor adverse magnitude of
change which at the moderate sensitivity
rating would result in a slight level of
effect which is below the significance
threshold. However, correctly using a high
sensitivity rating would result in a
slight/moderate level of effect where
moderate is considered to be significant.
It is considered that the assessment needs
to be updated to reflect these changes.
This issue is potentially important because
it relates to the earlier discussion
regarding the 12km study area and
potentially significant effects on the wider
national park.
Further information is required.
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The applicant is invited to assess each individual
PROW or subdivisions thereof in the study area
and to provide a justification for its judgement
about the level of sensitivity it is attributing in
each case. Further explanation is needed for the
reasons that some PROW users have been
assessed as medium sensitivity receptors.
A combination of high sensitivity and minor
magnitude of change result in a slight/moderate
level of effect where moderate effects are
considered significant but slight effects are not.
Several receptors in this area have been
assessed as experiencing a slight level of effect
(high sensitivity/minor magnitude of change)
but clearly according to the applicant’s
methodology this is close to the significance
threshold (high sensitivity/minor magnitude of
change could also be assessed as moderate and
significant) which is one of the reasons for
requesting further information on the visual
experience for receptors in this area.
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Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
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The assessment tables should be updated to
reflect these changes.
The applicant states that:
‘Due to the distance and nature of the potential
views of the development from these viewpoints,
it is not considered that the conclusions on the
significance of the residual visual effects as
reported for these receptors in these tables needs
to be changed.’
However, there is the potential for these
sensitivity changes to increase the level of effect
to significant in some cases. The example below
is an extract from the original LVIA (Table 62,
Section 9.159, P. 137);

This shows that some users of the open ground
areas and PROW network would experience a
minor adverse magnitude of change which at the
moderate sensitivity rating would result in a
slight level of effect which is below the
significance threshold. However, correctly using
a high sensitivity rating would result in a
slight/moderate level of effect where moderate is
considered to be significant.

September 2018
Doc Ref. 37794-00
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It is considered that the assessment needs to be
updated to reflect these changes.
This issue is potentially important because it
relates to the earlier discussion regarding the
12km study area and potentially significant
effects on the wider national park.
Further information is requested.

12 Provide an
assessment of the
completed
development on
the landscape

The applicant’s response
provides further
information about the
Dartmoor Landscape
Character Assessment
and how the quarry
extension will fit with it
on completion.
A table of amendments
to Chapter 8 of the
Environmental
Statement is provided to
demonstrate the
assessment of residual
effects of the
development on the
landscape.

September 2018
Doc Ref. 37794-00

In simple terms this request was made
because both the DNP Landscape Officer
and the Landscape Architects at Amec
Foster Wheeler who reviewed the report
found it difficult to establish from the
assessment the level of landscape effects
that the completed development would
introduce in relation to the existing
agricultural landscape.
Clearly it is accepted that this type of
development proceeds in a series of
phases and an assessment needs to be
made at each phase. However, it would
be useful to have a clear summary and
rationale relating to the overall situation
and this seems to be lacking.
The assessment appears to conclude that
the residual landscape upon completion

The further information requested by
AFW was provided in the Reg 22
response and we note that a baseline
comparison after 60 years is not
appropriate. Further expansion of
information could be provided to justify
the assessment and associated
conclusions however our conclusions will
not significantly change and our position
will have to remain as a matter of
difference of opinion.

The highlighted AFW comment is
quoting selectively. It is important to
register that as well as being of high
quality, the existing landscape is also

It is considered that the additional information
submitted by the applicant does not constitute a
complete or rigorous assessment of the impact
of the completed development on the
landscape. The information supplied still fails to
address adequately the effect of the proposals
on the existing baseline agricultural landscape
The assessment does not expressly acknowledge
or attach sufficient weight to the permanent
resulting loss of the existing landscape or
accurately represent the impact of the proposed
scheme on the distinctive characteristics and
valued attributes of the landscape as defined in
Landscape Character Type (Ashburton and
Dartmoor Foothills).
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DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

of quarrying and restoration would
introduce significant beneficial effects (in
relation to the existing landscape) and
that there would be no major detrimental
impact on ‘valued attributes’ for the LCT.
The further information response by the
applicant discusses a number of issues as
a means of justify this assessment,
including recommendations from the
Dartmoor Landscape Character
Assessment in relation to the existing
quarry, protection of existing field
patterns, introduction of water bodies,
introduction of new habitat, climate
change impacts etc. However, a clear
explanation of why the restored quarry
would provide landscape benefits in
relation to the existing agricultural
landscape (which is acknowledged as
being of high quality) is still lacking and
introduces an element of doubt into this
finding.
Further information is required.

assessed as being of moderate sensitivity
to change.

The applicant’s assessment states inter alia:
“….there would be no major detrimental impact
on the ‘valued attributes’ as outlined for this
LCT” (paragraph 5.48, Table 8.6). This is not
accepted.
The applicant makes some reasonable landscape
and wider points regarding the characteristics
and attributes of the restored quarry site
However, the applicant’s prediction that the
residual effects on the local landscape character
would be ‘moderate beneficial’ is considered to
be inaccurate, giving insufficient weight to the
permanent loss of an existing landscape and its
replacement with a different landscape which is
not identified in the LCA as characteristic.
Further explanation of how the assessment has
concluded that the restored quarry would
provide a ‘moderate beneficial’ effect in relation
to the baseline landscape which is described in
the LVIA as being of ‘high quality’. The
assessment considers the effects on a phase by
phase basis but would benefit from further
reasoned explanation as justification for this
assessment in relation to the baseline landscape.
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Further information is required.

13 Give
appropriate
coverage and
weight to the
Devon County
Council’s
Landscape
Character
Assessment and
the DNPA
Landscape
Character
Assessment and
review your
judgements having
regard to these
documents

The applicant’s response
provides additional
information relating to
the Landscape Character
Assessment and
provides tables updating
the assessment on
landscape character in
Chapter 8.

A number of amendments/changes have
been introduced which largely seem
acceptable. Again there is some doubt
regarding the ‘moderate beneficial’ effects
on the Ashburton and Dartmoor Foothills
LCA as shown on the extract below.
Essentially a landscape which is
characteristic of this LCA is being
removed and replaced with a restored
quarry which is *not characteristic and yet
the residual assessment is positive. It is
acknowledged that the assessment text
refers to a comparison with the stage 5
situation but the most important factor in
this scenario is the difference between the
baseline agricultural landscape and the
restored quarry.

Further information is required.

September 2018
Doc Ref. 37794-00

Please see response to item 12.
This is an incorrect interpretation of the
Devon Landscape Character Assessment.
The characteristics of the Ashburton and
Dartmoor Foothills LCA include
‘Past mining activity from the 16th to the
20th centuries evident along valleys through
remnant mining structures and industrial
remnants such as relic mine shafts’. See
https://new.devon.gov.uk/planning/planning
-policies/landscape/devon-characterareas/dartmoor-area/ashburton-anddartmoor-foothills
*In addition see note on the incidence of
restored quarries and mine-workings in
the wider National Park at the end of this
document.
The further information requested by
AFW was provided in the Reg 22
response. Any remaining issues now
amount to a difference of opinion.

A number of amendments/changes have been
introduced which largely seem acceptable.
However, the stated prediction of a ‘moderate
beneficial’ effects on the Ashburton and
Dartmoor Foothills LCA as shown on the extract
below is not accepted.

Although the presence of the existing Linhay Hill
Quarry is acknowledged in the Devon LCA and
the Dartmoor LCA and parts of the current site
has been a quarry for many decades, the
existing operational quarry does not sit well
within the ‘Distinctive Characteristic’ description,
‘Past mining activity from the 16th to the 20th
centuries evident along valleys through remnant
mining structures and industrial remnants such
as relic mine shafts’. The description of past
mining activity is not comparable in time, scale
or nature with the current operational Linhay Hill
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Quarry. At best there is a tenuous connection
relating to industrial heritage which is only one
of fifteen ‘Distinctive Characteristics’ of the
Ashburton and Dartmoor Foothills as defined in
the Devon LCA. The landscape character of the
proposed extension area matches the majority
of these distinctive characteristics, whereas the
existing quarry and proposed quarry extension
does not.
Clearly the existing quarry is ‘de facto’ a part of
the existing landscape and would one day, post
closure of the quarry, take its place as a past
industrial activity. But it is not consistent with
the majority of distinctive characteristics of this
LCA as a whole, nor or is it referred to under the
section of the LCA which seeks to define ‘Special
qualities and features’. In fact, where the existing
quarrying activity is referred to in the Devon
LCA, it appears in a different section of the LCA
as one of the ‘forces for change‘. Whilst a force
for change need not in itself be necessarily
negative the description of ‘Ongoing quarrying
at Ashburton’ in the section titled ‘Forces for
Change, Past and Current’ reads as follows:
‘Ongoing quarrying at Ashburton that has visual
impacts and reduces ‘tranquillity’. The
description of all other forces for change listed

September 2018
Doc Ref. 37794-00

21

Topic

© Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions UK Limited

Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

are also described by the LCA in terms of their
negative effects on the predominant landscape
character; the clear inference being that they are
not characteristic of the existing landscape.
Furthermore, reference to the potential
extension to Linhay Hill Quarry appears in the
LCA in the ‘Forces for change, Future’ section
and reads as follows: ‘Demand for new quarries
and expansion of existing sites to supply
building stone and aggregates for new
development – e.g. Linhay Hill limestone quarry
near Ashburton’. it is reasonable to deduce that
future expansion of Linhay Hill Quarry would
have similar landscape and visual impacts to
those attributed to the existing quarrying
activity.
Essentially a landscape which is characteristic of
this LCA would be removed and replaced initially
with an operational quarry and ultimately a
restored quarry, neither of which are compatible
with the predominant landscape character of the
area.
It is acknowledged that the assessment text
refers to a comparison with the stage 5 situation
but the most important factor in this scenario is

September 2018
Doc Ref. 37794-00

22

Topic

© Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions UK Limited

Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

the difference between the baseline agricultural
landscape and the restored quarry.”
The proposed development would result in the
loss of landscape elements which are
characteristic of this LCA and their replacement
with a very different landscape.
Further information is therefore required to
explain and justify the ‘moderate beneficial’
effects predicted in the LVIA for the Ashburton
and Dartmoor Foothills LCA. The baseline
landscape should be considered to be more
characteristic of the Ashburton and Dartmoor
Foothills LCA than the proposed development.
The applicant has identified one Ashburton and
Dartmoor Foothills LCA characteristic relating to
past mining activity but it is considered that the
remnant structures and infrastructure present in
the LCA are not directly comparable with the
nature and scale of the proposed development.
The LVIA lacks a strong rationale to justify the
‘moderate beneficial’ assessment and therefore
further information is requested.
The adopted Development Management and
Delivery Development Plan Document July 2013

September 2018
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(DMD) sets out policies to protect the
landscape. Policy DMD5 relates specifically to
the Dartmoor National Park Landscape
Character Assessment. It states, inter alia:
“Development proposals should conserve
and/or enhance the character and special
qualities of the Dartmoor landscape by:
respecting the valued attributes of landscape
character types identified in the Dartmoor
National Park Landscape Character
Assessment;…”
The DNPA document titled “A Landscape
Character assessment for Dartmoor National
Park’, LUC April 2017” is the latest version of the
LCA for Dartmoor and provides an update of the
previous Landscape Character Assessment which
was produced in 2010.
The document is on DNPA’s website:
http://www.dartmoor.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_f
ile/0007/976435/QUICK-GUIDE-local-planevidence-base-v2.pdf
The document forms part of a wider hierarchy of
landscape character assessment information

September 2018
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cascading down from the national, county to
local (Dartmoor) level and comprising the
National Character Areas (NCAs) and Devon
Character Areas (DCAs).
The NCAs and Devon’s LCAs are relevant, but
greatest weight should be given to Dartmoor
LCA because it is the most recent, it is the most
fine grained, it relates specifically to Dartmoor
National Park and there is direct reference to the
LCA in in the adopted DMD.
The 2017 LCA document explains at paragraph
3.5:
“This Landscape Character Assessment classifies
the National Park Landscape into ten different
Landscape Character Types (LCTs), based on a
Devon-wide approach. These represent distinct
types of landscape which are summarised in the
‘Devon Menu of LCTs….’.
The final Devon Menu of LCTs, containing
summary key characteristics for each LCT found
in Devon, is available here:
https://new.devon.gov.uk/planning/planningpolicies/landscape/devons-landscape-characterassessment

September 2018
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The LCT applicable in this case is 3A: Upper
Farmed and Wooded Slopes.
The area is defined on a plan at page 85 of the
LCA document and encompasses that part of
the National Park which includes Linhay Hill
Quarry and the proposed extension to Linhay
Hill Quarry, with the defined area running right
up to the Park boundary with the A38.
The following is an extract from LCA document
page 85 showing the extent of LCT 3A.

