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Introduction

Brief and Seope of Review

LDA Design Consulting Ltd (LDA) are a nation-wide multidisciplinary practice of
masterplanners, planners and landscape architects. LDV was commissioned in mid-
October 2021 by the Planning, Growth & Sustainability Directorate of Buckinghamshire
Counil, (BC) to review two inter-related Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments
{LV1As) which have been submitted in support of two Planning Applications relating to
the same proposed development site (the Applications), as follows.
*  The mining and minerals application, which, at the time of writing, is being
considered by BC under reference ChW/36/21 (the Minerals Application/ the Minerals
Development)!; and

*  The outline application for the Colne Valley Motorway Services Area (MSA), which at
the time of writing, is being considered by BC under planning reference
PLR204332/0A (the MSA Application/ the MSA Development)?.

It is important to note that the MSA Application relies on the Minerals Application as a
pre-requisite of its subsequent implementation.

The Commission brief required a professional and objective technical review of the two
aforementioned supporting LVIAs in the light of current good practice (the Review). The
Review, which was partly desk-based and partly field-based, was subsequently carried out
during mid-late October 2021 by two Chartered Landscape Architects with appropriate
experience in landscape planning and assessment; Paul Lishman CMLI and James Truscott
CMLIL

It should be noted that LDA Design provided similar services for the recently submitted
‘Warren Farm MSA Application and acted as Expert Witness at the Appeal.

The Review comments are based on a technical evaluation of the submitted Minerals
Application LVIA (the Minerals LVIA); contained in Chapter 5 of the Minerals Application
Environmental Statement (ES) together with associated Appendices; and the MSA
Application LVIA (the M5A LVIA): contained in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the M5A
Application ES together with associated Appendices all as updated/amended#; and an
appraizal of the main landscape and visual issues arising. Because of their broad similarity
and close inter-relationship, the two LVIAs have been reviewed concurrently.

The LV1As are supported by a range of plans including a Zone of Theoretical Visibility,
photography from 11 viewpoints and verified photomontage visualisations at two of these

! hithps: blicaccrss bucksmoe gov uk'ombine-applicati
p — - -

¥ Colne Valley Services Mineral Application 5- Environmental Statement Main Beport July 21
4 Colne Valley Services 5 Environmental Stabement Main Report Volume 1 Deoember 2000
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locations (Viewpoints 3 & 5) illustrating the scale of the proposed development
(incorporating the maturing MSA Development mitigation planting at Year 1 and Year 10).

When reviewing the LVIAs, allowance was made on site for the fact that, being aubammn,
trees were in either full or partial leaf at the time and therefore not representative of the
worst-case scenario (ie., mid-winter when the existing deciduous trees’ screening potential
is reduced by lack of foliage). It was also noted that the LVIA visualisations and the
assessment work were carried out at a similar time of year; however, it was stated that
seasonal considerations had already been taken account of in the preparation of both
L¥IAs.

In addition to the Application documents individually referenced in the text, the following
documents were also referred to during the course of this Review.
¢  Landscape Institute (LI} Guidance on reviewing LVIAs®

* LI Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, Third Edition (GLVIA3);
and

* LI Guidance on Visual Representation of Development Proposals. 7

This Review covers the following landscape and visual amenity topics;
* scoping, and pre-application consultation by the Applicant with BC on LVIA issues;

¢ method of approach with regard to the inter-relationship between the Minerals LVIA
and the M5A LVIA and their respective scopes;

# methodology issues including appropriateness, comprehensiveness, and compliance
with guidance;

* landscape and visual baseline descriptions;
* landscape and visual mitigation proposals;
# LVIA assessment findings; and

* clarity of presentation.

This is followed by overall conclusions and recommendations.

* Reviewing Landscape and Visnal Impact Assessments (LV1As) and Landscape and Visual Appraisals (LV As)
Landscape Institute Technical Guidance Mote 1520 (10% Jan 200}

= Cuidelines for Larhdx.:.pe and Visimal [mp.'h:t Assessment, Third Edition, 2013 ; LTEMA; Routledge

7 Landscape Institute, 2019, Visual Representation of Development Propasals. Technical Guidance Note 06/19
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LVIA Seoping

A Scoping Report was issued to BC in Novernber 2020 by the Applicant’s Consultants
(AXIS)* in respect of the M5A Development. It is understood that no Scoping Opinion had
been received from BC at the time of writing the M5A ES and hence the methodology is
based upon that submitted at Scoping”.

As regards the Minerals Development, there appears to be no reference to this in the MSA
Scoping Report referred to above; nor does there appear to have been a Scoping Report
produced specifically in support of the Minerals Application.

Having reviewed the landscape and visual section of the MS5A Scoping Report, this does
appear to accord with the methodology subsequently adopted by the MSA LVIA

Pre-Application Consultation

Para 52 14 of the Minerals LVIA states that “...consultation was carried ot with
Buckinghamshire Council as part of the pre-application submission made in June 2020 for the CVS
scheme (MSA Development). A respanse to this was received in October 2020, ushick idenfified the
need bo produce & Zone of Theoretical Visibility diegram (ZTV) covering an approximutely Skn
radins arownd the CV5 scheme Sile. Figure 5.1a illustrates @ ZTV for the CV5 scheme extending
over this radius.

Having reviewed feedback from BC FPlanning staff in respect of the extent of the pre-
application consultation, it appears that whilst the location of the short distance views was
considered acceptable by BC, further work was requested in order to work with BC to
review and agree a range of locations to be confirmed in the feld, focusing on potential
views/vistas from significant public roads, rights of way, open spaces, designated
landscapes and residential areas. BC also flagged up that part of the site sits on a gradient
and may be prominent in longer range views and suggested that the LVIA should consider
potential viewpoints at least 3km and up to Skm from the edges of the site.

As stated in both LVIAs, and quoted above, an additional 5km ZTV and one additional
viewpoint (11) was the apparent outcome of this request. It does not appear that any other
viewpoints were proposed and /or amended, however, it appears from reviewing the
LW1As that AXIS's timescale constraints may have contributed to lack of further
engagement (see 1.3.4 below).

