James Neave
Principal Planner
County Planning
West Sussex County Council
Chichester
West Sussex
PO19 1RH
21 September 2021
Our Reference: 264101

Dear James
Application reference: WSCC/011/21
Further to our meeting on 25 August where you raised several queries, we have
put together the following response that we hope you will find helpful, by way of
an informal update.

Building measurements, area covered
Whilst the dimensions are already provided on the submitted drawings, for ease
of reference please see the attached table that sets out the dimensions and
gross external area (GEA) of each element.

Records of current HGV movements
Please see the attached spreadsheet that sets out the data from Grundon’s
records over the period from January 2021 to July 2021. It provides the number
of HGVs per day (one-way) based on the weighbridge records. It shows that
over the period there has been a gradual increase in daily HGV movements
probably as a result of the relaxation of COVID restrictions.
Obviously, the effects of the pandemic have supressed activity and this has been
gradually recovering. In July 2021, there were on average 46 one-way HGV
movements Monday – Friday and an average of 8 on Saturdays.
In addition, note that in previous years, when the site was receiving inputs
diverted from another site as well as its own normal activity, the records would
show that the movements would have been significantly greater.

Hours of operation discrepancy between current permission and the
proposal

Noted that ref: WSCC/096/13/F Condition 27 limits use of plant and machinery
outside the hours of 07:00 and 20:00 Monday to Saturday and not at any time
on Sundays, Bank Holidays or Public Holidays.
These are the hours of operation which the WTS is currently operating in line
with.
The current application proposes that most deliveries and collections will be
received/made between 06:00 and 20:00 hours Mondays to Fridays and 08:00
and 18:00 hours on Saturdays, and the WSTF will also operate from 06:00 to
20:00 Mondays to Fridays, 08:00 to 18:00 on Saturdays.
There is a discrepancy between the AM start time (6am instead of 7am) and the
end time on a Saturday (6pm instead of 8pm).
However, the extra hour on weekdays allows for traffic to be spread out better
throughout the day which should also help to avoid build ups at busy junctions
during peak periods and will avoid build ups on-site meaning that incoming
HGVs can be processed more efficiently.

Gabion/flint walls clarification; which are knapped flint, which are rock filled
gabions
See the attached drawing clarifying that the knapped flint faced gabions are
those that face outwards towards the site boundary, and the rock gabions are
those that face internally.

Quantities/% of IBA and APCr
Both the IBA and APCr will be removed from Ford ERF and will be sent offsite for
specialist recovery/recycling.
Lakeside EfW, also owned by the Joint Venture, achieved zero waste to landfill in
2017. The same targets would be set for Ford ERF.
The quantities at Ford ERF are:
IBA
55,869 tonnes per annum
APCr
13,191 tonnes per annum

Volume of excavated material
The estimated amount of cut is 46,300m3 and the estimated fill is 62,500m3.
As a worst case scenario we have assumed that all excavated material would be
removed from site to free up space for construction. However, we would expect
the EPC contractor to make use of this material, where possible, for bund
construction and/or engineering fill.
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Check paragraph 14.75 reference to site hoarding against what the CEMP
says
The submitted CEMP does not refer to the 2.4m temporary hoarding that will be
in place during the construction period. However, this hoarding is included in the
mitigation as clearly stated in the ES. Noting that the CEMP is a working
document that will be updated, this will be specifically referred to in the next
revision document. A planning condition would be appropriate to have a CEMP
submitted for approval prior to start on site.

Confirm/clarify regarding overlap of construction and operational periods
The construction and operational assessments are separate and completed to
different assessment methodologies, standards and criteria. It is therefore not
possible to provide an assessment to a defined assessment methodology to
consider both construction and operational noise. However, based on the
predicted construction noise levels, the construction noise would be the main
audible noise from the site as the construction noise would mask the operational
noise.

Clarify significance of effect vs magnitude of change with ref to paragraphs
14.36 and 14.38 (table 14.5)
Paragraph 14.36 of the ES states that a potential significant noise effect is
indicated when construction noise exceeds the threshold level. Paragraph 14.38
states that Table 14.5 "details the significance of effects", and the table provides
a description, a magnitude of impact, and the adverse effect level expressed.
Paragraph 14.36 refers to a 'potential' significant effect being 'indicated'. The
methodology assesses whether this potential indication is likely to be realised,
with reference to relevant guidance.
Note that paragraph 14.13 states:
"In line with the NPSE, PPG introduces the following concepts:
•

•

•

•

Significant observed adverse effect level (SOAEL): This is the level of
noise exposure above which significant adverse effects on health and
quality of life occur
Lowest observed adverse effect level (LOAEL): this is the level of noise
exposure above which adverse effects on health and quality of life can be
detected
No observed adverse effect level (NOAEL): this is the level of noise
exposure where noise can be heard, but does not cause any change in
behaviour, attitude or other physiological response
No observed effect level (NOEL): this is the level of noise exposure below
which no effect at all on health or quality of life can be detected ".