September 2018
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On page 87, the document lists the ‘Key
Characteristics’ and ‘Valued Attributes’ of LCT
3A.
Of particular relevance to this discussion is the
following key attribute:
“The landscape’s function as a transition between
developed areas and the wild moorland core of
the National Park.” P. 87
DNPA consider that the landscape of the
proposed extension to Linhay Hill Quarry
functions as part of the clear transition between
the developed A38 corridor (which forms the
National Park boundary at this point) and the
wild moorland core to the north west.

14 Provide an
assessment of the
visual and
landscape effects
associated with the
permanence of the
bunds

September 2018
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The applicant’s response
provides an updated
assessment of the
permanence of the
bunds.

The assessment acknowledges that the
bunds will be ‘incongruous features’ in the
‘short term’ but appear to underplay
longer term effects and the fundamental
change in the nature of visibility for some
receptors i.e. change from an open aspect
to foreshortened views where visibility
may progressively reduce as vegetation
matures.

Please advise exactly which recipients are
considered to have their visibility
‘fundamentally changed’’.
The further information requested by
AFW was provided in the Reg 22
Response. Further expansion of
information could be provided however
our conclusions will not change due to

The assessment and subsequent further
information does not recognise that these
features will introduce permanent landscape
change and the nature of visibility for some
receptors will be permanently changed. The
further information states:
’the native species woodland planting carried out
as part of the landscape mitigation strategy,
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The assessment needs to explicitly
describe the effect that the bunds will
introduce. Permanent landscape and
visual effects will be created and
fundamentally change the nature of
visibility for some receptors.

the limited number of visual receptors
within direct vicinity of the bunds.

would be long established permanent features
within the local landscape. As such, the planted
bunds will appear as a fully assimilated element
in the views of most of the identified visual
receptors..’
This is presented as fact and does not fully
provide an assessment of how the introduction
of these features will introduce permanent
landscape and visual change (paragraph 5.67).
The applicant is invited to assess the effect of
the proposed bunds on their selected receptors.

15 Consider the
impact of tree loss
on the character of
the landscape

September 2018
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The applicant’s response
provides an updated
assessment of the loss
of trees on the character
of the landscape.

The additional information provided is
useful in terms of understanding the
landscape effects resulting from tree
removal.
A general comment is that the
assessment tends to underplay the
importance of tree loss and overplay the
influence of replacement planting i.e. the
character provided by mature trees of
considerable age is lost when they are
removed and cannot be replaced in the
short to medium term by new planting.

AFW note the Reg 22 Response
‘’underplays’’ the importance of the tree
loss and ‘’overplays’’ mitigation
measures, however we would contest this
statement and believe the impact of tree
loss is adequately addressed within the
Reg 22 Response.
If by ‘mature trees of considerable age’
AFW means veteran trees, a rereading of
the Arboricultural Report in appendix 3B
of the ES will confirm that there are 8
such trees within the study area, of which
2 will be removed as a result of the

The additional information provided is useful in
terms of understanding the landscape effects
resulting from tree removal.
However, the influence of mature tree loss on
the landscape character, both in the quarry site
area and enabling works needs to be described.
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16 Review the
judgement that the
landscape within
the site is of
‘moderate’
sensitivity to
change
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Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

The applicant’s response
confirms;
Criteria for high
sensitivity
Of high quality with
distinctive elements and
features making a
positive contribution to
character and sense of
place.
Likely to be designated,
but the aspects that
underpin such value
may also be present
outside designated
areas, especially at the
local scale.
Areas of special
recognised value
through use, perception
or historic and cultural
associations

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

The influence of mature tree loss on
landscape character needs to be
described.

proposals. We stand by our position that
the impact of tree loss has already been
adequately addressed.

It is evident that the site comprises a
combination of characteristics of criteria
from both high and medium sensitivity
landscapes. A key aspect to determining
the correct sensitivity for the site is the
influence of the adjacent quarry and the
adjacent A38 dual carriageway. The
applicant is correct to note that the
landscape sensitivity of the site may be
influenced by these elements. However,
this is balanced by the DNPA Landscape
Officer’s assertion that because of
landform and vegetation cover, the site is
not overtly influenced by these
developments. It is also balanced by the
de facto experience in the field of the
limited impact of both the existing quarry
and the road on the landscape quality of
the site.

The further information requested by
AFW was provided in the Reg 22
response.
The AFW comment interprets the
applicant’s comments as saying that the
landscape sensitivity of the site ‘may be
influenced’ by the existing quarry and the
A38. This is incorrect. The applicant’s
position is that the sensitivity of the site
is influenced by these features. We make
reference to the Countryside
Commission’s views to support this. (see
1993 Boundary Review Report).
Our assessment and the view of the
DNPA Landscape Officer will have to
remain as a matter of difference of
opinion.

DNPA final response

It is evident that the site comprises a
combination of characteristics of criteria from
both high and medium sensitivity landscapes. A
key aspect to determining the sensitivity of the
site is the influence of the adjacent quarry and
the adjacent A38 dual carriageway.
DNPA Landscape Officer considers that the site
is not overtly influenced by these developments.
An extract from the DNPA Trees and Landscape
Officer comments dated 25th November 2016
states, inter alia:
“The [existing] Linhay Hill] quarry is an adjacent
feature, but there is a strong division in the
landscape between the quarry and the
development site. This is a situation where the
quarry does not have an undue negative
influence on the development site. Within the
development site there is no perception of the
quarry from the site itself.”
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Criteria for medium
sensitivity
Comprised of
commonplace elements
and features creating
generally unremarkable
character but with some
sense of place.
Locally designated, or
their value may be
expressed through nonstatutory local
publications.
Containing some
features of value
through use, perception

September 2018
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DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

“The A38 is a feature in the landscape, but the
site is not strongly influenced by this feature.
Paragraphs 5.92 to 5.100 does not
present a balanced interpretation of the
1993 Inspector’s report. See for example
paragraph 17.26.

The issue regarding the level of sensitivity of the
landscape is likely to remain as a matter of
difference of opinion and no further information
from the applicant is anticipated.
The applicant has sourced additional
background information relating to the 1993
DNPA Boundary Review and presented these
separately to DNPA.
Elements of these documents are open to
interpretation. The Authority’s own reading of
these documents does not fully align with the
applicant’s understanding of what the
documents are saying about the quality and
value of the landscape north-west of the A38.
It is acknowledged that it may not be possible to
reach agreement on this point.
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or historic and cultural
associations.
Likely to contain some
features and elements
that could not be
replaced.
Likely to contain, or
already be influenced
by, some existing
features and elements
similar to those
associated with the
proposed development.

Ecology

17 Provide an
assessment of the
effects on Balland
Lane

Covered in a separate
response in Section 7 of
the response document

See AFW response below against request
24.

The cross reference to request 24 is
incorrect. The original question related to
landscape effects of the improvements to
Balland Lane, which has been answered
by providing the paragraph numbers
where this information was given in the
original ES.

Noted
.

18 Provide
additional
ecological and
hydrological
assessment on

Appendix 6.1 provides
an additional subterranean faunal survey.
However, the applicant
is preparing further

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.

Should say ‘Further information awaited’.

A response to this Regulation 22 request will be
completed once all of the further information
has been supplied.

September 2018
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Further information is required.
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Further information is
supplied on 4 areas of
delivery mechanisms:
Mitigation,
enhancement and
progressive restoration
works
Operational landscape
and ecological
management
Final restoration
Long term management

DNPA has produced a separate document
commenting on the proposed delivery
mechanism

Please see comments on separate
DNPA/AFW document.

The proposed mechanisms for funding and
delivery of the ecological mitigation and
enhancement appear appropriate, and the
matter is currently being considered by DNPA to
determine the best way to secure this through
planning. Further progress is required to ensure
delivery of other key elements including
restoration and post restoration, site
infrastructure and facilities and future
management.

Further survey
completed in Sept 16.
No evidence of the
presence of buckthorn
identified.

No further information required

Requests for
Further
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Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
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Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

subterranean water
bodies and
associated ecology;

hydrological studies
which will be reported in
a future Regulation 22
response.

19 Provide the
delivery mechanism
for the mitigation
and restoration
proposals

20 Provide results
of the survey for
buckthorn along
the hedgerow
bordering Waye
Lane

September 2018
Doc Ref. 37794-00

DNPA has produced a separate document
commenting on the proposed delivery
mechanism.

-

No further information required
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21 Provide results
for a reptile survey
for the area
alongside Alston
Lane and also the
area bordering
Waye Lane

Waye Lane - further
survey completed in
Sept / Oct 2016. No
evidence of reptiles
identified.
Alston Lane – further
survey completed in
Sept / Oct 2016. Small
population of slowworm identified.
Precautionary mitigation
will be included within
the ecological mitigation
strategy (EMES)

No further information required

-

No further information required.

22 Little Barton
UWS:
Provide results of
bat surveys of adits
local to the site
(within Little Barton
Fields Unconfirmed
County Wildlife Site
(UWS)) and to
confirm any
additional likely
significant effects
as a result of the

Bat surveys are reported
in Appendix 6.4 which
details surveys of 4 adits
within Little Barton UWS
between September
2016 and February 2017.

Please confirm how the survey methods
employed meet with current bat survey
guidelines and confirm the experience of
/ licences held by the surveyors.

Surveyor experience & licence details
were contained within the original ES
technical appendices – these can be
repeated and included within the Tranche
4 Regulation 22 Response if required.
But see response below about survey
effort and timing.

The assessment should relate the new results
back to the findings of the original ES to provide
a more complete picture of the potential effects.
In addition, in line with request 8 in this
document, receptors and effects should be
documented in line with the approach taken to
the ecological assessment in the ES.

September 2018
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The additional survey work which has been
undertaken (see 6.42 to 6.52) when combined
with earlier work is considered acceptable
subject to a commitment to ensure that the
habitats surrounding the adits and between the
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adits and the proposed quarry are managed to
support the ongoing presence of the bat roosts.
This commitment should include ongoing bat
monitoring to ensure that the habitat
enhancements result in a maintenance or
improvement of conservation status. Please
confirm willingness to accept a planning
condition to this effect.
Potential effects on the relevant features of the
South Hams SAC (i.e. effects on greater
horseshoe bats) should also be revisited in
response to request 23 in this document.).(See
also Natural England response to Regulation 22
consultation dated 25th September 2017.)
As such, the full assessment of bats relies on the
results of a number of different surveys which
are reported on in separate documents. While
the overall assessment is considered sound, it
would be helpful to the reader to have it
brought together in one document so the
argument can be readily followed. A concise
overall summary bringing together the
conclusions and assessments into a single
document would resolve the outstanding
queries. This summary document should:
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preliminary response

DNPA final response
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Make reference to the methodologies
and scope agreed with DNPA;
Include the conclusions of all bat
surveys undertaken (for the Extension
Area ES, the Reg 22 submission and
Caton Junction ES), particularly in
relation to Greater Horseshoe bats,
but to cover the whole assemblage;
Ensure that the same assessment
language is used in all assessments;
Set out the commitments to
undertaking monitoring of bats (as set
out in the Extension Area EMES) and
expanded to include the adits (to be
subject to a planning condition);
Make a commitment to ensuring that
the management of the habitats in the
UWS around and between the adits is
managed to support the bat roosts (to
be subject to a planning condition);
Make reference to the South Hams
SAC, and note that the full information
to support HRA will be available on
completion of the currently ongoing
hydrological work.
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Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

Please confirm any limitations of the
surveys with respect to survey effort and
timing – in particular in relation to those
bat species that are less active during the
winter months. Any changes to the results
or assessment should also then be
explained.

