
1.1 Introduction 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisati

on Details 

Introduction - Do you have comments in relation to Section 1: 

Introduction of the report? 
Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

No Noted 

850967 

Mrs 

N 

Horrocks 
 

no Noted 

851999 

Mr 

Paul 

Lounds 
 

It is much more environmentally sustainable to use recycled materials for 

aggregate not dig them out of the ground. Also it is even better to invest 

in solar panel roads - see here: www.solarroadways.com. I am totally 

against this quarry expansion. 

Noted. The plan actively promotes the use of 

recycled materials however, not enough 

recycled materials are available in 

Gloucestershire and some quarried material is 

still required, particularly to fulfil certain 

required specifications. Road construction is 

beyond the scope of the MLP. It is not clear 

which quarry you are referring to 

852145 

Mr 

Nigel 

Gibbons 

Forest of 

Dean 

District 

Council 

FoDDC Cabinet welcome and expect further involvement in the MLP as 

it progresses. 
Noted 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
No, straightforward intorduction to the MLP Noted 

852979 

Mr 

Luke 

Wilson 
 

I think the site at Hewelsfield is unsuitable for further consideration 

because of the following reasons: 

1. It is within an AONB and is easily viewable from many upland 

locations where the vista of the AONB is most greatly appreciated. 

2. The road system is entirely unsuitable for heavy vehicles. I can say 

this having had my car written off by such an unsuitable vehicle. 

3. The need for crushed rock is insufficient to over-ride the first objection 

at this stage. 

4. While not promoting other sites their seem to be a range of sites that 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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Introduction of the report? 
Officer Response 

would satisfy these objections. 

853175 

Mr 

Michael 

Powell 
 

I am writing specifically about the proposed Hewelsfield quarry. It seems 

preposterous that this option is being raised again. The site is in an area 

of outstanding natural beauty and any development would clearly have a 

hugely negative effect on the area for locals, walkers and tourists in 

general. also the existing highway network is clearly inadequate for 

quarry lorries. Woodcroft and the series of sharp bends between 

Hewelsfield crossroads and St Briavels would be positively dangerous. 

any new access road would also hugely impact negatively on a beutiful 

rural area. 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the consultation 

summary report. 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning 

Strategy 

Support 

Officer 

Stroud 

District 

Council 

No comments Noted 

853783 

Mrs 

Susan 

Porter-

Davison 

 

Re Potential Site Allocations E.6 The site at Woodlands Farm, 

Hewelsfield (GCC ref-CRFD4: Hewelsfield) is in the heart of the Wye 

Valley and in an AONB, where the extraction of minerals, the dust, noise 

and extra lorry traffic, would have a detrimental effect on an important 

tourist part of the country, renowned for its tranquility. It would also 

impinge on the local community and put a heavy toll on the B4228 or the 

Wye Valley road A468 if that were also used. 

The other potential enlargement of the Stowe Hill/Clearwell (CRFD1) 

quarry to 4 times its present size, would have an even greater effect on 

the local environment than it does at present: more noise, more dust, 

more traffic and more pot-holed roads, making life pretty unpleasant for 

those living nearby. 

As residents of St Briavels, we would like to object to both the above site 

allocation proposals. 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854201 Mr 
 

No Noted 
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Introduction of the report? 
Officer Response 

James 

Tuley 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford 

Parish 

Council 

General Comments 

1. The economic need for aggregates is a given, as is the fact that the 

necessary natural resources happen to be under our feet. That said all 

elected representatives have a duty to existing residents and to future 

generations. This is a rather frightening document in terms of the long 

term implications for our parish and its surroundings, but perhaps not 

unexpected. In terms of policy changes and future intentions it is, in 

many ways, a pleasant surprise, but plans and intentions are one thing, 

reality is another. We know all too well that good intentions are so often 

over ridden by apparent ‘commercial imperatives’. 

2. Longevity of site developments. Permissions are granted, sites are 

worked over many years, restoration taking yet more years. Potential for 

many changes over a wide range of variables e.g. climate, scientific 

knowledge. Provision for timely alterations to original permissions must 

be factored in to ensure where necessary, the most current and accurate 

data is used. For example, a current application within our Parish 

proposes extraction until 2030 and restoration until 2047. During the 

later restoration period it would be unacceptable to abide by the original 

plans, if there was evidence that due to changes in environmental and 

other circumstances, a different approach would benefit the area more. 

3. Complexity of issues and access for a lay audience. Many of the issues 

addressed in the consultation document are complex. It is not all that 

easy for a lay audience to assimilate and absorb. Public consultation 

events are most welcome, but the longevity of site workings and the 

associated environmental impacts are often difficult to envisage and 

therefore to comment upon. 

1. Noted. 

2. There are several reasons why lengthy 

permissions are frequently required. These 

include a) Mineral developments usually require 

a certain amount of infrastructure investment on 

behalf of the operator and the site would need to 

operate at minimum rates over a given length of 

time in order for the development to be 

commercially viable and b) extraction rates are 

usually limited for highways and amenity 

reasons and therefore sites may take a longer 

period to work. 