BC also suggested that the MSA development as a whole should be considered for
inclusion in the ZTV. This included not just the buildings, but the petrol filling station, the
car parking, hotel, access road/bridge and potential gantry and road signage and lighting.
In the event, the ZTV for both the Minerals LVIA and the MSA LVIA only illustrates the
theoretical visibility of the main amenity building and HGVs entering and leaving the site.

F Colne Valley Services Environmental Scoping Report November 2000 Draft V1
? Colne Valley Services 5-6 Environmental Statement Main Report Volume 1 Decemnber 2020 para. 5.2.12
¥ Cotee Valley Services Mineral Application 5- Environmental Statement Main Repart July 2021 p 5.7
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Whilst we agree with BC that one or two other key features would have been a useful
addition to the ZTV and assist in the assessment process, we note the ZTV study is a tool
for guiding further desk [ feld study and complex ZTVs can lead to confusion in the

graphic presentation.

Mo further pre-application discussions were sought by the Applicant following the issuing
of a letter by BC expressing the foregoing concerns although again, AXIS's timescale
constraints may have contributed to this, as they go on tostate that *...the proposed scope of
the LVIA was set out in the Scoping Report submitted to Buckingharshive Cowncil in Noventber
2020 (refer to Appendiz 2-1)7. At the time of writing, a Scoping Opintion had mot yet been peceived
from Buckinghamshire Council. As such, the LVIA has been undertaken in accordance with the
scape proposed, and in accordiance with pre-application consultation. .. =2 {as described abowve).

Crucially however, no specific pre-application discussion appears to have taken place
regarding the Minerals LVIA specifically, nor the approach to be taken in respect of the
close inter-relationship between the two Applications and specifically the bwo LVIAs

11 Colne Valley Services Enwironmental Scoping Report Movember 2020 Draft V1
1 Colne Valley Services 5-6 Environmental Statement Main Repart Violume 1 December B0 para. 5212
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Review of Approach and Methodology

Approach

In the Minerals LVIA the inter-relationship between the Minerals Application and the M5A
Application and their associated LVIAs is explained as follows; .. s set out in Chapter 4.0
of the (Minerals Application) Envirmmental Staterment { ES), the Proposed Developrent for which
Jull planning permission is being sought is the minerals extraction component of the wider Colne
Vialley Services (CVS) acheme (the MSA Developanent). If the CVS scheme & ot consented, the
mineral extraction (Le. the Proposed Depelogment) will not take pliace, irrespective of uhether
permission for the extraction is granted or not. As the mineral extraction is part of the CV5 scheme
it relies on the mitigation and restoration from the CVS scheme, and as such elements of the CVS
outiine application are referenced where necessary fo provide a full understanding of the combext of
the Proposed Development. ™

It continues “. this _LVIA is devived from the LVIA of the CVS scheme {as updiated as part of the
ERegulation 25 Updale Submission, June 2021). Whilst ermprhuesis is placed wpon those elements that
comprise the Proposed Development, some of the information included is concermed with the
CVS scheme once operational and has limited or no applicability to the neineral extraction.
Where this is the case, this is clearly stated>” (emphasis added).

In 5.1.13 the Minerals LVIA further defines this approach ; *...should sutline consent for the
praposed CVS scheme not be granted, then the mineral extraction (Le. the Proposed Development)
will rot take place. The minerals extraction would occur entirely within the footprint of the CVS
scheme (including the foolprint lemporary constriction works for the CVS scheme). As such, no
specific restoration of the area affected by the Proposed Developiient is proposed. Rather
the development of the CVS schewme, including associated on-site and off-site planting
would comprise the restoration”™ (emphasis added)™.

In 5.2.13 the Minerals LVIA continues _.." @s the Proposed Developrtent wonld contprise part of
the constriction activity asseciated with the CVE scheme, it is clear that the scope of the CVS
scheme encompasses the proposed minerals extraction. ™"

There are, however, in our opinion, a number of potential issues arising from this
approach, as follows.

# The two Applications are for separate although closely inter-related developments
on the same site but with a different range of potential landscape and visual effects
and as such, it is considered that both the Minerals Development and the MSA
Development should be assessed separately — which, by the virtue of preparing
two separate LVIA's for two separate applications, would seem to be an agreed
position with BC and the Applicant.

#  Since the MSA Development landscape mitigation proposals are assumed in the
Minerals LVIA to be the ultimate restoration proposals for the Minerals

1 Colre Valley Services Minerals Application Environmental Statement Main Report July 302 p.5-1
14 Owpcit p5-3
¥ Op.ct p5é



Development, the ZTV, visual assessment tables and landscape assessment tables
for the Minerals Development in the Minerals LVIA appear to be identical to those
presented in the MSA LVIA, despite potentially different landscape and visual
effects arising.

Furthermaore, whilst there is a fairly detailed description of the envisaged minerals
works in Chapter 4 of the Minerals ES, the usual convention of describing effects
arising from "Construction” and “Operation” in the ES does not appear to have
been followed. It would have been expected for a minerals development such as
this, that what is referred to in the E5 as "enabling™ works in terms of construction
of temporary and permanent accesses, lemporary site compounds, stripping and
stockpiling or removal of topsoil and overburden etc,. would be assessed as
“construction” effects and that the subsequent extraction of sand and gravel (only
€. 10f% of which is to be retained on site for subsequent M5A works) would be
assessed as “operation” effects. The MSA ES would then in turn consider the
“Construction” effects of building the MSA and “Operation” effects of the
completed scheme. Instead, the approach adopted has been to class the whole
Minerals Development as part of the “construction” element of the eventual MSA
Development on the same site.

As a consequence of this approach, there is no specific landscape or visual
assessment of any "construction” or “operation” period of the mineral workings
themselves {as defined abowe), which are due to last abowt ten months in total
according to the Minerals LVIA, in respect of either direct or indirect impacts and
consequent effects and their significance.