This can be included within a Tranche 4
Regulation 22 Response.
However, it should be noted that:
Surveys were designed to
assess usage of the adits
during both active &
hibernation periods; however
they were never intended to be
detailed roost characterisation
surveys given that no direct
impacts on these features will
arise due to distance from
construction / operational
activities. Survey effort was
therefore based on current
guidelines but was adapted to
reflect this.
The survey scope & timings
were agreed at a meeting
between Ollie Prudden and
DNPA ecologist Naomi Barker
on 12/09/16.

See response above.

Likely significant effects on adits A1 – A4
are discussed briefly and it is considered

No action required.

See response above
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DNPA preliminary response
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preliminary response

DNPA final response

The Regulation 22 Response Appendix
6.4 report clearly states that bat
populations found roosting in the adits
are likely to utilise the extension area for
foraging and commuting. Full
consideration of how bats are using the
proposed extension area for foraging /
commuting are provided in the original
ES technical appendices, with a detailed
mitigation strategy provided in ES
Chapter 10. We think expanding on this
further would be merely repetition.

See response above

Can be included within a Tranche 4
Regulation 22 Response if required.

See response above

that construction effects are not likely to
occur given the relatively minor local
works required. Although not set out in
line with the approaches to significance
taken in the ES, this appears acceptable
However, assessment of effects during
operation is high level and based on
grouping together adits A1 – A4,
concluding that because bats are already
using A4, they are presumably
accustomed to operational disturbance
from the existing quarry and so no effects
will arise at any of the adits. However,
adits should be considered as separate
receptors, particularly as adits A1 – A3 will
be closer to the quarry than before. There
is also no consideration of other effects
that the extension could have on these
bat populations, for example, how these
bats may currently be using the extension
area for foraging. This would not appear
to be a comprehensive assessment and
further information is required.

The assessment should evaluate specific
effects on bats occupying adits A1 – A4
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DNPA final response

The assessment should also relate the
new results back to the findings of the
original ES to provide a more complete
picture of the potential effects.

Can be expanded on only slightly within
a Tranche 4 Regulation 22 Response;
however we do not intend to repeat
previous assessment / discussion where
this has already been presented in the ES
and its technical appendices.

See response above

In addition, in line with request 8 in this
document, receptors and effects should
be documented in line with the approach
taken to the ecological assessment in the
ES.

Can be included within a Tranche 4
Regulation 22 Response if required.

See response above

Potential effects on the relevant features
of the South Hams SAC (i.e. effects on
greater horseshoe bats) should also be
revisited once this more detailed site
assessment is completed. (This could be
contained however within the response to
request 23 in this document.).(See also
Natural England response to Regulation
22 consultation dated 25th September
2017.)

See response to point 23 below

DNPA preliminary response

separately, therefore and consider the
phasing of the development.
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DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
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DNPA final response

Carry out a
condition
assessment survey
of the site, to
assess if it is of
CWS standard, and
what management
measures might be
required to get it
into good
condition

The response refers to
the existing phase 1
habitat survey findings.
No condition
assessment or
evaluation of the site
against CWS standard is
provided

Further information is required.

We had understood from consultation
with DNPA in March 2017 (meeting with
Richard Knott on 20/03/17) that
agreement had been reached that a
Condition Assessment of the UWS could
be required by planning condition which
also covered the production of a
management plan, rather than it being
undertaken for the Regulation 22
Response.
As set out in the Regulation 22 Response,
Glendinning has made a commitment to
improving the condition of the UWS
through management actions informed
by a Condition Assessment of the UWS.
The outcome of the Condition
Assessment would not affect this
commitment, which is also being
proposed as an enhancement rather than
as mitigation for a specific impact.

As set out in the Regulation 22 Response,
Glendinning has made a commitment to
improving the condition of the UWS through
management actions to be set out in a
management plan, informed by a Condition
Assessment of the UWS.

Include proposals
for improved
management of
this UWS into the
overall mitigation

A full condition
assessment will be
undertaken in
preparation of the
OLMP and thus the

Notwithstanding the request to carry out
a condition assessment, no further
information on management is required
at this stage.

See above response.

See above response. No further information is
required at this stage and this requirement
could be covered by a planning condition
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No further information is required at this stage
and this requirement could be covered by a
planning condition.
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DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

Further information on
‘drainage works’ is
provided. The works
identified are
confirmed to be small
amendments.

Further information is required to model
the effects on the drainage in Alston
Fields and the 300mm pipe of the
proposed re-routeing of drainage and
flows around Alston Farm combined with
an assessment of the effects of
introducing the new permanent bunds
and new perimeter drains, around the
proposed new permanent bunds and
impacting on existing swallow holes.

See response to point 25 below.

No further information is required.

The applicant is
preparing further
studies that will address
this request.

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied, including
an assessment of effects for Caton
junction which includes a response to the
requirements set out in the Teignbridge
District Council Scoping Opinion dated
12th July 2017.

Should say ‘Further information is
awaited’

Potential effects on the relevant features of the
South Hams SAC (i.e. effects on greater
horseshoe bats) should also be revisited in light
of additional survey work undertaken. This could
be contained within the response to request 23
in this document.).(See also Natural England
response to Regulation 22 consultation dated
25th September 2017.)

Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

works with the aim
of achieving a CWS
designation as a
result

applicant is committed
to ensuring appropriate
management of the
CWS.

Please describe in
more detail what is
meant by ‘drainage
works’

23 Provide an
updated
assessment of the
likely effects on
South Hams SAC
and Dartmoor
Woods and
Dartmoor Special
Areas of
Conservation
(SACs) to assess the
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Further information is required.

Assessment needs to include an assessment of
effects for Caton junction which includes a
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DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

effects and
consequences of
the above
additional work, of
the further
assessment of
hydrogeological,
land stability and
surface water
referred to in
Section 2.8 of this
document,
proposed changes
to the Caton
junction and any
other relevant
changes in baseline
and assessment
Traffic
and
access

24 There is no
traffic data
provided for
Balland Lane. An
evaluation should
be provided to
demonstrate
whether the effects
of the proposed
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DNPA final response

response to the requirements set out in the
Teignbridge District Council Scoping Opinion
dated 12th July 2017.
Note that the updated assessment of likely
effects requires the results of the ongoing
hydrological studies, and the updated will
therefore be produced on completion of these
studies
Further information is awaited

Further evaluation is
provided on the effects
on Balland Lane traffic
including further traffic
count information
provided as an
Appendix. Further traffic
data were collected in
March 2017. Traffic

Please demarcate on a plan the eastern
and western sections of Balland Lane as
described. Where and how has the
increase in traffic on both sections of
Balland Lane resulting from the addition
of traffic on the new Waye Lane been
factored into the assessment; and what
assumptions have been made on the
effect that widening Balland Lane would

A demarcation plan can be provided in a
tranche 4 Reg 22 Response.
The traffic impacts along Balland Lane
have been calculated with reference to
diversions from Alston Lane to Waye
Lane. They have been applied at the
Balland Lane end of Waye Lane using the
following assumptions based on the

Please demarcate on a plan the eastern and
western sections of Balland Lane as described.
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DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

widening works to
Balland Lane on
traffic on this area
are likely to be
significant and
depending on its
findings, traffic data
and assessment
should be provided
where appropriate.
School traffic
should be taken
into account for
any such
assessment. Any
consequential
changes to traffic
forecasts should
also be made

increase of between 1015% are predicted with
development by 2021.

have on traffic movements and
generation.

current arrival and departure patterns at
Alston Lane:
80 vehicles will arrive at Waye Lane from
the west (i.e. using the western part of
Balland Lane) – these vehicles currently
approach Alston Lane from the west
travelling eastbound on the A38.
63 vehicles will depart from Waye Lane to
the east (i.e. using the eastern part of
Balland Lane) – these vehicles currently
depart Alston Lane to the east travelling
eastbound on the A38.

September 2018
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There will be several sources of additional
traffic generation on Balland Lane. Have
all of these been factored into the
calculations and forecasts?

Has other traffic generation from Linhay
Hill Quarry (HGVs, deliveries etc.) into and
out of Linhay Hill Quarry been included in
the forecast traffic generation for the
eastern- most section of Balland Lane
between the quarry entrances and the
A38 slip road?

Assumption A, above, is considered to be
broadly correct, vehicles are unlikely to
approach Waye Lane from the east as it is
not a logical route choice for the vast
majority of potential trip generators in
the area. Assumption B, above, might be
considered simplistic. It is based on the
existing turning movement at Alston
Cross, where all departing vehicles turn
left eastbound. However, it is likely that
some vehicles that currently turn left out
of Alston Lane and head eastbound on
the A38 turn off at Goodstone Cross, turn
back on themselves, and travel back to
Ashburton westbound on the A38. These

DNPA final response
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DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

vehicles may depart Waye Lane turning
right via the western part of Balland Lane.
However, we do not have data available
to estimate the number of vehicles that
would make this movement. It would be
a proportion of the daily total of 63
vehicles and any increase on the western
part of Balland Lane would see a
consequent reduction in the eastern part.
The mitigation proposed will help
alleviate existing issues on this part of
Balland Lane.
It must be noted that access to the South
Dartmoor Community College (SDCC) car
park would be achieved directly from
Waye Lane. Therefore, any traffic that
currently travels between Alston Lane
and SDCC would access Waye Lane
without travelling on the wider highway
network (e.g. Balland Lane) following
development. This reduction in trips has
not been accounted for.
The proposed improvements on Balland
Lane would result in an additional 5 or 6
school bus movements on the eastern
part of Balland Lane per day, with an
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DNPA final response

43

Topic

© Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions UK Limited

Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

associated reduction on the western part.
The development proposals are intended
to alleviate the existing issue of
congestion around the school entrance
associated with school buses arriving
from and departing to the west, which
could be exacerbated by the slight
increase in traffic associated with vehicles
accessing Waye Lane.
The potential for increases in vehicular
numbers on Balland Lane due to the
improvements (other than school buses)
has been considered in a qualitative
rather than quantitative manner. There
are trip generators in the area that have
the potential to route additional traffic
along Balland Lane, including:
SDCC;
Ashmoor Sports Centre
Balland Park and residential cul-de-sacs
(75 dwellings)
Place Lane (10 dwellings)
Potential housing at ASH1
Whilst these land uses could generate a
number of vehicular trips throughout the
day, it is unlikely that there would be a
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DNPA final response
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DNPA final response

significant diversion of trips to the
eastern part of Balland Lane following the
introduction of improvements. The
eastern part of Balland Lane would only
be used if it were the logical route choice
in terms of time and / or distance for
trips to and from these locations. For
many trips Balland Lane would not
represent a logical route choice. Where is
does represent a logical route choice, for
instance eastbound trips onto the A38, it
is likely that traffic would already be
travelling via Balland Lane.
Presumably trips from potential housing
at ASH1 were assessed when the
allocation was being made, and any
refinement should be assessed separately
when/if an application is submitted for
this development.

How would HGV movements out of
Linhay Hill Quarry along the improved
section of Balland Lane be
prevented/discouraged?

September 2018
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The layout of the two Linhay Hill Quarry
access junctions on Balland Lane in
proximity to the B3352 are such that it is
either not possible or very difficult to
perform a left in or right out manoeuvre

How would HGV movements out of Linhay Hill
Quarry along the improved section of Balland
Lane be prevented/discouraged?
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and travel along the narrow part of
Balland Lane. Furthermore, staff are
instructed not to travel via Balland Lane.
As a consequence, trips associated with
Linhay Hill Quarry would not be expected
to divert onto an improved length of
Balland Lane.