There is provision in place for mineral reviews 

to occur and legislation setting out how these 

periodic reviews should be carried out can be 

found at section 96 of and Schedule 14 to the 

Environment Act 1995, and section 10 of and 

Schedule 3 to the Growth and Infrastructure Act 

2013. 

3. Minerals development is a technical subject 

and whilst every attempt has been made to make 

the subject to all stakeholders unfortunately 

some of the issues are very complex and in these 

instances the stakeholders as well as the Mineral 

Planning Authority need to be guided by the 

advice provided by statutory consultees with 

specialist expertise in such technical areas, 

particularly with regards to issues such as 

flooding, ecology, health and transportation. 

801907 
Mr 

B 

Campaign 

For The 

1. These paras refer to the Duty to Co-operate (DtC) as required by the 

Localism Act and the NPPF. GCC’s action, to date, on the DtC is 

See responses to comments raised under Section 

4 including the consultation summary report. 
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Brown Protection 

Of Rural 

England 

(Glouceste

rshire - 

Minerals) 

amplified in an ancillary DtC paper dated June 2014. 

2. Given the major environmental constraints in both the Cotswolds and 

Forest of Dean areas, CPRE considers that effective liaison/ negotiation 

with appropriate neighbouring authorities is essential to achieve the least 

environmentally damaging option to meet the necessary supply of 

primary aggregates, both crushed rock and sand and gravel. From the 

evidence set out in the CD and the supporting DtC paper it appears that 

no effective co-operation has so far been achieved. 

3. Paras 2.1 – 2.6 of the DtC paper set out the background and issues 

clearly enough. There is specific recognition of the need for 

‘minimisation of environmental impacts in the Forest of Dean and the 

Cotswolds AONB’. 

4. Crucially, para 3.2 states ‘As the duty is now in force the MPA will 

need to build on any previous work and develop the DtC process into the 

MLP plan preparation process from now and throughout the process to 

adoption. This does raise challenges for the Council as to when to co-

operate (and co-ordinate) because plans of the different planning 

authorities are being prepared over different time frames’. 

5. The DtC applies to all mineral working. However, there are two 

elements where CPRE sees the procedure as especially critical in seeking 

to identify the least environmentally damaging option for the supply of 

the necessary resource. In respect of Carboniferous limestone for 

aggregate use we would expect effective co-operation with South 

Gloucestershire, North Somerset and Somerset and, possibly, 

Monmouthshire. In respect of sand and gravel we would expect effective 

co-operation with Wiltshire/Swindon and Oxfordshire for the Upper 

Thames Valley (UTV) and with Worcestershire for the Severn valley 

resource. 

6. Para 4.5 (of the DtC paper) states ‘although linkages were recognised 

between the market/resource areas for crushed rock (in particular crushed 

rock in South Gloucestershire and the Forest of Dean); the West of 

England had established what partners it needed to work with under joint 

working…..It was also noted that the adopted South Gloucestershire 

Core Strategy did allow sufficient annual provision to assist with 
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ID 
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Organisati

on Details 

Introduction - Do you have comments in relation to Section 1: 

Introduction of the report? 
Officer Response 

shortfalls. The last export survey of 2009 still showed significant 

amounts of crushed rock aggregates being supplied from South 

Gloucestershire. However in practice the market was depressed in that 

only two quarries in South Gloucestershire were operational [out of 4]. 

As the current arrangement stands there was no prospect of testing any of 

the previous emerging policy options (from the SWRSS) for crushed 

rock (ie any possible shortfall in the Forest of Dean being met from other 

areas such as the West of England). 

7. That last sentence appears to indicate a view that the DtC cannot be 

effectively implemented. CPRE accepts that the different authorities’ 

plans being ‘out of phase’ creates a difficulty, but they were usually out 

of phase under the previous system. To suggest that makes it impractical 

to apply the DtC in a meaningful way is a significant indictment of a 

policy which is clearly defined in the Localism Act and the NPPF. Given 

the nature and extent of environmental constraints within 

Gloucestershire, CPRE considers that effective engagement in the DtC is 

crucial in order to minimise the adverse environmental consequences of 

maintaining the necessary supply of primary aggregates. 

8. It is no part of CPRE’s case that Gloucestershire’s environment should 

be protected by shifting the problem onto another authority to find 

additional new resources. The fact is that there is demonstrably major 

spare capacity for crushed rock production in neighbouring authorities 

and in locations well suited to supplying Gloucestershire’s main demand 

area of Gloucester/ Cheltenham. 

9. Because of the ineffectiveness to date of the DtC process, CPRE 

considers that it is inappropriate to proceed at present with site options on 

the basis of no contribution from other MPA areas. Unless and until the 

DtC is shown to have been carried out effectively there is a risk that the 

resultant draft MLP will be deemed to be unsound. 

