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Notes For Meeting 25 March 2015 Acton Bridge Parish Rooms 
7.30 to 8.30 pm 
 
Alan and I have had dealings with CWAC over the last three years 
about the way they are controlling the activities at Town Farm 
Quarry. 
 
The matters are complex but it is important  that you understand 
the way in which CWAC carry out the monitoring of the planning 
conditions at the quarry. 
 
When CWAC give approval for planning applications they 
emphasize how much they can control activities using the powers 
they have.  
 
Perhaps after you have heard what I have to say you may be more 
sceptical about their assurances. 
 
Even when the council do identify breaches of the conditions they 
never take enforcement action stating that the breaches do not 
cause any harm. 
 
  
 
I want to cover three areas 
 

• Brief history of the site to put the present appeals in context  
 

• Process by which the current planning permission was 
granted 

 

• Deal with the two appeals that are the subject of the meeting. 
 

 
History of the site 
 
First given planning permission in  1981. 
 
There have been numerous extensions granted by the Council in 
the intervening period to give extra time to excavate the sand and 
restore the site.  
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Most applications to extend the planning permission have been 
unopposed because until renovation work started in 2009 there 
was little of no nuisance caused. 
 
Since 2009 the Council have allowed the operators to import 
material onto the site for restoration purposes and this is when the 
convoys of HGVs started.  
 
Residents have been subjected to noise dust and vibration 
nuisance on a daily basis. Some residents have reported structural 
damage to their houses and the safety of motorists, pedestrians, 
cyclists and horse riders has been put at jeopardy. 
 
CWAC have stated that originally there was never any need to 
allow material to be imported onto the site. 
 
The CWAC have given permission to allow  material to be 
imported because at some point in the past  the operators  
extracted more sand than they were allowed to do under the terms 
of the planning permission and therefore  it was necessary to 
import material to make up the shortfall . 
 
The  fact is that the Council should have been monitoring the site 
to stop over extraction but they failed to do so.  
 
The operators having made a financial gain from the over 
extracted sand was then further rewarded  by allowing them to 
make tipping charges to refill the over extracted areas. 
 
Then for a period of five years the council allowed the operators to 
remove more sand from the site rather than using this material to 
make up for the shortfall of material for restoration. 
 
In a nutshell the council are solely responsible for allowing all of 
the nuisance from the HGVs over the past five years. It could have 
all been avoided if they were carrying out their duties properly  
 
The council claim to be monitoring the amount of material being 
brought onto the site but they have not specified any way of doing 
this .  
 
They accept the operators visual estimates of the volume of 
material imported.  
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This to us does not appear to  be tight control of the amount of 
material being imported into the quarry as the council claim 
 
The Council claim to be monitoring the number of vehicle 
movements. They do not.  
 
The Council just rely on the vehicle numbers provided by the 
operators.  
 
There is no independent means of verifying the figures provided by 
the operators. 
 
It is these figures the Council uses when it says that the number of 
vehicle movements is not in excess of the numbers permitted.  
 
 
 
The Council should  monitor the finished levels of the site to make 
sure the site is not overfilled and being used as a tip. 
 
 They do not. The Council have admitted that they do not have any 
surveying equipment to measure the levels. 
 
The Council  have also confirmed that some areas of the site have 
been filled above the levels in the restoration plan but  the Council 
have done nothing about this. 
 
The Council  could have insisted that the  overfilled material was 
moved to areas  of the site that needed restoration . There has 
been no attempt to do this. 
 
In 2012 The Council gave permission for 10000 m3 of  restoration 
material to be imported for  an area of the quarry called Phase 3 
and no other part of the quarry. 
 
The council claim to have monitored the importation of  this 
material for the past two years.  
 
The Council  have now admitted that none of this material has 
been used to restore Phase 3 but has been deposited on other 
areas of the site leaving Phase 3 unrestored. 
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Current Planning Permission. 
 
Applied for in Nov 2014 . 
 
The application was ostensibly to enable  some minor drainage 
work on the site. 
 
To allow this work  to be done the operators  would need to put 
back the final restoration date of the site back for three years to 
September 2017. 
 
All sand extraction would cease in April 2014. 
 
There was considerable disquiet about the application and we 
raised objections as did a number of other residents. 
 
We entered into long correspondence with the Council about the 
application and our concerns that the operators would want to 
import more material.  
 
The Council informed us that as the application was to vary an 
existing planning permission they could only deal with the specific 
conditions that the applicant wanted to vary and no others. 
 
In particular they could not impose any new conditions only accept 
or reject the changes that the applicant requested 
 
At the  planning meeting in February 2014, when the current 
application was debated by elected members, the Council's 
officers emphatically stated that no material needed to be brought 
on to site to complete the restoration work. 
 
Then during the meeting the Council Officers proposed that they 
would add a new  condition  banning HGV movements,( you will 
recall from the note above that they knew they had no powers to 
do this) 
 
This was completely out of the blue and there was no time for 
residents to consider the implications of this new condition or 
question the legal basis upon which this ban on HGVs was based. 
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 The council already had the powers to prevent material  being 
imported  under the existing conditions so why this new condition 
was imposed at the very last minute at the meeting is a complete 
mystery.  
 
We questioned the officers after the meeting about why they had 
imposed a new condition when they  had already told us that they 
had no power to do this.  
 