September 2018
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The forecast traffic movements in Table
7.3 and Table 7.4 for Balland Lane and
New Waye Lane are identical. Is this
correct?

yes

No further information required.

Do the forecast increases in traffic factor
in all of the above elements. Please could
you amend the forecasts as required?
Please confirm whether the predicted
increases are likely to give rise to
significant effects and what mitigation
may therefore be required.

See response above

No further information required.

The Walled Garden and access to the
Walled Garden (Place Lane) are both
included in the application red line
boundary.

Access to the walled garden is already
included as part of the dedication of the
walled garden for public use as set out in
appendix 3G of the original ES. This is to
be achieved via the s106 agreement.

The Walled Garden and access to the Walled
Garden (Place Lane) are both included in the
application red line boundary.
Place Lane is not shown as a new PROW. There
needs to be demonstrable commitment to
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Flood risk
/ water
resources
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Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
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25 Assess the
hydrogeological
effects of
deepening the
quarry including
groundwater flow
and local
hydrogeological
conditions and the
potential need for
increased
dewatering
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Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

These matters will be
addressed in a future
Regulation 22 response

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

Place Lane is not shown as a new PROW.
There needs to be demonstrable
commitment to securing legal rights of
access to the walled garden for
pedestrians, cyclists and service vehicles.
Is there provision for vehicle access and
parking - could the public use the Place
House car park e.g. at set times?

Parking is not considered appropriate as
it would occupy too much space. It would
not be appropriate to use Place House
car park.

securing legal rights of access to the walled
garden for pedestrians, cyclists and service
vehicles. Please confirm whether parking for
people with disabilities could be provided.

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.
With reference to paragraph 6.57 of the
Atkins, further Information document,
regarding the proposed alterations to the
existing drains through and around
Alston Farm and the proposed alterations
to distribution and direction of flows
through and around Alston Farm and
through Alston Fields; and also taking
account of the proposed positioning and
drainage arrangements for the permanent
bunds; please could you model the flows
and flow distribution within this altered
local system. This is in order to check the
capacity and adequacy of the existing (to
be partly diverted) ordinary drain and of
the proposed additional perimeter drains

I believe the queries are already
addressed in documents previously
submitted.

No further information required.

The request re design of drainage around
the extension area and bunds within
Alston Farm is already addressed by the
FRA, see para 6.45 and Table 6-12 Initial
hydraulic design of ditches.
Point 25 also refers to the capacity of the
300mm pipe under the A38, but excess
surface water run off could surcharge the
pipe as per the existing situation,
however the FRA shows there will be less
discharge to the pipe than existing and
so no requirement for attenuation, see
FRA para 6.44, though the FRA section
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26 Provide further
investigation to
confirm the existing
groundwater
regime as well as to
allow future
monitoring of
groundwater levels
as quarrying in the
extension proceeds
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Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

These matters will be
addressed in a future
Regulation 22 response

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

on the permanent bunds; as well the
capacity of the 300mm pipe under the
A38 to cope with these flows. Does the
modelling confirm whether the proposed
system of drainage across Alston Fields
and through the existing pipe as shown
on the submitted plans is appropriately
designed and has sufficient capacity to
cope in high rainfall conditions, with the
proposed changes, both during the
operational and post-operational stages
of the proposed quarry extension? If the
modelling results point to this system
having insufficient capacity, please
demonstrate how this will be mitigated.
(Please also refer to email from Devon
County Council dated 03/03/2017)

‘Spoil Tip Formation and Restoration’
provides the appraisal detail.

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.

DNPA final response

Further information regarding flood
exceedance and drainage to the pipe
under the A38 pipe was provided in
Atkins’ letter of 21/12/16 to Mr R.
Rainbow of Devon County Council, refer
in particular Response 4 in that letter.
The AFW Point 25 also states ‘Please refer
to email from Devon County Council
dated 3/3/2017’ but we have been
unable to find that correspondence

A response to this Regulation 22 request will be
completed once all of the further information
has been supplied.
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These matters will be
addressed in a future
Regulation 22 response

27 Provide details
of the water
pollution measures
within the CEMP
that are proposed
as mitigation for
likely ecological
effects

These matters will be
addressed in a future
Regulation 22 response

28 Provide an
analysis of the
hydrological effects
of climate change

These matters will be
addressed in a future
Regulation 22 response

29 Consider the
future baseline,
taking into account
changes in water
levels resulting
from climate
change or

These matters will be
addressed in a future
Regulation 22 response
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DNPA preliminary response

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.

These matters will be addressed in a
future Regulation 22 response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.

A response to this Regulation 22 request will be
completed once all of the further information
has been supplied

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.

A response to this Regulation 22 request will be
completed once all of the further information
has been supplied

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.

A response to this Regulation 22 request will be
completed once all of the further information
has been supplied

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.
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DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

The applicant provides a
justification for the
original 1km search area

DNPA’s Conservation Officer, advises that
the Grade II listed Alston Farm should be
considered as being of ‘high significance’
because of its setting. In terms of heritage
valuation in the EIA, the significance of a
heritage asset is usually set out at the
front end and so we would ask the
applicant to review the Officer’s
comments against their approach to
valuing Alston Farm as a receptor in the
ES and confirm whether it is also
determined to be of ‘high’ significance
and thus whether there is a change in the
outcome of their assessment. Some of
this is captured already in your regulation
22 response as we have queried the
approach already.

It is not clear which building is being
referred to, whether the Farm house or
the farm buildings, or the barn adjacent
to Alston Cottage. We assume the Farm
House in the response below.

DNPA’s Conservation Officer (response dated
06/09 2017), advises that the Grade II listed
Alston Farm should be considered as being of
‘high significance’ by virtue of its status as a
Grade 2 Listed Building. He goes on to state,
inter alia:

restoration of the
currently permitted
scheme
Heritage

30 Provide an
assessment of the
effects on the
historic landscape
(this may be in
conjunction with
the amendments to
the LVIA) This
should include
revising the current
study area. A study
area in line with the
recommendations
for the landscape
assessment should
be used for the
historic
environment, to
allow a range of
scales of impact to
be assessed.
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The AFW point 30 reports the
Conservation Officer gave Alston
Farm[house] a high significance ranking
“because of its setting”. This
phrase/assessment was not presented in
the Conservation Officer’s response as
supplied on 8/9/2017. It is not specifically
said, but the assumption can be made
that because the Conservation Officer
considers setting to highly contribute to
significance of the farm[house], this
automatically gives the farm[house] high
significance.
However, the response does not fully
carry out the NPPF test in para 128 of
describing significance. In the
Conservation Officer’s previous response

“In my view, the setting of listed farmstead
makes a high contribution to its significance.”
“The contribution that this makes to the heritage
significance of the farmstead should not be
undervalued and any disruption to this
relationship would cause harm to the buildings’
heritage significance. In the terms of Section 12
of the National Planning Policy Framework, this
harm should be regarded as ‘less than
substantial’, but it is still harm.”
Paragraph 9.84 of the applicant’s Regulation 22
Further Information document states:
“The buildings that comprise Alston Farm and
Place House are situated beyond the boundary
of the proposed development, but it is likely that
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he noted other heritage values (e.g.
architectural value) as attributes of the
farm[house].

ground works for construction will have an
impact on the setting of these assets. These are
considered to be minor adverse impacts. As
setting forms a small part of the significance of
these assets, the overall significance of effect is
predicted to be low-medium and low,”

AFW need to justify their comments or
alter it if they accept they have
misquoted the Conservation Officer. We
also need to see further assessment of
how the Conservation Officer has come
to the conclusion of the farm[house]
being of high significance.

This analysis is out of step with the DNPA’s
Conservation Officer’s assessment of the
significance of Alston Farm and the setting of
this listed farmstead.
The applicant is invited to review their approach
to valuing Alston Farm as a receptor in the ES
against the Officer’s comments.
Further information is requested

32 Provide a reworked assessment
of the valuation of
receptors and
judgement of likely
significance for all
affected receptors
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The response provides a
response to show how
receptors are evaluated
and narrative to explain
the value of each
receptor.

No further information is required
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Topic

Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Agricultur
al land

34 Clarify how the
grading of
agricultural land as
3b has been
applied in
accordance with
published MAFF
Technical Guidance
(1988) Natural
England (Soils, land
quality and
reclamation) and
update the
assessment to
address any
changes

Appendix 10.1 of the
response provides an
additional agricultural
land classification for
the development site
that confirms the
classification of land
across the site as grade
3b.

No further information is required

Land
stability

35 Provide the
results of the
further land
investigations and
the resulting
assessment of
effects;

These matters will be
addressed in a future
Regulation 22 response

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.
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Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

A response to this Regulation 22 request will be
completed once all of the further information
has been supplied
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Topic

Other
impacts
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Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

36 Explain the
process for
determining
significance of
effects for land
stability including
describing receptor
value and
sensitivity so that
they are consistent
with the
approaches taken
in Chapter 7 of the
ES. Review; and
revise the chapter
to fully
demonstrate which
effects are
considered
significant and not
significant

These matters will be
addressed in a future
Regulation 22 response

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.

A response to this Regulation 22 request will be
completed once all of the further information
has been supplied

37 Provide an
assessment of
climatic factors and
climate change to
confirm likely
climatic effects

The response directs
back to the Chapter 4
and 18 of the original ES
and the original FRA.

A response to this Regulation 22 request
will be completed once all of the further
information has been supplied.

A response to this Regulation 22 request will be
completed once all of the further information
has been supplied
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Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement
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Requests for
Further
Information
(Regulation 22
Requests) &
Clarifications to
aid understanding
of the
Environmental
Statement

Summary of
Applicant’s Regulation
22 Further Information

from the
development, with
regard to effects on
ground water,
stability and flood
risk In relation to
other topics please
refer to these
potential effects,
assess whether
applicable and if so
include in your
assessment; or
state whether and
why this issue is not
applicable and has
been scoped out

Further information on
climatic effects for
groundwater and land
stability will be supplied
in a future Regulation 22
response
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DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response
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Table 1.2

Suggestions of clarifications to aid understanding of the Environmental Statement (clarifications)

Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

Alternative
s

4 Provide environmental reasons
for the choice or rejection of
alternatives:
Describe the process of how
environmental reasons were
taken into account in the review
of alternative sites
In each case, describe any
environmental reasons that were
therefore considered in rejecting
certain sites

The applicant advises that there are
no alternative sites available to the
applicant due to land ownership and
that only alternative designs are
being considered.
A revised chapter 6 is therefore
presented that briefly discounts the
previously listed alternative sites and
provides further discussion on the
alternative designs.

This request can now be treated as a
clarification.

The Reg 22 Response has been
misrepresented in the draft
comments.

This request can now be treated
as a clarification

This request is now treated as
a clarification following
further information from the
applicant.

It is acceptable for the applicant to
only consider alternative designs and
to show how environmental
information influenced the design
choices. However, the Regulations
require the applicant to describe the
‘main alternatives studied…’ and while
we acknowledge that the 2011 EIA
Regulations do not require applicants
to specifically study alternative sites,
as they were contained within the
original ES section on alternatives it is
difficult to agree with the conclusion
in the response that they are no
longer alternatives. The amended
Chapter 6 response explains that these
alternative sites are not now
considered viable, but further
information is required to set out the
alternative sites and the reasons for
their rejection / selection.
It would be acceptable for the
applicant to demonstrate in their
response, for example, each site,
including Linhay, against a list of
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The AFW response states ‘it is
difficult to agree with the
conclusion in the response that
they [i.e. alternative sites] are no
longer alternatives.’
The Reg 22 Response actually said
‘In the original version of the ES,
the applicant did not consider any
of the alternative sites as
an alternative in this EIA
Regulations context’ meaning that
the alternative sites were never
considered to be EIA alternatives.
The EIA Regulation text about
alternatives has been abbreviated
too much in the AFW response.
The relevant text is ‘an outline of
the main alternatives studied by
the applicant or appellant and an
indication of the main reasons for
the choice made, taking into
account the environmental effects’ .