It is understood that the Minerals Application procedurally had to be submitted
separately to the MSA Application, and that it is being treated by the Applicants as
a pre-requisite for the M3A Development and that it would only proceed if both
Applications were consented. Mevertheless, with this approach there is a potential
but realistic scenario, whereby if both consenits were granted and the mineeal
extraction went ahead but then work on the M5A was subsequently delayed for a
considerable period of time, or worse still, never progressed due to unforeseen
economic, commercial, or other reasons. In this case, as things currently stand, the
waorked gravel pit would lie in an unrestored state for an indefinite period of time
and perhaps permanently. This is clearly not a desirable landscape outcome, and it
is one which has not been anticipated by the Minerals ES and which for the same
reason has not been assessed in the Minerals LVIA.

It would be preferable therefore in our opinion, that the Minerals ES considered the
specific effects of construction | operation associated within the minerals activity,
separately from the construction [ operation associated with the M5A; and that
consideration is given to a potential scenario in which the MS5A does not come
forward or is delayed. This could include a potential post-mineral extraction
restoration plan, which could be put in place as a contingency in the eventuality
the M5SA does not come forward.

Finally, and contrary to the italicised sentence quoted above in 2.1.2, it is not
always clear to the reader of the Minerals LVIA which elements relate to the
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Proposed Minerals Development, and which relate to the Proposed MSA
Developmernt (or CV5 Scherne as the Minerals LVIA refers to it).

Other identified issues with the overall approach include:

# There is no consideration of changes to typography (in so far as it relates to site
fabric) in the Minerals LVIA. Effects on site fabric are limited to vegetation loss
only.

# There is no detailed assessment for the construction period of the MSA LVIA.
While the construction activity is described in some detail, the effects themselves
are nok quantified.

The MS5A LVIA also does not make clear judgements on the operational residual landscape
and visual effects. Section 5.7 describes how the proposed landscape strategy would help
integrate the proposed development and screen views, but it is not clear how effects vary
over time (which is normally considered at Year 1 and Year 10 or 15). This is despite the
viewpoint photomontages being at Year 1 and Year 10.

Methodology

The LVIA methodology used is the same for the Minerals LVIA and the MSA LVIA. In
both cases the methodology appears in Appendices 5-1 of their respective ESs (Volume 2 in
respect of the M5A LVIA). The methodologies state that they are informed by guidance
contained within the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (The
Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Assessment, 3rd Edition, 200 3) or
GLVIAZ, and it is agreed that they do indeed generally follow this guid ance and are
considered to be generally robust and together with the choice of study area extent, are
considered to be appropriate for the scale and nature of both the Minerals Development
and the M5A Developrment.

However, there are concemns regarding the approach to visual value, which, together with
susceptibility, forms one of the two elements to be considered when evaluating visual

receptor sensitivity.

In para. 3.11 the methodology states that *...in accordance with peragraph 6.37 of the GLV1A
when considering the value of a view experienced, this should fake account of:

*  Recognition of the value attached to particular views, for example in relation o heritage
assets oF through plawning desigrations;

*  Indicators of the value attached o views by visitors, for example throuwgh appearances in
guidebosks or om tosrist maps, provision of facilities fir theiv enjoyment and references lo
et in literature or arl”.

Accordingly, in the evaluation of the value element of visual sensitivity set out in
Appendix 5-5 of the Minerals LVIA and Updated Appendix 5-5 of the MSA LVIA, the
Assessor considers the presence of landscape designations, heritage, nabure conservation
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and viewpoints promoted for recognised scenic value. However, in LVIA methodology
para. 3.13 it goes on to state that ... the essessment of value is made on the same basis as the
assessment of susceptibility to change.”, This would seem to indicate that the susceptibility
criteria have also been used for this evaluation of value, which is clearly inconsistent with
GLVIA and does not align with the tables set out in Appendix 5-5. Therefore, greater
clarity on how susceptibility and value have been used to inform visual sensitivity would
be helpful.

This lack of carity regarding visual susceptibility / value also seemns bo have continwed inko
some of the judgements. For example, it is stated that “pesple tend o malie the views from
their properties”; owever even when it does state this, the valuwe does not rise above
Medium. The level of Medium-High seems to be reserved in a number of cases to receplors
on public footpaths regardless of the prevailing context. For this reason, it is considered
that some evaluations of visual sensitivity, may be understated or overstated, depending
on location. This is reviewed in more detail below in section 4.0

The existing site photography and viewpoint photomontages from VPs 3 and 5 appear to
have been carried out in line with current good practice guidance as described in the
methodology in Appendix 5-2 in both LVIA cases (Volume 2 in MSA ES) and with
reference both to GLVIA3 and Landscape Instibute (2019), Visual Representation of
Development Proposals Technical Guidance Mote D6/19. This is considered to be an

acceptable approach.

However additional photomontages would have been useful given the nature and scale of
development, and it is not clear whether or which VPs were discussed with BC as potential
candidates for such visualisations. In ES Appendix 5-2 {Visualisation Methodology) the
assumed heights of the proposed trees to be planted (ranging from transplants to extra-
heavy standard and (assumed) semi-mature forms at vears 1 and 10 are stated and appear
reasonable as averages; although it should be noted that heights at 10 years will vary
according to species and site conditions and this caveat does not appear in the
methodology. It should also be noted that some of the peripheral mitigation planting is to
be on linear mounds (ref. cross sections in the Design and Access Statement (PAS) Section
4.00) and it is not clear whether this has been taken account of in the photomontages.

Viewpoints 2 and 3 on Bangors Road North represent residential receptors, road wsers and
pedestrians at ground level but it should be borne in mind when reviewing the assessment
that a number of the houses are two storey and receptors on upper floors can in places see

over the foreground hedgerows (see Plate 1; View West from Bridleway). It is not apparent
if this has been taken account of in the assessment of these two Viewpoints.
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Flate 1; View West from Bridleway; tops of some two-storey houses in Bangors Road
Morth, Iver Heath, can obtain partial views over foreground hedgerow
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Review of Landscape and Visual Baseline Descriptions
Introduction

The Landscape and Visual Baseline for the Minerals LVIA and the MSA LVIA are identical,
and the review below applies to both. However, following on from the observations made
it Section 1.0, there is the potential for the MSA LVIA baseline to be modified to include a
description of the excavated area which would be left after the sand and gravel extraction
resulting from the Minerals Development.