850826 

Mr 

Brian 

Colgate 
 

no Noted 

854632 Mr 
 

Not as such, but if the MLP will effectively incorporate the strategic and That is entirely what this consultation is 
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Introduction - Do you have comments in relation to Section 1: 

Introduction of the report? 
Officer Response 

Saleem 

Shamash 

development management policies along with the site allocations, the 

present document needs far more development and expansion, especially 

in relation to development management before the Pre - Publication Draft 

Consultation. It would assist the process if the County undertook pre - 

engagement with local communities and the operators to explore 

reaching agreement on a workable set of policies that best balance the 

operational factors and local concerns about the potential impacts. This is 

especially important as there are cross boundary issues with Wiltshire 

and potential cumulative impacts to address, which are likely to require 

linked mitigation measures. As a Fellow of the Royal Institution of 

Chartered Surveyors and a Member of the Royal Town Planning 

Institute, I would be pleased to co-operate with the Council in this regard 

as I did with Wiltshire County during the preparation of its Minerals 

Plans. 

intending to achieve. The consultation document 

was just that and not a draft of the plan. All the 

proposed policies have been consulted upon. 

There has been ongoing discussion with 

Wiltshire Council and detailed within the Duty 

to Co-operate evidence paper. 

854684 

Mr 

Peter 

Williams 
 

Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield (GCC ref – CRFD4:Hewelsfield) 

I am writing to you to object in the strongest terms to the proposal to 

include the site at Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield (GCC ref – 

CRFD4:Hewelsfield) in the Minerals Local Plan. 

This site lies entirely within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty (AONB) and therefore should not be commercially developed to 

the detriment of the surrounding countryside. There are a number of 

existing quarries with all the necessary infrastructure, albeit on the other 

side of the Severn Estuary, which are currently mothballed which should 

be re-developed before inflicting major environmental damage at 

Woodlands Farm. 

Para 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states: 

“Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty 

in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 

which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and 

scenic beauty.” 

Also Para 116 states: 

“Planning permission should be refused for major developments in these 

designated areas except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be 

demonstrated that they are in the public interest.” 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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Introduction of the report? 
Officer Response 

Nowhere in the suite of documents associated with the Consultation are 

“exceptional circumstances” identified which would warrant the 

inclusion of the Hewelsfield Site in the Draft Local Minerals Plan. 

The site also consists almost entirely of what is defined as “Best and 

Most Versatile” land, with most being classed as Grade 2 (“Very Good”) 

Para 112 of the NPPF states: 

“Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to 

be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of 

poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality.” 

Once again the documents for this Consultation do not address this issue. 

Finally on Transportation of the quarried stone issues this site is heavily 

constrained. The site is situated in the country side away from major 

roads and quarry type lorries simply cannot be accommodated on the 

existing roads. 

The Consultation’s Site Options Evidence Paper notes: 

“The Highways Authority reviewed the site in 2013 and (still) do not 

consider the B4228 is suitable to accommodate the type of traffic 

generated from potential quarry between the site in a northerly direction 

towards St Briavels as the B4228 is significantly restricted in terms of its 

width and alignment particularly on the approach to St Briavels….. This 

section of the B4228 is also restricted with several localised road 

narrowings between the site and the settlement of Tutshill.” 

The paper also comments: 

“… the highways difficulty appears to be very significant to overcome. 

While a solution via a new access road from the B4228 to the strategic 

road network has been suggested in the past, this is a significant 

development in its own right the suitability of which is uncertain.” 

There can be no confidence that the issues relating to material 

transportation can be solved. 

In conclusion therefore I submit that Site CRFD4: Hewelsfield should 

not be included in the Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

854733 

Mrs 

Joan 

Storrar 
 

Following the meeting in reference to the Minerals Allocation Plan the 

following objections were raised by both members of the Parish and the 

Parish Council: 

It is assumed that you are referring to CRFD4 at 

Hewelsfield, therefore please refer to question 

4.9 of the consultation summary report where all 
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Introduction - Do you have comments in relation to Section 1: 

Introduction of the report? 
Officer Response 

1. The proposed site is greenfield. Development of which would cause 

considerable environmental damage in an Area of Outstanding Beauty. 

2. There has not been proven need for the quarry material (limestone) in 

fact the demand has decreased. 

3. Road access is insufficient. Suggested link road to the A48 would 

cause considerable environmental damage and disturbance to people and 

nature and would increase the chance of accidents and therefore fatalities 

on the A48. 

4. The pressure on the ground water would be significant. The geology 

and hydro-geology is complex through the escarpment and development 

of the quarry would impact on the streams and brooks feeding through 

the village. 

5. The production of crushed rock is unlikely to be achieved until the end 

or after the plan period therefore it will not meet land bank needs. 

6. The quarry will cause considerable disturbance to local communities 

and there will be a potential for vibration and damage to buildings 

including and ancient church. 