The 2011 EIA Regulations require
‘an outline of the main alternatives
studied by the applicant or
appellant and an indication of the
main reasons for the choice made,
taking into account the
environmental effects’.
Under the EIA Regulations, it is
acceptable for the applicant to
only consider alternative designs
and to show how environmental
information influenced the design
choices. No further information
can therefore be sought in the
context of alternative sites if the
applicant maintains that the sites
listed originally are not available
to the applicant.
However, alternatives and
alternative sites remains a relevant
planning policy consideration.
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Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

criteria, (eg environmental / policy /
minerals availability / socio economic /
land ownership) to show why Linhay is
the only viable site. This can
objectively show therefore both
positive and negative performance
with criteria. This information could,
for example, be presented in a table
and would satisfy the requirements of
the Regulation 22 request.

Also, the amended chapter 6 does
not ‘explain that these alternative
sites are not now considered viable’
– it states ‘these alternative sites
are not available to the applicant’
meaning that they were never
considered viable. So the
implication that there has been a
change of the applicant’s position
is incorrect.

DNPA final response

The applicant considers that the
issue of ‘alternative sites’ is only
relevant in MDT terms, and that
the information already provided
in the Planning Statement on
alternative sites provides the
information now being sought ‘to
satisfy the requirements of the Ref
22 Request’.
This last reference to a ‘Reg 22
Request’ is considered confusing
as at the beginning of the
comment it was stated that the
question could ‘now be treated as
a clarification’.
If retained, the question should be
one or the other, it cannot be
both.
Approach
to
assessment
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5 Ensure that all of the
recommendations set out in the
scoping opinions have been
addressed in the impact
assessment, or reasons given for

Chapter 4 of the response provides
additional information to address
requests within the January 2016
scoping opinion. It has been agreed
with DNPA that only points from the

Where stated below, this request can
be treated as a clarification.
The response does not provide any
additional information to describe
how the scoping opinion has been

General comments
Quote from Planning Practice
Guidance:
‘An applicant is not required to
consult anyone about the

This request can now be treated
as a clarification.
Summary table
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Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

any points that have not been
considered further in the ES

January 2016 scoping opinion need
apply.

addressed or if not, the reasons why.
For most topics it provides a new
summary paragraph that says that all
of the points have been addressed.
More detail is required to identify
where each point is dealt with (eg a
paragraph or section reference – such
as that provided in the response to
dust and air quality). A table showing
how each scoping opinion point has
been addressed would be helpful as it
is difficult to see from the response
which points are being dealt with,
because the response does not follow
the same order as the scoping
opinion. Responses to the scoping
opinion points on alternatives are
provided in a separate revised chapter
discussed in our response to request 4
in this document.

information to be included in an
Environmental Statement.’
(Paragraph: 036 Reference ID: 4036-20140306) It follows therefore
that there is no requirement to
address matters as set out in a
Scoping Opinion, even when one
was sought. We considered that
the original request did not count
as Reg 22 Further Information, but
were happy to set out what
information from the Scoping
Opinion had been addressed and
what had not as asked. We
consider that it is not reasonable
to seek exact paragraph numbers
as now requested, especially as
the paragraph numbering in the
Scoping Opinion only applies to
topic headings.

Notwithstanding the need for the
applicant to clarify which points in the
scoping opinion are being discussed
(see above), for ease of reference we
have only commented below on
points where further information is
required on specific topics::

Notwithstanding the above
comments, we add the following
in relation to the ‘points where
further information is required on
specific topics’.

This request is now treated as
a clarification following
further information from the
applicant.

Summary table
The applicant confirms that a
summary table of all effects and
proposed control measures will be
provided as a later Regulation 22
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Summary Table.
The comment says ‘Further
information is required’. This is
misleading, it gives the impression
that a fresh request has been
made because information
provided in considered
inadequate. In fact the Reg 22

DNPA final response

The applicant confirms that a
summary table of all effects and
proposed control measures will be
provided as a later Regulation 22
response to respond to a request
made in the scoping opinion. This
will replace the summary list of
impacts presented at the back of
the ES. Further information is in
preparation.
Further information is also
requested on specific topics:

Landscape and visual
It isn’t clear from the response
which points from DNPA’s scoping
opinion on landscape are dealt
with in this response or in the ES.
Please clarify.
Economic and social effects
The effects on loss of farmland are
mentioned in the chapter on
agricultural land, but are high level
and the basis for assumptions that
businesses will not be affected is
not given. Additional information
is requested to clarify how
significant effects in this chapter
were concluded (see request
number 8 in this document).
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Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

response. Further information is
required.

Response said the information
would be provided later, which is
acknowledged in the Draft
Comment. Therefore the comment
should have said ‘Further
information awaited’.

Further information is required.

Landscape and visual
Reg 22 Response provided
answers to questions in the Reg 22
Request. All other matters are
dealt with in the ES.

Security and safety
Consideration of the
security/safety of the site during
operations and in perpetuity once
restored.

Economic and Social effects
The conclusion that businesses
covered in the chapter on
Agricultural Land will not be
affected was not an assumption. It
was gained from direct discussions
with the operators of both
businesses. In addition reference
was made to government
information on the size of
commercial agricultural holdings
on Dartmoor which corroborated
the opinion of the farmer.

This needs to be addressed now in
principle in terms of governance,
responsibilities and commitments.
When does the HSE cease to
regulate the site? How will it be
regulated post restoration – for
example, potential stability issues
and new Karstic activity post
restoration? Further information is
required.

Landscape and visual
It isn’t clear from the response which
points from DNPA’s scoping opinion
on landscape are dealt with in this
response or in the ES. Please clarify.
Economic and social effects
The effects on loss of farmland are
mentioned in the chapter on
agricultural land, but are high level
and the statement that businesses will
not be affected is not given.
Additional information is required to
show how significant effects in this
chapter were concluded (see request
number 8 in this document). Further
information is required.
Socio economic effects on amenity
and restoration will be addressed at
later stages of the development. This
is acceptable.
Security and safety
This needs to be addressed now in
principle in terms of governance,
responsibilities and commitments.
When does the HSE cease to regulate
the site? How will it be regulated post
restoration – for example, potential
stability issues and new Karstic activity
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Security and safety
These questions asked are as
though a quarry has never been
restored to public access before.
The question of stability of faces
and security from public access to
high faces/deep water is a matter
for ALL dormant and restored

Socio economic effects on amenity
and restoration will be addressed
at later stages of the development.
This is acceptable.
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Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

post restoration? Further information
is required.

quarries throughout the UK. Thus,
Linhay Hill is not unique and will
be regulated like all other public
facilities and quarries throughout
the UK.
The HSE will not cease to regulate
the site, and potential stability and
potential karstic activity will be
dealt with via public liability
insurance, as in the case with
limestone quarries in karstic
landscapes elsewhere.

Effects on traffic and access
The response provides a summary
paragraph to advise that all of the
points listed in the scoping opinion
have been addressed but does not
provide additional information as to
where they are addressed in the
original ES. Please clarify. Further
information is therefore required.
Flood risk and water resources
The summary paragraph provided
does not help to identify where in the
original ES the scoping opinion points
have been addressed. Please clarify
where (paragraph numbers) each
point in the scoping opinion has been
addressed in the original ES.
Noise and vibration
The summary paragraph provided
does not help to identify where in the
original ES the scoping opinion points
have been addressed. Please clarify
where (paragraph numbers) each
point in the scoping opinion has been
addressed in the original ES.
Heritage assessment
The summary paragraph provided
does not help to identify where in the
original ES the scoping opinion points
have been addressed. Please clarify
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Effects on Traffic and access
See general comments above.
Flood risk and water resources
See general comments above.
Noise and vibration
See general comments above.
Heritage assessment
See general comments above.

DNPA final response
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Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

We consider that the question in
the Reg 22 Request has already
been adequately addressed.
The ES and Reg 22 Response both
make direct reference to ‘A
consultation paper, DCLG June
2006’, and the Highways Agency
‘Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges Volume 11 Environmental
Assessment Section 2
Environmental Impact Assessment
Parts 5 HA205/08 Assessment and
Management of Environmental
Effects’.

This request can now be treated
as a clarification.
Please confirm for each topic
chapter firstly the scales that are
being used in the assessment in
each case (for example major/
moderate / minor / negligible or
very large / large / minor /
negligible), how they are defined
and then set out for the
assessment which effects are
considered significant.

where (paragraph numbers) each
point in the scoping opinion has been
addressed in the original ES.
Effects on agricultural land
See points above on socio-economics
Climatic factors
A further response to climatic factors
across the ES is being prepared.
Further information is required.
8 Confirm which effects are
considered to be significant and
not significant and explain why
for all chapters with the
exception of Chapter 9
This request is now treated as
a clarification following
further information from the
applicant.

The response clarifies the approach
taken to defining significance
referring to Volume 1, part5
HA/205/08. The table from this part
of the DMBR is reproduced in
Chapter 20 of the ES and paragraphs
4.61 and 4.68 of the Reg 22
Response July 2017 and confirms
that effects described as ‘moderate
or above’ are considered significant.
The assessment is also for residual
effects.
Thereafter the response explains for
ecology only that effects significant
at a local (district) scale are
‘significant’.
No other topic specific significant /
not significant information is
provided.
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The response does not explain how
significance has been determined for
each topic in the ES with the exception
of ecology. The ES chapters all use
different terminology to describe likely
effects (such as ‘very large’ ‘slight
benefit’ as well as ‘moderate’) but the
response document does not in the
main explain how these judgements
were reached and which of these
effects should therefore be considered
significant or not. Please confirm for
each topic chapter firstly the scales
that are being used in the assessment
in each case (for example major/
moderate / minor / negligible or very
large / large / minor / negligible), how
they are defined and then set out for
the assessment which effects are
considered significant.

The former lists in para 116 a
number of factors which should be
taken into account in the
assessment of significance and
goes on in para 119 to the
development of a matrix with the
value of the resource on one axis

Please also confirm in terms of
adverse and beneficial effects.
The applicant has offered to
provide the matrix that was used
to identify significant effects which
will help to understand which
effects are considered significant
or not significant.
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Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

Please also confirm in terms of
adverse and beneficial effects.

and the magnitude of the
predicted effect on the other. Such
a matrix is presented in the latter
reference at table 2.4. This is the
matrix that has been used to
derive significance categories. If it
would be helpful to reproduce this
table in the ES we will do so.

Further information is required

As for the different terminology,
this is simply a reflection of the
different terminology used in the
various reference guides, for
example, the DCLG uses ‘Extreme,
Major, Moderate, Minor and
Negligible’, whereas the DMBR
uses ‘Very Large, Large, Moderate,
Slight and Neutral’. The ES also
refers to the IEMA guidelines (eg
at para 11.48 onwards). This uses a
scale of ‘substantial, moderate,
slight and negligible’
We do not consider that the
difference in terminology warrants
a Reg 22 Request.
All guides confirm that effects can
be adverse or beneficial (DMBR) –
although the DCLG describes this
as either ‘positive or negative’, and
the IEMA guide uses ‘benefit or
dis-benefit’. We do not see what
we can usefully add to what has
already been said in this respect.
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DNPA final response

This request is raised because
although using interchangeable
terms (e.g. very large / extreme) is
acceptable if it they are derived
from topic specific guidance, there
is often nothing to show at what
level these effects become
significant, which is what is
required.
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Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

10 Provide details on how
significant environmental effects
have been evaluated, including a
description of how receptor
sensitivity has been defined

Clarification is provided and the
applicant now states that;

This request can now be treated as
a clarification
This point was originally raised
because Table 8 in the LVIA did not
show a significance threshold.
The clarification on which effects are
considered significant is acceptable,
however, there is still an element of
uncertainty because Table 8 illustrates
that a minor magnitude of change on
a High sensitivity receptor would
result in a Slight/Moderate level of
effect. Is this significant or not? There
remains a degree of ambiguity
regarding the significance threshold.
Please provide an update to show how
magnitude of change and receptor
sensitivity have been combined to
produce a certain level of effect and
whether that is significant or not. Each
effect in the assessment should be
reviewed to then confirm the level of
effect and its significance.