Site Description

The site and its environs are described generally comprehensively and accurately (except
the high point, with reference to the 1:25,000 O5 map, should probably read 55.5m AQD
rather than 54.5m AODY). From this point, Chandlers Hill, to the east of VIS, (see
photograph, Flate 2, Chandlers Hill) broad views are obtained of the development site
plateau just to the north.

.

Plate 2, Chandlers Hill looking north; development site in mid-ground; tops of motorway/
electricity infrastructure in background

One other exception is that the description appears to omit an overview of local drainage.
This is important, as the northern part of the site slopes down into a pronounced, if
relatively shallow valley, largely hidden by topography and hedgerows in views from the
west and south and emphasised by a linear copse which screens the site from the north and
lies just outside the site on the north side of the valley, which is just over 10m deep at its
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most easterly point. Its un-named stream, which rises north of Denham Road (A412) fows
out of the west part of the site under the adjacent M25 motorway (see photograph, Plate 3,
Bridleway adjacent to Site} before joining the Alder Bourne, a tributary of the River Colne,
to thee east of the motorway. The river itself then passes under the M25 just south of the site
from east to west and is joined here by another small un-named tributary which drains the
steeply sloping south-east site corner.

Plate 3, Bridleway adjacent to Site, looking west over the centre of development location
towards shallow tributary valley and adjacent copse.

Landscape Baseline

The description of landscape designations, landscape character assessments and other
landscape studies generally appears to be comprehensive and well-researched.

The approach taken forward to assessment is that, *.__on the basis thiet the (Colie Valley
Character Areas, ar) CVCAs are mapped af @ finer grain than the South Buckinghamshire
{Landscape Character Areas, or) LCAs, it & these thal form the principal baseline against which
effects on Landscape character have been @ssessed. However, all conclusions regarding effects have
also been informed by the contenls of the District (Landscape Character) Study. . _in relation to the
other character areas within the Study Area, the presence of the Proposed Development wonld have
no appreciale influence upon their cheracter, due to the general lack of visibility, and no further
comsideration is given.” This is considered to be an acceptable approach.

As discussed above however, the M5A Landscape Assessment could amend its baseline
description of the site and environs to include for and take account of, the worked-out sand
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and gravel pit developrnent which would be the residual state of the Minerals
Development.

Visual Baseline

For comments regarding the ZTV, please see above, in Section 12.

With regard bo the selection of Viewpaoints (VFPs), the LVIA paraphrases GLVIA para. 6,19
as follows; “.. . oiewpoints can fall into three categories, as set onl in the GLVIA:

Representative viewpoints (which represent the experience of different types of receplors in
the vicinity);
Specific viewpeints (a particular view, for exanple a well-knmen beauty spot);

Illustrative viewpoints (which illustrate @ particular effect [ issuwe, which may inclide
limited ! lack of visibility).”

On wisiting the site environs, the following observations are made:

¥Ps 1 (Denham Road) and 8 (Denham Road Bridge) seem initially of limited
usefulness as they have no, or extremely limited, views of any element of either the
Mineral Development or the MSA Development; however, they do fall under the
third bulletpoint heading above and for this reason are useful context.

Sirnilarly, VP & (Field north of White Cottage), as a non-public location, away from
the bridleway, with currently limited views, seems am unuswal choice until it is
made clear in the LVIA that this is representative of views from White Cottage, a
key and sensitive receptor location, the views from which would be opened up as a
result of both Developments removing mid-ground trees.

VI 9, on the Slough Road, is currently a view of a hedgerow opposite but again
this would change if the proposed new site access was constructed.

Whilst it is acknowledged that the bridleway would be relocated to the west of the
site, nevertheless it is felt that a viewpoint on the east side of the site is lacking;
perhaps to the north of where the farm overbridge (o be retained as a pedestrian
access) emerges from the top of the M25 cutting on the west side might have been a
useful location as this would be on the periphery but close to the centre of both
Developments (see Plate 3 above).
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Review of Landscape and Visual Mitigation and Assessments
Landscape and Visual Mitigation; Minerals Development

As discussed above in detail in Section 2.1 above, the approach to mitigation taken by the
Minerals LVIA relies almost entirely on the mitigation provided by the separate MSA
Application. As described in the M5A LVIA and summarised below in 4.2 this assumes
that this will follow on directly from the Minerals Development, which may or may not be
the case in reality.

The exception is the proposed implementation of a Construction Environmental
Management Mlan (CEMP) which would apply specifically to the Minerals Development to
mitigate construction-related landscape and other effects, *+ and which appears

appropriate in principle.
Landseape and Visual Mitigation; MSA Development

During the “construction” stage of the M5A Development the implementation of a CEMP
is proposed, which would govern construction activities, and which would include
measures o protect retained vegetation, protect soil materials, and control construction
lighting. This appears to be appropriate.

A series of mitigation proposals have also been incorporated into the design, with the
intention of ameliorating potential adverse landscape and visual effects during the
"operation” stage. These are outlined in para. 5.4.1 of the MSA LVIA and the Landscape
Design proposals are described and illustrated in some more detail in the supporting
Deesign and Access Satement_* The proposed M3A outline landscape design and
landscape ( visual mitigation measures appear to have been sensitively designed and seem
appropriate to the site and environs.

These main mitigation features are as follows.

#  MNew native woodland planting located around the perimeter of the Site for
screening, tving into the existing landscape character and as compensatory tree
planting;

# Low mounding along the south-western perimeter of the Site, to increase the
effective height of the new woodland planting when viewed from Iver Heath;

+  MNew planting north of New Cottage, to screen views of the proposed slip roads
from this property;

*  New wildflower grassland areas, and wetland vegetation, for bindiversity;

#  (Mf-site habitat enhancements, comprising further wildflower grassland and
wondland, enhancing biodiversity and local landscape character;

1 Colre Valley Services; Mineral Application 4-4 Envirenmental Statemsent Main Report July 2021 Paras 4. 26-4.30
¥ Dpcit Paras 5.42.543
¥ Colne Valley Services; Design and Acoess Stabement; P'PGAS-S\S il
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+ A new pedestrian route would be provided on the former farm access bridge
across the M25, linking Iver Heath with the Iver Environment Centre; and

+ A well-designed lighting scheme, which would minimise potential adverse night-
tirne effects.