7. Experience of one parishioner who has worked with quarries was that 

the impact of cement lorries as well as quarry lorries should be 

considered and that once the area has been quarried and a large hole dug 

that local councils had a tendency to use them as refuse dumps. 

WAQ - Woolaston Against Quarrying was reformed at the meeting 

tonight and anyone wanting support this cause should contact me for 

details of WAQ's members and register your objection or one or more of 

those listed above ASAP at the following link: 

of the issues you raised have been considered. 

782402 
Roz 

Capps 

Assistant 

Clerk 

Fairford 

Town 

Council 

As a generic requirement the UK Government must underwrite any such 

claims for compensation and redress in the event that the responsible 

party fails to meet its obligations for whatever reason. 

With regards to compensation please refer to the 

Government publication: Compulsory purchase 

and compensation booklet 4: compensation to 

residential owners and occupiers available from 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/co

mpulsory-purchase-and-compensation-booklet-

4-compensation-to-residential-owners-and-

occupiers. 
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854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston 

Meysey 

Parish 

Meeting 

No Noted 

801944 

Ms 

Ruth 

Clare 

Environme

nt Agency 

Thank you for consulting us on the Minerals Local Plan Site Options and 

Draft Policy Framework Consultation Document. 

We welcome the consultation process to date as we have had previous 

opportunities to comment on the emerging Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

We note the document has largely taken on board our previous 

comments. There are a few areas where we wish to reiterate previous 

comments and we have some additional comments to make. In general 

however, we consider the document has good regard to environmental 

considerations. 

Noted 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucester

shire 

County 

Council 

No Noted 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

No Noted 

852829 

Dr 

Andrew 

Jones 
 

I dont quite see the need to secure local supplies for some minerals as 

Gloucestershire has excellent transport links to other counties with 

similar resources. The resources would be better considered at a regional 

level in terms of security of mineral resources. I may have missed it but 

there should be some referral to the possibility of a Severn barrage, the 

'elephant in the room'. 

The quantities of aggregates required in 

Gloucestershire is addressed through the Local 

Aggregates Assessment and reviewed annually. 

Whilst a proportion of mineral is exported out of 

the county, it should also be recognised that the 

county does also import aggregates and other 

minerals in. Not every county or unitary 

authority within the country geologically 

contains all of the minerals it requires and it has 

to rely on other authorities to provide minerals 

to them. The emerging provision coming from 
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the LAA is consistent with Government policy 

and considered an appropriate basis for the 

preparation of the MLP. 

Consideration of any potential Severn Barrage is 

beyond the scope of the MLP. 

853164 
Ms 

Waller 

Temple 

Guiting 

Parish 

Council 

It is regrettable that the MLP is solely county based approach to what 

should be a more concerted approach between neighbouring Planning 

Authorities, which might be a more effective way of achieving a national 

policy. Although some liaison has occurred, it appears to have been 

superficial; for example no mention is made in the documentation of 

neighbouring county quarries and reserves which might help to meet 

Gloucestershire's future need for crushed limestone rock.. 

Please refer to questions 4.9 and 4.11 where the 

issue of DtC in relation to crushed rock has been 

discussed further. 

854213 

Ms 

Claire 

Nissel 
 

My first and major comment is that, in line with consultation policy, 

consultations need to be accessible to the general public. While, 

naturally, this does require sight of the full document, a summary 

explaining the concepts in plain English is an essential pre-requisite. I do 

not consider this consultation valid. It is 136 pages long which is a huge 

challenge to read through and is steeped in bureaucratic planning policy 

and mineral jargon. I have really struggled and I am a geography 

graduate with at least some knowledge of terminology. 

I have just worked by way through this questionnaire and come back to 

my main point. It has taken me 3 hours to complete and at least 2 pots of 

tea. And my way through was very quick as the questions required far 

more expertise than I have. I am sure 99.5% of the local population must 

feel the same. I therefore repeat: THIS IS NOT A VALID 

CONSULTATION. 

The comment layout requires responding section by section to the report. 

To do this thoroughly would require printing it out unless you are a 

technical whiz and can figure out how to switch between 2 screens. I 

have tried this and get logged out of the planning portal every time. 

I would like a response to the above issue, including numbers of people 

who have successfully managed to comment as a percentage of the 

population. 

Comments noted and will be taken on board 

when preparing for the draft MLP and the next 

consultation. Every effort was made to 

summarise the consultation document and to 

make the questionnaire match the document so 

that members of the public only needed to 

respond to the sections they were interested in. 

The Executive Summary of the document was 

intended to be a non-technical summary. 

Unfortunately it was impossible to make the 

document any smaller when you are asking 

people to comment on policies and sites without 

actually providing the policies and the sites. 

Many respondents chose not to use the online 

questionnaire and simply sent a letter or email 

with their response. The details of how people 

responded will be produced in the consideration 

report. 