The methodology of how
magnitude of effect and receptor
sensitivity is combined to provide
the likely significance of effect is
provided within the LVIA and ES.
Relevant guidance including
GLVIA 3 (Section 3.32-3.36)
recognises that there are no hard
and fast rules on significance
threshold and goes on to outline
where a combination of effects is
concluded (slight/ moderate) then
judgement is to be made on
whether this is significant.

This request can now be treated
as a clarification.

This request is now treated as
a clarification following
further information from the
applicant.

‘Effects falling within the categories
of moderate to very large are
considered significant in relation to
EIA regulations for the Landscape &
Visual Impact.’ (Section 5.10, P.30).

Further clarification will be
provided within the body of the
assessment/ Reg 22 document to
this effect.

This point was originally raised
because Table 8 in the LVIA did
not show a significance threshold.
The clarification on which effects
are considered significant is
acceptable,
However, there is still an element
of uncertainty because Table 8
illustrates that a minor magnitude
of change on a High sensitivity
receptor would result in a
Slight/Moderate level of effect. Is
this significant or not? There
remains a degree of ambiguity
regarding the significance
threshold.
Please provide an update to Table
8 to provide reasoned justification
for your findings/judgements with
respect to:





magnitude of change
receptor sensitivity
combining the above to
determine level of effect
whether level of effect is
significant or not.

Each effect in the assessment
should be reviewed to confirm the
level of effect and its significance
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Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

31 Provide details on how
significant environmental effects
have been evaluated, including a
description of how receptor
sensitivity has been defined in
relation to heritage

The response provides tables to
show how significance was
evaluated but does not show how
the combination of value /
magnitude results in a significant or
not significant effect. An updated
assessment of likely effects is
provided against this context.
however

This request can now be treated as
a clarification.

See response to point 8 above

This request can now be treated
as a clarification.

This request is now treated as
a clarification following
further information from the
applicant.

Clarify the terms used in the
assessment to define significance (low
/ medium etc.) and which level of
effect is considered significant. With
reference to section 4.68 of the
response document, effects of
‘moderate’ or above significance are
considered to be ‘significant’.

Clarify the terms used in the
assessment to define significance
(low / medium etc.) and which
level of effect is considered
significant. With reference to
section 4.68 of the response
document, effects of ‘moderate’ or
above significance are considered
to be ‘significant’.

Further information is required
Further information is required
33 Provide an assessment of
potential effects and mitigation
measures for all aspects of the
scheme description, with
reference to comments and
mitigation measures contained
within the DNPA’s
archaeologist’s comments dated
26/07/16

The assessment of impact and
effects section assesses each
receptor and provides an
assessment of effects in each case

This request is now treated as
a clarification following
further information from the
applicant.

This request can now be treated as
a clarification.

See responses to points 8 and 30
above.

Clarify the levels of significance such
as ‘low’ / medium’ in the text. For
example a ‘major adverse effect’ is
noted in paragraph 9.84 which in
terms of the previous classification in
section 4.68 would be ‘significant’ but
this appears to be classified as ‘low /
medium’ significance.

This request can now be treated
as a clarification.
Clarify the levels of significance
such as ‘low’ / medium’ in the text.
For example a ‘major adverse
effect’ is noted in paragraph 9.84
which in terms of the previous
classification in section 4.68 would
be ‘significant’ but this appears to
be classified as ‘low / medium’
significance.

Further information is required.
Further information is requested

Drawings

September 2018
Doc Ref. 37794-00

In the text of the main chapters,
please provide where relevant

Additional information is supplied to
reference the appropriate drawings

No further information is required

-

- No further information is
required
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Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

Addressed through responses to
regulation 22 requests in Chapter 5

It is understood that construction
phase effects are generally considered
to be temporary. In this case
clarification is required because some
effects identified during this phase will
be permanent, for example, removal
of mature trees. The approach to this
aspect of the assessment needs to be
clarified.
The rationale behind the ‘major
beneficial’ assessment needs to be
explained in greater depth.
A summary of the landscape and
visual effects on the national park is
needed. Clearly there will be direct
significant adverse effects on the site
area during the operational phase. But
please clarify how far indirect
significant effects will extend from the
site boundary into the wider National
Park.

Additional explanation can be
provided as requested
summarising landscape and visual
effects.
However we will have to consider
providing comment on ‘how far’
indirect significant effects will
extend into the wider inpector, as
this is not a reasonable request,
particularly as these effects cannot
be quantified per se.

It is understood that construction
phase effects are generally
considered to be temporary. In
this case clarification is required
because some effects identified
during this phase will be
permanent, for example, removal
of mature trees. The approach to
this aspect of the assessment
needs to be clarified.
The rationale behind the ‘major
beneficial’ assessment needs to be
explained in greater depth.
A summary of the landscape and
visual effects on the national park
is needed. Clearly there will be
direct significant adverse effects
on the site area during the
operational phase.

signposting references to
relevant plans including those
plans that are in the Appendices
LVIA

The following points of
clarification may also trigger
additional Regulation 22
responses requests and so the
applicant is asked to:
 Clarify the approach
taken to the LVIA and
the judgement that
construction effects
will be temporary,
although they will
result in permanent
landscape changes
 Clarify the judgement
of ‘major beneficial’
effect on the
landscape during the
restoration phase
 Clarify the judgements
made on the effects of
the development on
the National Park

This response ties in with requests 10
and 11; by clarifying the matrix of how
significant effects are determined may
reclassify effects as significant that
previously were not significant. The
summary statement for visual effects
on the wider national park should
then reflect this.
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But please clarify how far indirect
significant effects will extend from
the site boundary into the wider
National Park.
This response ties in with requests
10 and 11; by clarifying the matrix
of how significant effects are
determined may reclassify effects
as significant that previously were
not significant. The summary
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Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

statement for visual effects on the
wider national park should then
reflect this.
A key aspect of the LVIA should be
to provide a thorough assessment
of LVIA impacts on the National
Park. It is reasonable to expect
that this will include the extent to
which the significant effects
extend further into the National
Park. Are they localised or more
widespread?

There is some replication of
viewpoints (i.e. viewpoints 28
and 29) which may add
unnecessary length to the
assessment;
 Cross referencing
between viewpoint
location numbers and
receptors included in
the visual assessment
would be useful;
 It would be helpful to
have the photographic
viewpoints illustrated
in Plans A.3.1 and
A.3.2 overlain on the
ZTV. The ZTVs are
difficult to interpret
and navigate in the
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Comment relating to replication of
viewpoints -No further information
required.
Information still required to address
the other points.

This information is also provided
in the original ES. Our Reg 22
Response was; A complete list of
all viewpoint location numbers
and the names of the respective
receptors is provided in Appendix
8A.3 of the ES (Viewpoint plans
and list). This appendix is
referenced in para 8.153 of the
ES[1], and in para 5.80 of the full
LVIA in Appendix 8.A of the ES.”
Please also see our previous
response, para 13.9 of Reg 22
Response.

Comment relating to replication of
viewpoints -No further
information required.
Information is still required to
address the second point.
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Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

The sensitivity of recreational
receptors using open land has been
increased to high but PROW users
remain at medium. The applicant
either needs to increase PROW
sensitivity to high or provide a sound
reason why this shouldn’t be the case.

See response under point 11
relating to the sensitivity of PROW
users differing from receptor
location such as open ground
users to those using Waye Lane.
Please can AFW advise which
PROWs in the Study Areas from
which the extension will be visible
are considered to have high
sensitivity which would alter the
significance of the impact of the
proposals.

The sensitivity of recreational
receptors using open land has
been increased to high but PROW
users remain at medium. The
applicant either needs to increase
PROW sensitivity to high or
provide a sound reason why this
shouldn’t be the case.

absence of OS base
mapping
Sensitivity of visual receptors is
generally considered
appropriate with residential
receptors consistently assessed
as being of high sensitivity to
visual change. However, the
sensitivity of recreational
receptors using open access
land within the DNP is assessed
as medium. Under GLVIA3 this
should be high as their primary
purpose is visiting and
appreciating a nationally
designated landscape

Further information is required.

PROW users would normally be
considered to be highly sensitive
to visual change because views of
the surrounding landscape are an
important part of their experience.
PROW’s should be assessed as
high sensitivity receptors unless
there are specific reasons not to
do so.
The applicant is invited to assess
each individual PROW or
subdivisions thereof in the study
area and to provide a justification
for its judgement about the level
of sensitivity it is attributing in
each case.
The assessment tables should be
updated to reflect these changes.
Further information is required.
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Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

In some instances the
introduction of screening
mounds or ‘bunds’ appears to
have led to an assessment that
the view would not be adversely
affected or that adverse effects
would be minimised which is not
necessarily the case. These can
often be large-scale features in
their own right, foreshortening
existing views. Review the
approach to the assessment
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DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

The applicant needs to explicitly
describe the effect of introduction of
permanent bunds as it will introduce
permanent change to the landscape
resource and the nature of visibility for
some receptors.

Please provide clarification of the
exact receptors AFW are referring
to the Reg 22 response provided
commentary on this point –
additional explanation could be
provided however it is unlikely our
conclusions will change.

The applicant needs to explicitly
describe the effect of introduction
of permanent bunds as it will
introduce permanent change to
the landscape resource and the
nature of visibility for some
receptors.

Include details of camera, lens
focal length, date, time, weather,
viewpoint’s height above ground
level, viewing instructions etc. in
the photomontages in line with
LI Advice Note 01/011.

This information has been provided
on the photomontage figures.

No further information required.

-

- No further information required.

Provide single hand held
photographs for
photomontages.

Single hand held photographs have
been provided to DNPA separately.

No further information is required.

-

- No further information required.

Clarify the impact on the group
of trees (G20) protected by a
Tree Preservation Order.

The Arboricultural Report, Appendix
3B, makes reference to the need for
a method statement in relation to
these trees prior to the
commencement of construction.

No further information required.

The Reg 22 Response simply
referred to information already
provided in the original ES. The
comment of ‘No further
information required’
demonstrates that the original
request was not necessary.

- No further information required.

Clarify the plans for hedgerow
translocation over the entire life
of the development.

Details are provided within the ES

No further information is required

-

- No further information required.
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Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

Ecology

The following points of
clarification may also trigger
additional Regulation 22
requests and so the applicant is
asked to:
 Provide clarification
on whether increasing
the value of species
rich hedgerows from
‘district’ to ‘county’
value will affect the
outcome of the
assessment made on
this receptor. Provide
additional assessment
if so
 Provide details of the
water pollution control
measures to be
adopted during
construction sufficient
to verify the extent to
which they will off-set
any adverse ecological
effects

The applicant has confirmed that the
hedgerow resource within the site
should be classified of ‘county’ value
but that this does not affect the
evaluation of significance

Please confirm how the assessment
concluded that there is no change to
the significance of effect as a result of
the change to the receptor’s value –
with reference to the approach taken
in the original ES to define significant
effects and with reference to the
additional information provided in
response to request 8 in this
document.

The explanation of significance of
effects (as provided in ES Chapter
10) can be repeated within a
Tranche 4 Regulation 22 Response
if required.

Please confirm how the
assessment concluded that there
is no change to the significance of
effect as a result of the change to
the receptor’s value – with
reference to the approach taken in
the original ES to define significant
effects and with reference to the
additional information provided in
response to request 8 in this
document.

Paragraph 14.49 provides a
detailed definition of medium
and high sensitivity receptors
drawn from the IAQM Guidance
on the assessment of dust from
demolition and construction
2014. It then goes on to classify
almost all receptors as of low
sensitivity without defining how

Further explanation of the
terminology is provided. Low
sensitivity is determined because of
the distance from the nearest
properties to the development site

Dust
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The steps taken in relation to the
assessment for hedgerows will be
clarified.

A response to this clarification will be
completed once all of the further
information has been supplied

No further information is required

A response to this clarification will
be completed once all of the
further information has been
supplied

The Reg 22 Response simply
referred to information already
provided in the original ES – in this
case reference to the relevant
methodology. The comment of
‘No further information required’
demonstrates that the original
request was not necessary.