These relate to the adverse effect levels in the final column of table 4.5.
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From this it can be seen that the SOAEL (significant effect) occurs for moderate
magnitudes and above. Whilst above the threshold, the LOAEL (low effect) that
occurs at slight magnitudes, does not lead to significant adverse effects.
Note that figure 4.4 also shows that a magnitude of moderate or above is
significant.

Paragraph 14.23 of the ES refers to DMRB standards but the R25 response
says there are no standards for assessing traffic induced vibration
DMRB LA111 relates to road construction and does not provide an assessment
methodology for operational road vibration.
Operational vibration is specifically scoped out of the standard because DMRB
relates to road construction, and any road under construction will not be
operational until construction ends. Once construction ends it is assumed that
the road will be smooth and therefore there will be no vibration when operational,
so there is no need to assess operational vibration for the road construction
projects to which the DMRB relates.
However, the standard does include construction vibration so this is why
vibration is mentioned in paragraph 14.23 in the context of the DMRB standard.
The R25 response is correct in stating that there are no specific standards for
assessing traffic induced vibration.

Table 14.17 does not seem to show data for the stretch of road from the site
access to Horsemere Green Lane, just from south of there to the A259
The data for Church Lane relates to the links 14-9 and 9-14 as shown on the link
diagrams in the Transport Assessment and Figure 15.1 of the ES, 14 being the
site access and 9 being the A259 roundabout, capturing the whole of Church
Lane. See extract from Figure 15.1 of the ES below.
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As the two-way flow data are needed for noise calculations, the flows for the
northbound and southbound contributions were summed, however, the
description in table 14.17 associated with this refers to ‘Church Lane south of
Horsemere Green Lane’.
This reference is not accurate, and we confirm that the noise assessment
against this heading includes the total flow from south of the site access road
down to the A259 roundabout and vice versa, in line with links 14-9 and 9-14
from the Transport Assessment data that was used to carry out the noise
assessment.
HGV tracking information
In addition to the above, please find attached the HGV swept path information
for the site access junction, which will be of interest to Stephen Gee, perhaps
you could pass this on to him with the commentary below.
The tracking shows two-way 44T 6 axle HGVs do potentially clash on the turn
owing to the width at the neck of the access road, in circumstances where both
inbound and outbound vehicles arrive at the junction together.
However, these types of HGVs frequently use the access today and there is no
record that any accidents have occurred. This is why the applicants' Designers’
Response disagrees that there is a problem and therefore also disagrees that
there is a resulting need to modify the existing access road junction.
We note that the access road was quite recently approved (WSCC/027/18/F)
and the issue was not raised at the time this was approved. Indeed, the WSCC
highways response to the planning application (also attached) states that "It was
observed on site that the existing access already has space for two HGVs to
pass each other..." and that "the increase in the number of HGV movements
should not affect road safety".
The current position is that up to 120 HGV one way movements (240 two way)
are allowed each day through this existing junction to and from the Circular
Technology Park, based on the approved, constructed and operational design of
the access road.
Nor are we aware that the same issue has been raised by other live applications
using the same access and junction, such as that for the Ford Strategic Site that
includes employment land that could attract HGVs of a similar size. Such HGV
traffic associated with the development of the Ford Strategic Site would be
additional to the approved levels visiting the Circular Technology Park.
Given that two-way HGV movements of this type happen today and no
accidents are recorded, it is considered that, in practice, HGV drivers effectively
manage any conflict themselves, should this occur.
The proposed ERF will simply use an existing approved and operational junction
layout within an approved HGV movements cap. The proposals for the ERF do
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not cause any changes to the vehicle types that use the junction. The operation
of the current junction today with movements of HGVs in and out indicates that
there are no real practical difficulties for HGV drivers using the junction. This
does not indicate a need for any changes to the junction to address the tracking
results.
Do let me know if you have any further queries or wish to discuss the content of
this letter.
Yours sincerely,

Steve Molnar
Technical Director
Enc.
cc

Ian John, Viridor Energy Limited
Paul McLaughlin, Ford EfW
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