With regards to the CRFD1 and CRFD4 sites 

please refer to question 4.9 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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The comments below therefore relate to the full document and NOT 

question by question. I am responding particularly to the part of the 

document relating to CRFD1 (Stowe Hill/Clearwell) and CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield). I do not know enough about the other sites being 

considered to comment. 

Both sites are on the main gateway into the much feted glorious 

landscape of the Forest of Dean. Turning it into an industrial landscape 

would be antipathetic to its heralded tourist industry upon which it is 

dependant.. 

CRFD4: As the document itself identifies, this in in an AONB and is 

therefore hugely inappropriate for consideration. 

CRFD1: Expanding site A would seem to make some sense though I very 

much doubt that the population of Stowe Green would agree that any 

'new access' would be beneficial. 

Extending Site A to include sites B and C would turn it into a huge tract 

of land. 

The land is Grade 2 agriculture. 

The resource potential is unconfirmed. 

B and C would require new quarries and therefore, thankfully, pre-

commencement conditions. 

As the document itself highlights, the land is tilted which would make 

screening prohibitive. 

As, again, the document highlights, transport is a major issue and would 

require a tunnel??? to be built under the B4228. However, discussion 

about transport seems limited to movement of vehicles within the quarry 

area. It does not cover transport of material off of the site. This is clearly 

covered in discussions about the Hewelsfield "The highways difficulty 

appears to be very significant to overcome. While a solution via a new 

access road from the B4228 to the strategic road network has been 

suggested in the past, this is a significant development it its own righ, the 

suitability of which is uncertain". This is hugely applicable to CRFD1. Is 

it proposed that the lorries trawl their way towards Gloucester (and the 

inherent transport issues at Over). Or is it envisaged that they go through 

Chepstow with it's own well documented traffic issues????. 
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CRFD1 cites issues relating to "impact of the adjacent local community" 

and comments on problems relating to how such feelings were made 

known in the past. CRFD4 would impact hugely on a much larger local 

community whose voices would be even louder... 

There is no mention anywhere on the impact of associated pollution. 

While the document indicates that CRFD4 should be only be considered 

as a future landbank I strongly object to it being considered at all. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

This is a lot of terminology to expect a typical home owner to read 

through. There is a lot of content, technical process detail and cross 

reference for ordinary people with a working life to study and 

understand. 

Noted. Unfortunately the consultation relates to 

an entire MLP and needs to provide enough 

evidence to support all of the minerals issues 

covered within the MLP. The MPA held a 

number of stakeholder events to provide extra 

assistance in helping understand the main issues 

addressed through the plan. 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

No Noted 

854715 

Mr 

Derek 

Richards 
 

None Noted 

854805 

Mr 

Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee 

member 

Gloucester

shire 

Climate 

Action 

Network 

The comments on this document that follow below relate to the potential 

extraction of hydrocarbons (with the exception of freemining) and to the 

effects on climate in Gloucestershire of utilization of hydrocarbons as 

fuel. They particularly address points 1.1.2 and 1.3.5 on sustainability. 

The reason for this is that the impact of extraction of hydrocarbons on the 

environment is of a quite different order to that of other minerals. For 

example, building aggregates are inert once they have been utilized. But 

as soon as hydrocarbons have been extracted and utilized, the CO2 

produced from them adds to global warming and climate change for 

many centuries to come. Hydrocarbons are therefore quite unique 

amongst minerals. 

Sustainability is threatened by the extraction and utilization of 

Mineral planning authorities should take 

account of Government energy policy, which 

makes it clear that energy supplies should come 

from a variety of sources. This includes onshore 

oil and gas, as set out in the Government’s 

Annual Energy Statement published in October 

2013 which states "With oil and gas remaining 

key elements of the energy system for years to 

come (especially for transport and heating), the 

Government is committed to maximising 

indigenous resources, onshore and offshore, 

where it is cost-effective and in line with safety 
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hydrocarbons as fuel. and environmental regulations to help ensure 

security of supply." The MPA is required to plan 

in accordance with national policy. 

854814 

Mr 

Jonathan 

Cockburn 
 

No, but please read my comments in SECTION 4. Many thanks, 

Jonathan Cockburn. 
Noted 

854830 

Mrs 

Gillian 

Claydon 
 

I am horrified to find that the minerals plan for Hewelsfield has been 

resurrected after a number of years. The damage the plan would cause to 

the local area in terms of environment, human cost and traffic is 

incalculable. 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854833 

Mr 

David 

Prior 

Committee 

member 

RAGE 

The comments in this report are made on behalf of RAGE - Residents 

Against Gravel Extraction. RAGE is a local residents group formed in 

Twyning to alert local people to planning applications for sand & gravel 

extraction within or near to the village and to act as a coordinating body 

to object to such applications which are considered to be inappropriate 

for the reasons given in this questionnaire. 