Minerals LVIA Findings;: Review
The Minerals LVIA and its findings appear to be identical to those of the M5A LVIA.

As referred to above in Section 2.0, in our opinion the Minerals ES should consider the
specific effects of construction [/ operation associated within the minerals activity,
separately from the construction [ operation associated with the MSA.

MSA LVIA Findings; Review

Section 5.7 of the updated/ amended MSA ES summarises the residual effects of the MSA
LVIA and highlights the main differences between the original and amended designs. ™

The MSA LVIA concludes that " the originaily subnritted {MS5A) scheme would give rise lo
localised significant lendscape and viswal effects. This would continue o be the case in relation to

the revised (MSA) scheme, bul the extent and duration of these signiftcant effects would reduce. . the
effects of the increased ammount of mew woodland planting world be fo appreciably increase the degree
te wrhich the Proposed Development would be screened from its surroundings.”

It continues “...significant effects on landscape character wonld continne to be localised as
a result of the revised {MSA) scheme, and world not differ materially from those reported in the
Oviginal ES. Effects on the Landscape fabeic of the Site itself would also be as reporled in Hie
Orvigingl ES and wonld not be significant. ”

The MSA LVIA landscape character findings and in particular the detailed Landscape
Character tables in Appendix 5.4 of the M5A LVIA, have been reviewed and are
summarised with LDA comments in Section 7.1 (Appendix).

Although differing in some of the details of the landscape assessment as indicated below in
Section 7.1 (Appendix), the general conclusions above as quoted in 4.4.2-4.4.3, broadly
align with those of LDA.

The exception bo this is the effect on site topography (as part of the landscape fabric); the
residual effect upon which is likely to be significant. However due to mitigation planting
and wildflower grassland proposed it is agreed that although significant initially, residual
effects on pasture, hedgerows and trees as part of the landscape fabric will not be
significant in the longer term; however, such effects would in our opinion remain adverse
rather than beneficial as predicted in the LVIA.

¥ Colne Valley Services 5-12 Environmental Statement Valume & Regulabion 25 Update Main Repart [une 2021



4.4.7.

4.4.5.

4.4.9.

4.4.10.

4.4.11.

4.4.12,

4.4.13.

4.4.14.

15

Going on to comment on the Visual Assessment conclusions, 5.7.5 of the M5A LVIA states
that; “...to the west and south-west, a balt of woodland wp to approxivactely 185m wide would
enclose the developed areas of the Site and would link with adjecent extsting woodland. Over time,
once this proposed planting has developed, the revised {MSA) scheme wonld be very well screened
[from the edge of Iver Heath. .. to the easl, new woodland planting on the embankmients of the new
slip roads, and on the land at the base of these would over time reduce the visibility of the
embankments and associated traffic from the nearby properties. ..as such, significant effects wonld
occur af four viewpoints (Viewpoints 5, 8, 7 and 10). However, at all of these, the increased amment
af screening provided as part of the revised MSA scheme would wean that effects wonld redice to
now-sigificant levels in the medium term.”

The MS5A LVIA visual assessment findings and in particular, the detailed Visual
Assessment tables in Appendix 5.5 (as updated) of the M5A LVIA, have been reviewed and
are summarised with LDA comments in Section 7.4 (Appendix).

Having reviewed the Visual Assessment tables it is agreed that significant effects would
occur at a number of viewpaints in the short term. However, the increased amount of
screening provided as part of the revised MSA scheme would mean that visual effects
would generally reduce to non-significant levels in the medium to long term.

As set out earlier, one section of the M5A LVIA which could be improved is the assessment
of construction effects. Although the range of construction activity is discussed in some
detail, the landscape and visual effects are not quantified, and the conclusion of these
effects being mot significant is neither explained nor justified.

There is also limited information on night-time effects.

Landscape and visual effects on the Colne Valley Regional Park (CVEF) are set out in
paras. 5.4.49-54.51 of the original M5A LVIA. The conclusion, set out in 5.4.51 is that *___the
Proposed Development would not materially affect the objectives of the CVEP (as set out in Section
5.3), and would indeed help o achieve objectives in tevms of biodiversity, recreation and

SRR Y

While the Reviewers agree with the overall conclusion that the proposed MSA would not
materially affect the objectives of the CVREFP, and whilst it is also accepted that the LVIA has
chosan to use the Colne Valley Landscape Character Assessment CVCAS as a basis for the
assessment, there is no quantitative assessment of the construction and operational effects
of the proposed development on the Colne Valley Regional Park as landscape receptor in
overall terms.

Effect on the openness of the Green Belt is reviewed in paras. 5.4.52 -5.4.55 of the original
MSA LVIA. It concludes that *... To the west of the motorsay, .. e Proposed Depelogient
waoild result in clear change in the elements present within the vie (there would be a significant
oissal gffect), but this change would not materially reduce the sense of openness. Views are presently
toepards @ horizon defined by tree cover within the Site. The Proposed Development would replace
the existing trees with wew buildings o wew bree planting, buf would not restrict the views across
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the intervening fields tmpards the Sile. The extsting and proposed views when vegetation has become
established are similar in nature and the perception of openness wonld ol materially alter.”

It is beyond the scope of this Review to consider the effect of the proposed development on
the Green Belt, and no judgements are therefore made in relation to the principle of
development in the Green Belt, nor the impact of development on the purposes of the
Green Belt (as defined by the NPPF). However, consideration has been given to issues of
openness and coalescence in so much that they relate to a landscape and visual perspective.

Having visited the site and environs and appraised the relevant photomontages and
assessments of the study area, the Reviewers agree that while the proposed vegetation
would largely contain the MSA, there would undoubtedly be some localised impact on the
visual openness of the landscape and there are a number of viewpoints from which the
visual effect of development will be significant in the short term.

In terms of wider context, the LVIA is correct in stating that open views across the study
area (with the exception of some minor glimpses of Uxbridge through trees to the east and
Iver Heath to the west) are currently limited around its periphery by tree groups and
hedgerows, a majority of which are to be retained. The mitigation planting proposed
would replace that lost to development in the centre of the site and the peripheral
buildings and car park are generally designed to sit low in the landscape as can be seen in
DAS Section 4.0, cross sections CC and DD. In these and the photomontages the amenity
building would appear to lie generally below the perceived height of the mature existing/
proposed trees, in which case it would not additionally restrict views across the site, as
reported in the LVIA.