- No further information required.
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Topic

Clarifications to aid
understanding of the
Environmental Statement

Summary of Applicant’s
Regulation 22 Further Information

DNPA preliminary response

Applicant’s comments on DNPA
preliminary response

DNPA final response

this differs from medium. The
applicant is asked to explain this
approach. A further Regulation
22 request may therefore arise
from this clarification

Table 1.3 Planning clarifications
No.

Clarification

Summary of applicant’s response

DNPA Draft response

Atkins comments on AFW
Draft responses

DNPA final response

A1

Is there any information produced
about the contribution that Linhay
(and Glendinning as a whole) makes
to the Devon based production of the
different products that you make
including Readymix concrete, asphalt,
concrete products (slabs, blocks etc.)?

The response summarises the products
the quarry provides and the radius from
the quarry from which they are sold.

No further information required.

No further information required

A2

Review all the different outputs from
Linhay Hill Quarry (and from other
Glendinning units where these are
reliant on Linhay Hill Quarry) and
identify which ones
Are not currently produced in Devon
by anyone else

The quarry produces Blue Ground
limestone, Agricultural Lime and
Building Stone which are not produced
elsewhere or only in limited quantities.

No further information required.

No further information required

Question A
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It would be difficult for these products
to be supplied by other producers if
Glendinning were to cease production.
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Clarification

Summary of applicant’s response

DNPA Draft response

Atkins comments on AFW
Draft responses

DNPA final response

Are unlikely to be produced in the
future in Devon by anyone else if
production ceased by Glendinning
Which products to Glendinning
produce that no-one else supplies?
Eg Chercombe limestone?

A3

More information about
Glendinning’s satellite sites /
operations and their links with Linhay,
including Pigsdon Quarry,
Construction arm, new cement
importation facility; and why these
elements of the business could not
continue if Linhay Hill Quarry ceased
to operate

Glendinning operates 5 satellite sites
across Devon and has established a
Joint Venture to import cement at
another facility.
The response states that if Linhay Hill
Quarry were to cease operation, these
satellite sites would also cease to
operate.
Some additional confidential
information is provided in response to
this request.

No further information required.

No further information required.

A4

This request duplicates request A1

Further commercially sensitive
information is available

No further information required.

No further information required.

A5

Does the limestone quarried at Linhay
Hill Quarry have particular
characteristics or value that
differentiates this material in terms of
quality, versatility and other relevant
factors?

The response refers to information
supplied against request A1 and
consultation response from Devon
County Council in response to the
application

No further information required.

The cross reference in the
Reg 22 Response was to
request A2, not A1

No further information required.

A6

Jobs and skills – is there a breakdown
of staff by skills category?

A table showing the numbers of staff
employed in each role is provided.

Please produce a further table
showing the staff employed at /
based at Linhay Quarry.

tba

Please produce a further table
showing the staff employed at /
based at Linhay Quarry. Confidential
information can be redacted.
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No.

Clarification

Summary of applicant’s response

DNPA Draft response

A7

Manufacturing and added value – are
there any functions or jobs that fall
into the category of manufacturing?

The response confirms that product
manufacture is classed as manufacture,
but that it does not include
manufacturing products from the
quarry materials themselves

No further information required.

No further information required

A8

Chercombe limestone – evidence of
recent projects where Chercombe
Limestone specified and why?

The response notes that products are
produced to specific standards.
Chercombe Limestone from the quarry
has been used for projects in sensitive
conservation / heritage locations
locally.

No further information required

No further information required

A9

Any production of monumental
stone?

Limestone from the quarry can be
polished to produce ‘Ashburton marble’

No further information required.

No further information required

A10

Any more information on the
horizontal and vertical integration of
the business?

The response explains the roles that
Glendinning employ direct and do not
sub contract out.

No further information required.

No further information required

A11

Are there any local, national or
international alternative sources of
supply for the limestone that is
supplied from LHQ to the tile works?

There are no known alternative
suppliers

No further information required.

No further information required

A12

Are there any suitable alternative
products or sources for the
agricultural lime produced at Linhay?

The response describes gypsum as an
alternative proposed by DNPA and two
other suppliers in Devon and Somerset
that can produce agricultural lime, one
of which has recently ceased trading

No further information required.

No further information required

A13

Please provide distribution of
employees by distance bands

A table of employees and distances is
provided

Please provide an indication of
the number of employees who
are resident in the National Park
boundary.
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Atkins comments on AFW
Draft responses

We have agreed with AFW
earlier* that it would not be
appropriate to provide this
information. At the time it
was agreed that question

DNPA final response

No further information required
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No.

Clarification

Summary of applicant’s response

DNPA Draft response

Atkins comments on AFW
Draft responses

DNPA final response

A13 would be worded as
listed. The requested
information has now been
provided.
*See ‘Regulation 22 schedule
Main document +
Glendinning Response +
AFW saved’ attached to BH
email dated 2/12/16
Question B
B1

Effect loss of Linhay Hill Quarry on
Glendinning’s investment profile
How might this affect your
investment profile in the years
leading to the closure of Linhay?
Could you continue to operate
economically in the same market
areas but simply source aggregates
from other suppliers or concentrate in
certain products?

The response notes the reliance of the
business on the limestone deposits
from the quarry and the lack of scope
to source product from elsewhere

B2

Would you put resources into seeking
planning approval for your alternative
site?

The response explains why Greenawell
Park Farm is not considered to be an
alternative site

B3

Would not the period of 10-15 years
before closure give the company a
chance for legacy planning and
adjustment?

The response explains that there is
limited scope for adjustment

Question C
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No further information required.

No further information required

Please advise whether AFW
has any comment on the
submitted information?
No further information required.

No further information required

No further information required

No further information required
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No.

Clarification

Summary of applicant’s response

DNPA Draft response

Atkins comments on AFW
Draft responses

DNPA final response

C1

How do you believe your competitors
would respond to the winding down
and closure of Linhay Hill Quarry?

Different responses dependent on the
product. Competitors are unlikely to
produce agricultural lime

No further information required.

No further information required

C2

Is there a surplus or a shortfall in
productive capacity for crushed rock
and for the various products in Devon
e.g. readymix, asphalt?

Not known, but there is no alternative
supplier in Devon for certain products

No further information required.

No further information required

C3

What kinds of investment do you
think competitors would need to
make to fill the gap in the market and
how likely in your view are they to
make that investment? How might
this investment affect product prices
compared to Linhay Hill continuing?

Not known. Devon County Council has
responded to indicate the implications
if Linhay Hill Quarry were to cease
production.

No further information required.

No further information required

Please provide indicative illustrative
comparative costs for enabling works
and operating cost for the proposed
extension at Linhay Hill Quarry and
the company’s Greenawell Park Farm.
These can be presented as ranges,
orders of magnitude / percentages.
Confidential information can be
redacted. Please indicate whether
and how this would affect your
competitiveness.

The Reg 22 Response states that
Greenawell Park Farm is not deliverable.

The reason for requesting this is
the requirement set out in NPPF
policy paragraph 116 which
states:
“Consideration of such
applications [major
developments in National Parks]
should include an assessment of
[inter alia]:
The cost of, and scope for,
developing elsewhere outside
the designated area, or meeting
the need for it in some other
way;
No further information is likely
to be forthcoming on costs from

Question
D
D1
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The Reg 22 Response does
not state that’ Greenawell
Park Farm is not a viable
alternative’ as suggested in
the summary column – it
states that Greenawell Park
Farm is not deliverable.
We are surprised that the
Draft response concludes
that analysis will be based on
the information provided in
this case as ‘no other
information is likely to be
forthcoming’, but not in any
other case. Consistency is

Please provide some indication of
comparative operating costs for
Linhay Hill Quarry and Greenawell
Park Farm. These can be presented as
ranges, orders of magnitude /
percentages. Confidential information
can be redacted. Please indicate
whether and how this would affect
your competitiveness.
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No.

Clarification

Summary of applicant’s response

DNPA Draft response

Atkins comments on AFW
Draft responses

the applicant so analysis will be
based on evidence provided.
See also ‘Alternatives’ section in
Table 1.1 above

required. Notwithstanding
this comment, Glendinning
can provide some indication
of comparative operating
costs in response to the
clarification provided at the
meeting on 14/11/17.

DNPA final response

.

D2

Are you aware of any published
statistics in the UK for permissions
granted for new quarries versus
extensions? Are there any other
comparative studies or case studies
you are aware of?

Evidence of planning applications for
extensions to quarries are provided for
sand and gravel quarries with some
new quarries but a much larger number
of quarry extensions. Crushed rock
quarry permissions identified have all
been for extensions with no
permissions granted for new quarries.

No further information required.

No further information required.

D3

Do you have any more evidence to
support your contention that the
mineral in the proposed extension
would never be worked if it is not
worked now as an extension?

The response notes that if Linhay were
to cease operation, the void would fill
with water, making it too costly to
reopen in future.
It provides further analysis of issues
arising if this area was worked as a
freestanding quarry

No further information required.

No further information required.

D4

How would the market respond to
the loss of production of agricultural
lime at Linhay Hill Quarry?

See response to A12

No further information required.

No further information required.

How is LHQ able to compete with the
larger multinationals?

There is one large multinational that
Linhay competes with. Further reasons

No further information required.

No further information required.

Question E
E1
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Clarification

Summary of applicant’s response

DNPA Draft response

Atkins comments on AFW
Draft responses

DNPA final response

The NPPF paragraph is
discussed in the Planning
Statement accompanying the
application at paragraphs
5.49 to 5.53. Further
response can be provided,
including drawing attention
to the phrase ‘ as far as
practicable’, and pointing out
that MPAs make ‘provision
for the maintenance of
landbanks’ by preparing
Minerals Development Plans,
rather than by determining
planning applications.

Please advise on how you would
define and characterise the role of
DNPA as Minerals Planning Authority
in assessing the current proposal
having regard to the statement in
NPPF paragraph which states:
“When determining planning
applications, Local Planning
Authorities should [inter alia]:
“as far as practicable, provide for the
maintenance of landbanks of nonenergy minerals outside National
Parks…..”

are provided for why Glendinning is
able to compete.
E2/E3

Any more information on the ways in
which Linhay Hill Quarry would
contribute to an adequate and steady
supply of minerals and sustainable
minerals production?

Detailed response covering inter alia
the role of Dartmoor National Park
along with other Mineral Planning
Authorities in maintaining an adequate
and steady supply of aggregates,
showing the importance of Linhay Hill
Quarry’s contribution to adequate and
steady supply of aggregates in Devon
and in the production of some nonaggregate and industrial minerals, the
growth in contribution to supply of
crushed rock, the landbank of mineral
permissions and how landbanks should
be treated in decisions on planning
applications etc..

Please advise on how you would
define and characterise the role
of DNPA as Minerals Planning
Authority in assessing the
current proposal having regard
to the statement in NPPF
paragraph which states:
“When determining planning
applications, Local Planning
Authorities should [inter alia]:
“as far as practicable, provide for
the maintenance of landbanks of
non-energy minerals outside
National Parks…..”

E4

Any impacts that lack of competition
has had ,or has been assessed as
being likely to have, on factors such
as price, availability of adequate and
steady supply both in Glendinning’s
own experience; and in cases they are
aware of, or which they have
researched;

A local monopoly in limestone
aggregates in Devon would be created
if Linhay closed

No further information required.

No further information required.

E5

Any other examples of:
planning applications where the lack
of competition or the risk of
monopoly or market dominance has
been a material consideration in
planning decisions (and which may
also have cited the relevant NPPF
sub-paragraph);

Market dominance is less common in
other regions for reasons of geography
including access to multiple sources of
supply

No further information required.

No further information required.
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The limited competition in Devon is due
in part to its peninsula location. The
NPPF paragraph 116 requirement to
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Clarification

Summary of applicant’s response

the actual situation across other
counties and regions where there is
market dominance (some further
comparative information and data
would assist) and why Devon is
different;

avoid large landbanks being bound up
in a very few sites stifling competition
contributes to the very special
circumstances applicable this planning
application.