Noted 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

No Noted 

854857 

Mr 

Chris 

Comins 
 

I would like to express my opposition to parts of the proposed siting of 

the Stowe Hill/Clearwell quarry. My concerns are with the designated 

areas B+D because of the sheer size of land to be affected. The scale can 

only affect the local community and local environment adversely. There 

have been questions raised about it's visual impact and disruption to local 

roads. 

I therefore would like sections B+D to be removed from any future 

planning application. 

Chris Comins 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854864 

Mr 

David 

Wedel 
 

the site at Woodlands Farm Hewelsfield (GCC ref -CRFD4 Hewelsfield) 

lies entirely within the Wye Valley Area of Natural Beauty and therefore 

Site CRFD4 should not be included in the Draft Minerals Local plan 

See response to your comments under Section 4. 
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854865 

Mr 

Brian 

Odurny 
 

After following the press reports regarding the possible expansion of 

quarrying within the Forest of Dean, I wish to make comment on the 

proposal. 

Any increases in quarrying in this area will place a vastly increased 

vehicle movement on all serving roads including the A40 and the A48. 

Both these roads are effectively ancient roads designed to carry horse 

drawn carriages. Although these roads have been upgraded in recent 

years, the improvements have never met the current traffic requirements 

that they are expected to carry. Adding more Heavy Good Vehicles will 

only sever to cause: 

Further Congestion 

Addition noise born pollution. 

Addition Road born vibration (which will cause damage to properties 

that are built neat to the carriageway) 

Additional damage to the already stressed carriageway. 

Previous requests to increase quarrying in these areas and that were 

allowed by the GCC stipulated that the increased vehicle movements 

were to be restricted to the maximum of 10 per day and that these 

movement were not to run as a Convoy. These restrictions were never 

meet and it can be viewed daily that large aggregate vehicles run in 

convoys of more than four at a time both leaving the forest and returning. 

The amount of aggregate HGV traffic can be recorded as much as 10m 

per hour. 

It is highly unlikely that the GCC has the power to control vehicle 

movement on the A40 and the A48 corridor and hence control the major 

negative impacts that will affect the residence that live along the A40 and 

A 48 corridor. As a result of this, I feel that the GCC should restrict the 

development of increased quarrying in the Forest of Dean. The only way 

that any increase should be allowed is insisting that the companies that 

wish to extract the aggregate should provide an alternative means to 

move this material that does not make use of the already highly over 

loaded road structure in place within the Forest of Dean. 

Gloucestershire County Council is not 

responsible for the press reports relating to this 

consultation and therefore it is recommended 

that they are not relied upon as an entirely 

accurate representation of what is contained 

within the consultation document. The sites 

were consulted upon with a view to finding 

replacement sites to allow continuation of 

existing supply patterns over a longer period of 

time not as a potential to intensify existing 

operations 

It is not clear which quarry you are referring to, 

however if you have concerns about a specific 

site or its permission you should contact the 

enforcement team. Please also refer to question 

4.9 of the consultation summary report where 

enforcement has been discussed further. 

854869 
Dr 

Norman  
Accept and Support Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisati

on Details 

Introduction - Do you have comments in relation to Section 1: 

Introduction of the report? 
Officer Response 

Fry 

854862 

Ms 

Sally 

Willock 
 

No Noted 

854951 

Mrs 

Sunita 

Burke 

Vice 

Chairman 

Temple 

Guiting 

Parish 

Council 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the MInerals Local Plan 

and in particular the sites listed in the document as extensions to existing 

Quarries for aggregates. I wish to support the comments submitted by the 

Chairman of Temple Guiting Parish Council regarding the impact the 

proposed activity would have on the community. 

I wish to add my concern in particular to the proposed extension at Three 

Gates Quarry and Oat Hill Quarry. This Quarry is a stone quarry and not 

an aggretates quarry. There may be some agrregates (stone crushing) 

taking place on site, but this is an ancillary operation to the existing 

operation. Any increase in the size and scale of the existing operation 

would have a detrimental impact on the local community for the 

following reasons. 1. The size and scale of the proposed expansion is 

almost double to the existing operation. The noise generated by the 

quarries surrounding would increase considerably. The expansion of the 

operations would have an impact on the traffic movements from and to 

the quarries on a daily basis. 

I would support a refusal to the proposal as an aggregate quarry at these 

two locations. 

I hope you can take these concerns on board and refuse the applications 

to expand for aggregates at Oat Hill Quarry and Three Gates Quarry. 

Kind Regards 

Sunita Burke 

Noted. Please see response to your comments 

under Section 4. 

854963 

Mr 

David 

Pollok 
 

complex and difficult to follow Noted 

855335 

Alison 

Clifton-

Barnard 
 

I wish to comment on a number of sections in the above plan, in 

particular in relation to their importance in the consideration of any site 

options. I am iesident in the Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural 

Please refer to questions 4.9 and 4.11 where the 

issue of DtC in relation to crushed rock has been 

discussed further. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisati

on Details 

Introduction - Do you have comments in relation to Section 1: 

Introduction of the report? 
Officer Response 

Beauty (AONB) and live near to three of the site options. 