Owerall, across the site itself and within its peripheral curtilage, (eg from VP5,) there would
a localised reduction in length [ extent of open of views, but little discernible change to the
visual openness of the landscape beyond the site and its immediate environs.

In relation to the visual perception of settlement coalescence, the proposed development is
located within a relatively narrow part of the Green Belt between Iver Heath and Uxbridge.
However the landscape mitigation proposals in our opinion would help integrate the
proposed development into the landscape and reduce the potential for visual coalescence.

Cumulative Landscape and Visual Effects in respect of introducing the Proposed
Development into a scenario where the proposed “screen industries growth hub” south of
Pinewood Studios is also present (application ref: PL20/32B0/0A) are assessed in paras.
5.5.1-5.5.3 of the original M5A LVIA. It concludes that " the effects of the Fine schentes would
occur within different areas, and there would be little or no interaction beliveen the twe that wosdd
resull in cunrilative change to landscape character, or to views. As such, the effects of the Proposed
Drevelopnnent in this scenario would not differ materially from those idenbifiad in Section 5.4, and
cumuletive landscape and visual effects would not be significant.” This accords with the opinion
of the Reviewers.
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The MS5A LVIA text is generally well presented and logical in terms of layout and contents.
However in respect of the Minerals LVIA there are some issues regarding approach as
mentioned above in 2.1.5 ; and in particular it is not always clear to the reader which
elements relate to the Proposed Minerals Development, and which relate to the Proposed
MSA Development.

The Landscape Character Effects tables in Appendix 5-4 are again generally well laid-out
and informative. However, the function of the column between Susceptibility and Value
and as to precisely which of the two headings it relates to, or both, is not immediately
apparent to the reader; nor does it appear to be explained in the methodology.

The Viewpoint Effects tables in Appendix 5-5 are also generally well laid out and
informative. However, one criticism is that the important findings towards the end of each
table; ie, effects and significance (short and long- term/ residual) are inconsistent and not
immediately obvious to the reader who often has to “trawl” through the text in order to
locate these.

The photographs and photomontages as noted above in 2.2.6, have been carried out in line
with current good practice and are clearly presented. It is noted that foregrournd
vegetation, fenceposts, gates and fencing appear in a number of the photographs and
whilst this might offend some purists, it is nevertheless felt to be an accurate reflection of
the site emvirons at these locations.

The LVIA figures all appear to be clearly presented and well laid out; although it is noted
that there is no evidence of checking given.

ZTV issues are discussed above in 1.3.4.
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Conclusions & Key Findings

LDA was commissioned in mid-October 2021 by Buckinghamshire Council, (BC) to review

two inter-related Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments (LVIAS) supporting the

following applications;

*  The mining and minerals application, which, at the time of writing, is being
considered by BC under reference CM/N36/21 (the Minerals Application/ the Minerals
Development); and

*  The outline application for the Colne Valley Motorway Services Area (MSA), which at
the time of writing, is being considered by BC under planning reference
PL204332/0A (the MSA Application/ the MSA Development).

The M5A Application relies on the Minerals Application as a pre-requisite of its
subsequent implementation.

Here follows a summary of the main Review Conclusions with key findings emboldened.

The MSA Scoping Report appears to accord with the methodology subsequently adopted
by the MSA LVIA. As regards the Minerals Development, there appears to be no reference
to this in the M5A Scoping Report; nor does there appear to have been a Scoping Report
produced specifically in support of the Minerals Application. A Scoping Report produced
for the Minerals Development specifically and an appropriate Scoping Response from
BC Flanning may have avoided the Applicant’s approach issues identified in this
Review.

Since the M5A Development landscape mitigation proposals are assumed in the Minerals
LVIA tobe the ultimate restoration proposals for the Minerals Development, the ZTV,
visual assessment tables and landscape assessment tables for the Minerals Development in
the Minerals LVIA appear identical to those presented in the MS5A LVIA. There should be
specific landscape and visual assessments of the “construction” and “operation” period
of the mineral workings themselves. The applicalion for the minerals application could
also potentially include post-mineral extraction restoration plan, which could be put in
place as a contingency in the eventuality thal the MSA does nol come forward.

Specifically in relation to the proposed MSA LVIA, there is no detailed assessment for the
construction period of the MS5A and there are no clear judgements on the operational
residual landscape and effects. The construction and residual eperational effects should
be propesly quantified. There is also Imited information on nighl-lime effects.

The LVIA methodology appears to be informed by GLVIA3 and are considered to be
generally robust and together with the choice of study area extent, are considered to be
appropriate for the scale and nature of both the Minerals Development and the MSA
Development. However il is considered that ‘value” is not clearly defined in the visual
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be little discernible change to the visual openness of the landscape beyond the
immediate sile environs.

Cumulative Landscape and Visual Effects in respect of introducing the Proposed
Development into a scenario where the proposed “screen industries growth hub” south of
Finewood Studios is also present are assessed. This concludes that the effects of the
Proposed Development in this scenario would not differ materially from those identified in
the LVIA, and cumulative landscape and visual effects would not be significant. It is
agreed that the cumulative landscape and visual effects would not be significant.
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Appendix: Landscape and Visual Effects Review

Introduction

The following tables provide a review of the recorded operational effects on landscape
fabric, landscape character and views. As noted above the residual effects predicted are the
same for both the Minerals LVIA and the MSA LVIA. Disagreements with LVIA
evaluations and assessments and suggested revisions are shown as red text.

It should also be noted that construction effects; night-time effects and the effects on the
CVRF are not quantified, so no review [ alternative judgements can be made.