They were not able to explain this course of action. The application 
was approved by the committee with the new condition added. 
Arguably, this condition was a theatrical ploy to allay the 
committee members fear of more importation and to derail our 
objections to getting the application rejected. 
 
Subsequently the operators appealed against the ban on HGV 
movements and won the appeal in Dec 2014 on the basis that the 
council had no powers to impose new conditions.  
 
Why the council chose to impose a ban that they must have known 
was illegal and was bound to be the subject of a successful appeal 
we just have been unable to ascertain particularly when there 
already existed a legal condition that the applicant did not want to 
vary. 
 
 
 
The council have made repeated statements that they are aware 
of the dangers of the so called quarry site becoming a tip by 
incremental applications to import modest amounts of material.  
 
Up to two weeks ago the council have given categorical 
assurances to residents that no more material would be allowed to 
be imported without a full planning application.  
 
The council have  given categorical assurances that there is 
sufficient material on site to complete the restoration work.  
 
Then  out of the blue and without a full planning application they 
have given permission to the operators to  import a further 
23000m3 of material, despite written reassurances to the contary 
the previous week. 
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There has been no explanation of why they have changed their 
long standing position on this matter . The Council have declined 
to answer detailed questions on the justification more the change 
in policy. 
  
  
 
The Appeals. 
 
In April last year the operators made two applications to vary the 
2014 planning permission. 
 
The applications had two main purposes. To allow the operators to 
import 295,000 m3 of restoration material for phase 3 and to 
extract 93,000 m3 of sand from a new area of land. 
 
CWAC notified us about these applications at the time they were 
submitted in April 2014 but when we looked at the applications on 
line they were shown as 'withdrawn'.  
 
CWAC informed us  that the operators had withdrawn the 
applications after discussions with the planning dept who had 
indicated that a variation application was inappropriate for the 
scale of the proposed work  and they would not be recommend 
approval by the council. 
 
We have now found out that the operators never withdrew the 
applications as we had been informed .The Council's web site ( as 
of today) still indicates that  the applications were 'withdrawn' 
which is untrue. 
 
 
In November 2014 the operators appealed to PINS ( The National 
Planning Inspectorate who deal with appeals) stating that the 
council had not processed their applications within the time limits 
allowed and are now asking PINS to determine the applications. 
 
It appears that CWAC unilaterally withdrew the applications, a 
power that they know they do not have.  
 
CWC should have processed the applications in the normal way 
and recommended rejecting the applications on the grounds that 
an application to vary the existing conditions was not appropriate 
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because it fundamentally changed the nature of the site from a 
quarry to a tip. 
 
But this they failed to do.  
 
We have not received any explanation of this apparent complete 
failure to deal with the applications properly. 
 
There has been considerable discussions between PINS and 
CWAC since November 2014 all of which has been kept secret 
from residents and only recently have CWAC admitted that an 
appeal had been submitted as long ago as Nov 2014. ( we have 
now found out that the appeals were lodged with PINS in 
September 2014) 
 
The upshot is that the planning application will now be decided by 
written representations  by PINS.  
 
This is a big disadvantage to us.  
 
We have no right to make face to face representations to the 
Inspector and the inspector may visit the site with the Council 
officers and  we will not know what the council officers  will say to 
the inspector at the time of the site visit.  
 
The Council always paints a rosy picture of what is going on at the 
site (see Notes to emails) and unlikely to admit  their shortcomings 
about how they have monitored the tip over the years to the PINS 
inspector 
 
We now need to get as many people as possible to make 
representations to get the application rejected by the PINS 
inspector. 
 
 
There are two area that need to be addressed. 
 
The first one is how much nuisance the unnecessary vehicle 
movements cause. Think of absolutely everything and get it into 
the objection. As well as noise and vibration and road safety 
include all the things that affect you personally. Include things that 
you don't do because of the HGVs . 
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It should be noted that the Council have repeatedly stated that 
the HGVs and the operation of the quarry does not cause any 
nuisance too residents. It is up to us to make sure that CWAC 
and PINS are made fully aware of just how much nuisance the 
HGVs cause . This is important. 
 
The second area to cover is  the technical arguments in the 
application. This includes matters such as justification of the need 
to import material - is there already enough material on site in the 
overfilled areas that can be moved to he areas requiring 
restoration ?, control measures to control the import of material 
and justification of the number of vehicle movements to move the 
material. 
 
 To help with this Alan and I will be going through the applications 
in detail and will provide suggested arguments that you can use in 
your representations. You may wish to delay sending in you 
representations until the advice notes have been distributed. 
 
Important matters 
 
There are two appeals and so you must object to each one. It may 
be the same submission but you need to make two. 
 
Representations must be sent to PINS NOT CWAC. 
 
The number of objections is vital so please tell others about what 
is going on 
 
 
We have negotiated a new deadline for representations of 16 th 
April because CWAC did not give us the statutory time period to 
make representations. Any made after that date will be returned 
and not read by the inspector. 
 
We will send  details of where to send representations to anyone 
that we have on our email list 
 
If you want information please send an email to 
stopthetip@btinternet.com 
 
Please read your emails frequently as sometimes we need to get 
information out fast. 
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Just one last point. If anyone has any legal or planning expertise 
could you please let us know. 