I understand that, at this stage, Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) 

has included as options all sites which have a credible rock resource and 

which landowners and/or mineral operators have expressed an interest in 

working. The Consultation Document emphasises that no decisions have 

been taken as yet as to which site options should be taken forward into 

the Minerals Local Plan (MLP) as preferred site allocations. 

Section I : lntroduction 

1'2.5 I understand that there is Duty to Co-operate (DtC) as required by 

the Localism Act and the NPPF. Given the major environmental 

constraints in both the Cotswolds and Forest of Dean areas, effective 

liaison with appropriate neighbouring authorities must be essential to 

achieve the least environmentally damaging option to meet the necessary 

supply of primary aggregates. lt seems to me to be premature to idêntify 

particular sites until it can be demonstrated that this process has been 

effectively carried out. 

Section 

855391 

Mr 

Paul 

Norris 
 

No Noted 

 



2.1 Drivers for change 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Drivers for 

Change - Do 

you agree 

with the 

drivers for 

change? 

Drivers for change reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

846512 

Miss 

Fawn 

Bennett 
 

Partially 
 

 

 

 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 

Subject to the protection levels for the 

environment being met. No mention here of the 

landbank shortfall? 

The landbank is discussed in the second bullet 

point. However the word "landbank" could be 

added for clarification purposes. The comments 

will be taken into consideration when preparing 

the draft MLP. 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Partially 

Are these given equal weight? If transport can 

only be by road (no railway or canal) and roads 

are unsuitable, this must be a major factor in 

decision-making on expansion. 

The drivers for change are triggers which the 

plan needs to respond to and are not intended to 

be used in the decision-making process. The 

issues highlighted in the drivers for change are 

implemented through the policies within the 

plan. 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

851060 
M J 

Ball  
No 

 

 

 

 

851741 

Mr 

Roger 

Clewett 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

852010 
Mr 

Daniel  
Yes 

 

 

 

 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Drivers for 

Change - Do 

you agree 

with the 

drivers for 

change? 

Drivers for change reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

Leighton 

852145 

Mr 

Nigel 

Gibbons 

Forest of Dean 

District Council 
Partially 

Question rather than a comment: The proposed 

development for a new power station at Oldbury 

could require very substantial amounts of fill in 

order to build clear of the area at risk from 

flooding. It is possible that some of this could be 

brought in from quarries in the FoD. The volume 

of material is such that it is an issue that needs to 

be monitored. 

Noted. Strategic developments such as Oldbury 

are usually monitored through the annual SW 

AWP report. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Partially 

I strongly agree that growth should be focused on 

brown field sites, this must be a priority 

I agree that roads are congested and we must do 

everything we can to not put extra strain on small 

undeveloped roads 

Do not agree with the statement that mineral 

extraction in environmentally designated areas 

can bring enviromental gains. Just sounds like 

authors had to counter the environmental 

argument and dreamed up this paragraph. 

Noted, however, the statement of growth being 

focused on brownfield land is more of statement 

of fact given that housing and commercial 

development is beyond the scope of the MLP. 

Noted with regards to roads. 

The minerals restoration section of the 

consultation document and also the 

Environmental and Planning Considerations 

Evidence paper discuss in more detail the 

environmental benefits from mineral extraction. 

These can include specific restoration schemes 

designed to create habitats for rare or 

endangered species. 

850826 

Mr 

Brian 

Colgate 
 

Unsure 

It is a awful lot of word processing that leaves me 

wondering what it actually says. The general 

impression I get is that it tends towards todays 

problems with really very little regard for 

anything beyond the interests of the 'current 

generation' 

The drivers for change are statements of facts 

relating to minerals which indicate that change 

is required in Gloucestershire which should be 

implemented through the plan. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Drivers for 

Change - Do 

you agree 

with the 

drivers for 

change? 

Drivers for change reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

852979 

Mr 

Luke 

Wilson 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

852803 

Mr 

Michael 

Dunwell 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

853175 

Mr 

Michael 

Powell 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Partially 

• Amend third bullet point to read: “Principal 

growth is focused...” - to reflect growth strategies 

of constituent District authorities. 

• No reference is made to construction aggregates 

required for the Oldbury nuclear power project 

which will have significant implications for 

mineral demand and transport within the County. 

Noted with regards to point 1 – this will be 

taken into consideration when preparing the 

draft MLP. 

It is not considered that the drivers for change 

should be amended to reflect Oldbury. There are 

several Carboniferous limestone quarries in 

South Gloucestershire with extant permissions 

and are potentially better located to serve the 

development than the Forest of Dean quarries. 

Therefore at this point in time there is 

insufficient evidence to suggest that Oldbury 

would have a significant impact on minerals in 

Gloucestershire. However, strategic 

developments such as Oldbury are monitored 

through the SW AWP reports and any 

information to the contrary should be picked up 

through this channel. 