Landscape fabric
Pasture Grassland
Reported: LDA LDA Comments
Judgements
Short T 1
ort Term (1yr) / (where different)
Longer Term {10y}
{where stated)
Susceptibility | Low-Medium
to Change
Value Low-Medium
Sensitivity Low-Medium Mention should be made of former
sand and gravel workings within
development site that would be
the precursor to the MSA
development although this is
unlikely to affect overall
sensitivity.
Magnitude Large
Effects Moderate Adverse / | Moderate-Major | Itis considered that effects have
Not Significant Adverse been understated. Om balance the
Beneficial in 1 (Significant) lbu:;ngdtem effects are mnsrd.er@ o
I lewel of Minor Adverse adverse rather than beneficial.
_— While there would be long term
significance nol (Mot enatits § arrting. e
stated Significant) weltts from new panting
majority of the existing grassland
would be removed.




7.22. Trees and Hedgerows

Reported: LDA LDA Comments
Shaort Term (1yr) / judgemu
(where different)
Longer Term {10y}
{where stated)
Susceptibility | Medium-High High
to Change
Value Medium-High High
Sensitivity Medium-High High It is considered that sensitivity
has been understated due to the
important contribution trees and
hedgerows makes to character of
the site and its surroundings.
Magnitude Medium This reflects the amount of tree
removal overall
Effects Moderate Adverse / | Moderate-Major | It is considered that effects have
Mot Significant Adverse been understated. On balance the
Beneficial in 1 {Significant) ::'Etermd eﬂecL:]-ljremcmmder\ed
term [ level of Minor Adverse E_' _“E"'E m '
. s beneficial. While there would be
significance not (Not i ecrmm et §
stated Significant) onE {1 o e

planting, existing areas of
woodland and hedgerow would
be removed.




7.L3. Topography

Reported LDA Judgements LDA Comrnents
Susceptibility
Value
Sensiltivity
Magnitude
Effects This have not been assessed in

the LVIA bul it is considered
likely that effects on
topography would be adverse
and significant - both in the
short and longer term — due Lo
permanent changes to ground

levels.




7.3. Landscape Character

7.3.1. Colne Valley Regional Park

Reported: LDA LDA Comrnents
Judgements
Short T 1
art Term (1yr)/ [where different)
Longer Term {10y}
{where stated)
Susceptibility
to Change
Value
Sensitivity
Magnitude
Effects This have not been assessed in

the LVIA bul it is considered
likely that effects on the CVEP
would not be significant - both
in the short and longer term —
due to the localised effects on
landscape fabric / character and
no changes to the key
characteristics of the CVEF.




7.3.2 CVCA Colne Valley: A412 to Iver

Not Significanl (in
the wider context)

Reported: LDA LDA Comrnents
Short Term (1yr) | ]udgemu
[where different)
Longer Term (10vr)
{where stated)
Susceptibility | Medium
to Change
Value Medium
Sensitivity Mediun
Magnitude Large (localised) Mention should be made of
Small {wider fnw r..-am:l.and gravel
cantext) workings within development
site that would be the precursor
to the MSA development
although this is unlikely to affect
overall sensitivity.
Effects Moderate to Major This broadly aligns with
Adverse / Eeviewers Assessment
Significant (al site
scale and immediate
environs)
Minor Adverse /




7.3.3. CVCA Denham Valley Floor

Reported: LDA LDA Commments
Judgemenis
Short T 1
art Term {1yr) [where different)
Longer Term (10vr)
{where stated)

Susceptibility | Low-Medium
to Change

Value Low-Medium

Sensitivity Low-Medium

Magnitude Sonall

Effects Minor Meulral / This broadly aligns with
Mol Significant Reviewers Assessment




734, CVCA Iver Heath Terrace
Reported: LDA LDA Comments
Short Term (1yr) / mdﬂem“
[where different)
Longer Term (10}
(where stated)

Susceptibility | Low-Medium

to Change

Value Medium

Sensitivity Low-Medium

Magnitude Medium-Large Medium-Large There would be some small
(localised) (localised) changes to landscape character
Negligible (wider | Small (wider beyond the site, 25 2 ":";15 of :
oonbext) corbext) rhangs o . 5..cape. e an

some intervisiblity with the
proposed development.

Effects Moderate Adverse | | Moderate It is considered that effects have
Mot Significant (at | Adverse / Not been understated as described
site scale and Significant (at above. However, the effects would
immediate site scale and remain Mok Significant.
environs) immediate
Negligible / Not environs)

Significant (in the Minor Adverse /

wider context) Mot Significant
(im the wider
conbext)




74 Visual Effects

741. VP1: Denham Road

Reported: LDA LDA Comments
Judgements
Short Th 1
art Term {1yr) / [where different)
Longer Term (1)
{where stated)

Susceptibility | Medium
to Change

Value Liow

Sensitivity Low-Medium

Magnitude No Change

Effects No Effect (No This broadly aligns with
change in view) Reviewers Assessment




742

VP2: Bangors Road MNorth; Bus Stop

Beported: LDA LDA Commments
Shart Term (1yr) | judgemet.us
[where different)
Longer Term (10vr)
{where stated)
Susceptibility | High
to Change
Value Medium Medium-High The value judgement does not
appear to reflect the views from
nearby properties, despite this
being part of the applied value
Sensitivity High
Magnitude Negligible Snall There would be some changes to
views with built form potentially
visible above intervening
vegetation, including more open
views from upper floors of bwo-
storey houses along this route
{see paras 225 and 2.2.8 and
Plate 1 above).
Effects Megligible Neutral | Minor Adverse [ | It is considered that effects have
[ Mot Significant Mot Significant | been understated as described

above. However, the effects
wiould remain Mot Significant.
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VP3: Bangors Road North

Reported: LDA LDA Comments
Shaort Term (1vr) / judgemls
[where different)
Longer Term {10y}
{where stated)
Susceptibility | High
to Change
Value Medium Medium-High The value judgement does not
appear to reflect the views from
nearby properties, despite this
being part of the applied value
Sensitivity High
Magnitude Small-Medium
(short term)
Small (long term)
Effects Moderate Adverse / | Moderate It is considered that there will
Mol Significant Adverse |/ Not remain adverse long term effects
{short term) Significant due to potential structures being
Minor Neural / Not {short term) visible through [ above the
Significant (long Minor Adverse / EEI ) ‘;::':t_l:nd Flan!l]:'g
term) Mot Significant wever, te _ech.wuu
remain Mot Significant.
{long term}
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n

VP4: Footpath off Bangors Road North

Repaorted: LDA LDA Comments
Short Term (1vr) / judgenwl.ﬁls
(where different)
Longer Term {1yt
{where stated)

Susceptibility | High

to Change

Value Medium-High (NB | Medium The value of the view to

- also referred to as receptors on public footpaths is

Medium within shown as Medium-High

body of text) regardless of the prevailing
context and in this case does
not reflect the fact that the
views out are filtered or
obscured by adjacent femcing/
hedgerows.