E6

Any other forms of redress for lack of
competition e.g. divesting of assets;

The company has no intention of selling
Linhay. The Competition and Markets
Authority promotes competition in all
business sectors.

No further information required.

No further information required.

E7

Your view on the potential for
intervention by the Competitions
Commission if / when Linhay Hill
ceased to operate to require
divestiture of assets, and what form
might that take?

The sale of Linhay Hill Quarry to the
other existing major limestone operator
in Devon would be a typical trigger for
the Competition and Markets Authority
to intervene. If planning permission
were granted the sale of Linhay Hill
Quarry could be prevented but if
permission were refused it would leave
the major operator in a dominant
position and there would be no ability
to intervene because the Competition
and Markets Authority can only
intervene when there is an acquisition
or disposal.

No further information required.

No further information required.

E8

The OFT studies we have seen used
the following parameters for judging
there to be no concerns about local
market dominance: 33% or 40%
(depending on product) of the market
within a 30 mile radius. Do you have
any comments on whether and how
these might relate to the current
circumstances in Devon?

Analysis of market share and market
dominance on Devon. Reference made
to Competition and Markets Authority
report relating to Aggregate Industries
and Foster Yeoman merger.

No further information required.

No further information required.
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DNPA Draft response

Atkins comments on AFW
Draft responses

DNPA final response
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No.

Clarification

Summary of applicant’s response

DNPA Draft response

Atkins comments on AFW
Draft responses

DNPA final response

E9

Can more information be supplied on
how the loss of LHQ production
might affect production, movement
and accessibility to aggregate
minerals and quarry products in
Devon.

Reproduces relevant passage from the
Devon County Council consultation
response to the planning application,
which addresses this issue.

The applicant’s own thoughts on
this question would have been
helpful.
No further information required.

Glendinning and Atkins
agree with the DCC
consultation response. We
do not see the benefit in
endlessly expanding on
information already
provided.

No further information required.

Can you describe the mechanism by
which more of the earnings, turnover
and spend by Glendinning ‘stays in
the local economy’ by comparison
with larger multi-nationals?

Information is provided confidentially.

No further information required.

No further information required.

G1

Any further evidence around
Glendinning’s intentions and plans
and commitments to remain an
independent business and barriers to
selling to Aggregate Industries.
Confidential information can be
redacted.

Refers back to paragraph 6.13 of the
Planning Statement and provides
further information confidentially

No further information required.

No further information required.

G2

Given the existing market position of
Aggregate Industries in Devon, how
much difference does LHQ make to
such key parameters as availability of
crushed rock and other product,
suitability and price competitiveness?

Information provided on contribution
Linhay Hill Quarry to limestone
production in Devon and the
importance of Devon produced
limestone as the main source of
crushed rock. Attention is drawn the
importance attached in the Devon
Minerals Plan to Devon being largely
self-sufficient in crushed rock
aggregate production. Favourable

Question F
F1

Question G
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Any evidence of circumstances
where supply shortages and / or
increased prices have resulted
from a lack of market
competition for aggregate
minerals.

The further comment asks
for evidence to demonstrate
the definition of a monopoly!
It indicates that AFW may be
questioning the NPPF
guidance in para 145 that
MPAs should ensure that
large landbanks bound up in
very few sites do not stifle
competition.

No further information required
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No.

Clarification

Summary of applicant’s response

DNPA Draft response

strategic location of Linhay Hill Quarry
helps in maintaining competiveness
with the only other supplier of
limestone in Devon. Reproduces
relevant passage from the Devon
County Council consultation response
to the planning application, which
addresses this issue.
G3

Atkins comments on AFW
Draft responses

DNPA final response

The further question in the
AFW Draft Response is not
considered relevant or
appropriate and should be
removed.

Can you provide an outline of the
other Devon based and external
players providing the same product
range as Linhay / Glendinning?

Refers to existing information in the
Environmental Statement and quotes a
relevant passage from DCCs
consultation response to the
application which points to the
constraints on non-limestone Devon
based supplies of crushed rock being a
realistic substitute for limestone.

No coverage of external players
but information provided in
response to Question L1.
No further information required.

Coverage of the products of
external players is already
provided in table 6-1 of the
original ES.

No further information required.

H1

Please provide further details of your
current recycled aggregates
operation at Linhay including sources,
processing and the how this material
is added to and utilised in your
product range. What is your
company’s strategy for recycled and
secondary aggregates?

Some further details supplied.

Please provide a figure for the
quantity of recycled aggregates
imported to Linhay Hill Quarry in
a typical year. Confidential
information can be redacted.

This can be provided. The
figure is also available direct
from DCC.

Please provide a figure for the
quantity of recycled aggregates
imported to Linhay Hill Quarry in a
typical year. Confidential information
can be redacted.

H2

What is your view and experience of
the constraints and opportunities in
Devon for achieving increased
substitution of secondary and
recycled aggregates for limestone
primary aggregates?

Presents information on sales and
forecasts of recycled aggregated taken
from various publishes sources and
notes that production has already
peaked and National predictions do not
anticipate an increase.

Devon Minerals Plan contains a
policy seeking a modest uplift in
the percentage contribution of
recycled aggregates to supply in
Devon. The 6th Devon Local
Aggregates Assessment July
2017 recorded an increase in the

It is also relevant to note that
the levels are generally lower
than previously thought, due
to the different methodology
now being used by DCC in
reporting sales of recycled
aggregates.

Devon Minerals Plan contains a policy
seeking a modest uplift in the
percentage contribution of recycled
aggregates to supply in Devon. The
6th Devon Local Aggregates
Assessment July 2017 recorded an
increase in the sale of secondary

Question H
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No.

Clarification

Summary of applicant’s response

DNPA Draft response

Atkins comments on AFW
Draft responses

sale of secondary aggregates but
a decline in the sale of recycled
aggregates.

DNPA final response

aggregates but a decline in the sale
of recycled aggregates. Can you
comment on the reasons behind this?

Please address this issue of
potential substitution of
aggregate materials by other
materials in some segments of
the marker e.g. timber houses.

H3

Could you provide more details on
the potential for substitution of the
products you make by alternative
types of material and / or products?
Are you aware of any trends in
building regulations and building
technology that might influence
demand for your products?

Refers to earlier answers: H2 and 15.137
to 15.144

Please address the issue of
potential substitution of
aggregate materials by other
materials in some segments of
the market e.g. timber houses.

This information can be
provided.

Please address the issue of potential
substitution of aggregate materials by
other materials in some segments of
the market e.g. timber houses.

Please provide further details of the
governance and funding
arrangements for the progressive
restoration, aftercare and future
management of the restored site and
afteruses including the proposed lake;
an evidence base to confirm the
adequacy of the funding base to
meet the different capex (capital
expenditure) and opex (operational
expenditure) costs and liabilities; and
a suitable mechanism to guarantee
that sufficient, timely and appropriate
funds are made available.

Refers to chapter 6 of the Response
document from paragraph 6.7 onwards.

DNPA has produced a separate
document commenting on the
proposed delivery mechanism.

Please see comments on
separate DNPA/AFW
document.

DNPA has produced a separate
document commenting on the
proposed delivery mechanism.

Question I
I1
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Further details and discussions are
required to secure satisfactory
arrangements.
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No.

Clarification

Summary of applicant’s response

DNPA Draft response

Does the total number of jobs quoted
include some jobs outside Devon e.g.
Pigston Quarry in Cornwall?

Pigsdon Quarry employs 10 people

No further information required.

In light of evidence in the LAA on
future development, could you devise
and test any credible alternative
scenarios on the volume of sales in
Devon going forward and the impact
this might have on the landbank and
adequate and steady supply?.

The response modelled two scenarios
for future levels of production of
crushed rock and calculates the impact
on the landbank of permitted reserves
and also considered the effect of
excluding inactive quarries from the
landbank calculation.

Please also consider and
comment in the ‘stress test’
described in the 6th Devon Local
Aggregates Assessment July
2017 which presents the results
of modelling the capacity of
Devon’s landbanks of land won
aggregates to cope with
increased sales that mirror
predicted housing trajectory
over the next ten years (6th LAA
paragraphs 4.22 to 4.2.6).

What are the constraints limiting the
opportunities to invest in the existing
Exeter railhead or other rail sites and
the constraints on increased rail
imports or imports by sea?

Evidence provided of site specific and
rail network limitations on the practical
feasibility of increasing rail aggregates
to Devon and also points to the support
for locally won aggregates in the Devon
Minerals Plan for sustainability reasons.

No further information required.

Any further information on the
different ways in which Glendinning
contributes to the local economy
(avoiding double-counting)?

The response provides figures and case
studies to demonstrate the local
business that is supported by the
quarry

No further information required.

Atkins comments on AFW
Draft responses

DNPA final response

Question J
J1

No further information required

Question K
K1

Reference to the ‘Stress Test’
was made in the Reg 22
Response at paras 15.91 to
15.92.

No further information required

Question L
L1

No further information required

Question M
M1
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Please advise whether AFW
has a response to the
submitted information?

No further information required
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No.

Clarification

Summary of applicant’s response

DNPA Draft response

Atkins comments on AFW
Draft responses

DNPA final response

N1

Could the proposed Caton bund be
pulled back to further away from the
edge of the hamlet particularly where
high and steep bunds are shown as
being close to properties? This would
reduce the capacity of the bund.
Could the material be stored or
transferred to the existing quarry tip
instead? How might this affect
landscape character and the
landscape impacts of the proposal?

The gradient of the bund was reduced
to address views from Caton residents.
No alternative locations are available.

No information is provided in
the response about this affects
landscape character or
landscape impact

We do not understand the
request. The question about
how this might affect
landscape character and
landscape impacts appeared
to relate to a possible altered
tip profile. Given that the Reg
22 Response confirmed that
the concerns raised had
already been taken into
account, and no change to
the bund profile was
required, it follows that no
new assessment is required
either. We suggest the
question is reviewed and
removed.

No further information required.

N2

Has the impact of the bund on the
nearest Caton residents been
assessed in general planning amenity
terms?

Appendix 15.4 of the response
document provides sections across the
bunds after construction and 15 years
after completion. The potential effects
have been assessed in the ES

No further information required

Please refer to the answer to
Question 14 above.

No further information required

N3

Would the proposed new
deceleration lane influence the
position, dimensions and design of
the bunds?

The bunds are unaffected by the
deceleration lane.

No further information required

The deceleration lane does
not require cutting back the
existing slope in the Highway
land adjacent to the A38, so
we do not consider this to be
necessary.

Response anticipated in Caton
junction improvements Environmental
Statement

Question N
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* We strongly dispute the suggestion that restored quarries and mineworkings are not characteristic of the Dartmoor landscape. There are numerous examples of
these features spread throughout the National Park. On the high moorland examples are Merrivale (still in operation), Foggintor and the Prison Quarry, also the
extensive remains of opencast tin mining at Vitifer between Headland Warren and the Warren House Inn, Golden Dagger mine to the south, Hexworthy mine up
above the Forest Inn at Hexworthy, the 13 mile tramway leading from Bittaford to the remains of the china clay workings at Red Lake, and Haytor Quarry and
associated tramway. Elsewhere there are numerous smaller quarries beside the roads on the open moor, many used for informal parking by visitors to the moor.
In addition the active china clay workings at Lee Moor, the ball clay workings in the Bovey Basin and now the recently implemented tungsten works at Hemerdon are
all clearly visible from extensive areas of open moorland, as well as the surrounding enclosed fringes of the National Park. There are numerous former mine workings
and quarries along the Teign Valley, and the Wray Valley. Within 4 miles of LHQ there are the active workings at Whitecleaves Quarry, as well as the disused quarries
on both sides of the A38 at Buckfast, and in the other direction there are 2 disused quarries close to Bickington.
Furthermore, it is well known that mining played an important part in the development of the Dartmoor economy, with the 4 Stannary towns of Ashburton, Chagford,
Tavistock and Lydford owing their status to their past role as centres for the tin mining industry.
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