Sensitivity High Medium-High A lower value judgement
would potentially reduce the
overall sensitivity judgement.

Magnitude Small-Medium

(short term)
Small (long term)

Effects Moderate Adverse [ | Moderate It is considered that there will
Mol Significant Adverse |/ Not remain long term adverse
{short term) Significant effects due to potential
Minor Neural / Nop | (Short term) ﬂu“”esb::?f::"‘e
Significant (long Minor Adverse / gh/a . proposed

e woodland planting. However,
term) Mot Significant )
the effects would remain Not
(long term)

Significamt.







7.4.5.

VP5: Footpath, Eastern Edge of Iver Heath

Reported: LDA LDA Comrments
Short Term (1vr) / ]udgemu
(where different)
Longer Term {10yr)
{where stated)

Susceptibility | High

to Change

Value Medium-High (NB | Medium The value of the view to

— also referred to as receptors on public footpaths is

Medium within shown as Medium-High

body of text) regardless of the prevailing
context and in this case, does not
reflect the fact that southerly
views are partially filtered or
obscured by adjacent femcing/
hedgerows.

Sensitivity High Medium-High A lower value judgement would
potentially reduce the overall
sensitivity judgement.

Magnitude Medium-Large

(short term)
Small (long term)

Effects Moderate-Major Moderate-Major | It is considered that there will
Adverse | Adverse / remain long term adverse effects
Significant (short Significant due to potential structures being
term) (short term) visible through [ above the
Minor Neural / Not | Minor- p;;]::..sed_hmdhnd plan!_nﬂ'l:lg.ul:
Significant {long Moderate :L I:.u:un, e T i
termn) Adverse [ Not Pghmn:.:: twf_l,-}r 4

. medium- sensiti
Significant

tgniican combined with a small
(long termn)

magnitude would suggest effects
that are towards the moderate
level. However, the effects
would remain Mot Significant.




746,

VP&: Field, North of White Cottage

Repaorted: LDA LDA Comments
Shaort Term (1yr) / judgemu
(where different)
Longer Term {10y}
{where stated)
Susceptibility | High
to Change
Value Medium Medium-High The value does not appear to
reflect the views from nearby
properties, despite this being
part of the defined value
Sensitivity High
Magnitude Medium-Large Medium-Large | In it considered that in the long
(short terrm) term, as planting matures, the
Small-Medium | ™agnitude of change will
reduce. While there will rernain
(long term) ) .
a change to views, with open
foreground views and distant
views across the Colne Valley
obscured by the proposed
woodland planting, new tree
cover will be inherently more
characteristic than views of
built development.
Effects Moderate-Major Muoderate-Major | As a result of the reduced
Adverse [ Adverse [ magnitude, the effects will
Significant (short Significant accordingly reduced. On
term) (short term) balance the long term effects
Muoderate-Major; Moderale- ar:-lc:nwdered tta T;d‘::‘m:_m
Neutral / Minor Adverse | I“' '[”'a“ et n:‘"
L L a5 of open views a
canl Not Significant
Signif (long i potential structures visible
term) (long termm)

through / above the proposed
woodland planting,




74.7.  VP7:Mansfield Lodge Access
Reported: LDA LDA Comments
Judgements
Short T 1
ort Term (1yr) / [where different)
Lenger Term (10vr)
{where stated)
Susceptibility | High
to Change
Value Medium Medium-High The value does not appear to
reflect the views from nearby
properties, despite this being
part of the applied value
Sensitivity High
Magnitude Large (short term)
Medium (long term)
Effects Major Adverse/ This broadly aligns with

Significant (short
term)

Moderate Adverse |/
Not Significant
(long term)

Reviewers Assessment




748. VP8 Denham Road Bridge

Repaorted: LDA LDA Comments
Short Term (1yr)/ | Judgements
(where different)
Longer Term (1)
{where stated)
Susceptibility | Medium
to Change
Value Lo
Sensitivity Low-Medium
Magnitude No Change
Effects No Effect (Mo This broadly aligns with
change in view) Reviewers Assessment




749,

VP9 Junction of Footpath with Slough Road

Reported: LDA LDA Comments
Short Term (lyr)/ | Jidgements
[where different)
Longer Term (10vr}
{where stated)
Susceptibility | Medium
to Change
Value Lo
Sensitivity Low-Medium
Magnitude Large (short term)
Smuall {long term)
Effects Moderate Adverse [ | Moderate Om balance the residual
Mol Significant Adverse | Not effects are considered to be
(short terrn) Significant adverse rather than beneficial,
Minar Beneficial / (short term) due to the considerable
Mol Significant Minor Adverse / a|.:i1.'er5.e cu"e ges to m::ﬁ
{long term) Mot Significant vi'IA?Fr:!II. t . -
(long term) potential structures still being

visible through [ above the

proposed maturing woodland
planting in the longer term.




7.4.10. VP10: Mansfield Farm Access

(lorng term)

Repaorted: LDA LDA Comments
Short Term (lyry | idgements
[where different)
Longer Term (10yr)
{where stated)
Susceptibility | Medium
to Change
Value Mediun Medium-High The value does not appear to
reflect the views from nearby
properties, despite this being
part of the defined value
Sensitivity Medium Medium-High
Magnitude Large (short term)
Medium (long term)
Effects Major Adverse / This broadly aligns with
Significant (short Reviewers Assessment
term)
Moderate Adverse |
Nol Significant




7.4.11. VP11: New Denham

Reported: LDA LDA Comments
Short Term (lyr) | udgements
[where different)
Longer Term (10yT)
{where stated)
Susceptibility | High
to Change
Value Medium-High
Sensitivity High
Magnitude Negligible
Effects Megligible Meutral This broadly aligns with
I Mot Significant Reviewers Assessment