802210 
Mr 

Ed 

Highways 

England 

 

 

Paragraph 2.1.2 of the document outlines eight 

'drivers for change' for the Local Plan. The 

Noted. These comments will be taken into 

account when preparing the draft MLP. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Drivers for 

Change - Do 

you agree 

with the 

drivers for 

change? 

Drivers for change reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

Halford Agency is supportive of these, particularly points 

3, 4 and 5 which recognise that; growth will be 

focussed in urban areas including regeneration of 

brownfield land, that moving minerals by road 

can put a strain on an already under pressure 

highway network, and that existing rail and water 

capacities are currently under capacity and 

therefore in relation to sustainable transport 

solutions for moving minerals, in theory these 

have the potential for expansion. The recognition 

of these as drivers for change should help to 

ensure the Spatial Vision and subsequent policies 

and allocations within the document are planned 

for in the most sustainable location and should 

therefore help to minimise the impact on the SRN. 

The Agency is generally supportive of the 

Proposed Spatial Strategy particularly the 

recognition of stricter haulage routes and more 

efficient practices due to the impacts on the road 

networks. However, the strategy could be 

strengthened further through recognising the fifth• 

driver for change, as discussed in the preceding 

paragraph, which recognises the potential for 

more sustainable methods of mineral 

transportation via rail and water. Whilst it is also 

recognised that the use of such infrastructure will 

require investment, the benefits of sustainable 

transport methods should be included within the 

strategy due to the benefits of reducing road 

mileage, and therefore helping to ensure a safe 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Drivers for 

Change - Do 

you agree 

with the 

drivers for 

change? 

Drivers for change reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

and efficient SRN. 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

Partially 
The demand projections must themselves be very 

open to doubt 

Noted. The demand figures are recalculated on 

an annual basis through the Local Aggregates 

Assessment and following adoption the plan will 

be monitored annually through the Authorities 

Monitoring Report. 

854216 

Mr 

David 

Harris 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

854399 

Mr 

Alastair 

Madams 
 

Partially 
 

 

 

 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Partially Point 7 should include flood plain requirements. 

Noted. These comments will be taken into 

consideration when preparing the draft MLP. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Partially 

Fundamentally I am not convinced we need more 

housing and continual growth, where does it stop. 

Who has produced the evidence (possibly vested 

interests)? Where are the jobs in Gloucestershire 

for the new residents taking up this growth in 

homes? 

When were the people of Gloucestershire given 

the opportunity to raise issues on the Technical 

Evidence Paper MCS E Spatial Portrait, Vision, 

Strategic Objectives? I've never heard of it or had 

it sent to me for consultation; furthermore it is 6 

years old now. 

The calculation of housing growth and 

employment is beyond the scope of the MLP. 

This is calculated by the individual districts and 

implemented through district local plans. The 

MLP has to respond to what is suggested in the 

individual district plans. The numbers will be 

monitored through the Local Aggregates 

Assessments. The above technical evidence 

paper was produced to support the "Minerals 

Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation" in 

2008. The content was reviewed through the 

preparation of the Site Options and Draft Policy 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Drivers for 

Change - Do 

you agree 

with the 

drivers for 

change? 

Drivers for change reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

Clearly the existing highways network and 

country roads are under strain and not robust 

enough to sustain the continued growth. 

Where is it shown that existing rail and water 

facilities are under capacity? 

I do no think maintaining the historic resources 

needs significant building materials, if anything 

more mineral extraction will further alter the 

original historic past and heritage. 

Framework consultation. Highways 

infrastructure is considered through the 

Gloucestershire Local Transport Plan. The 

information on rail and water facilities was 

taken from the evidence papers. Most of the 

historic buildings within Gloucestershire and 

also many significant structures further afield 

were constructed from stone quarried locally in 

Gloucestershire. Stones such as limestone and 

sandstone are subject to weathering and new 

stone is required to repair the structures. There 

are specific requirements for listed buildings and 

conservation areas meaning that local stone is 

usually required to maintain the local vernacular 

which also includes Gloucestershire drystone 

walls and stone roof slates. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
Partially 

The final sentence could be slightly improved by 

replacing the words 'historic past' with 'historic 

environment'. This would be more in accordance 

with NPPF terminology and pedants might 

otherwise query the absence of protection for the 

prehistoric past. 

Noted - these comments will be taken into 

account when preparing the draft MLP. 

803136 

Mr 

Geoff 

Winslow 

Wiltshire County 

Council 

 

 

Spatial Strategy: Drivers for Change 

5.2 We would fully endorse the draft Plan’s 

approach towards identifying the ‘drivers for 

change’ in planning for minerals in 

Gloucestershire. However, it is not abundantly 

clear how they link and support the proposed 

‘Vision’ and / or the consideration of wider issues 

Comments noted and will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft MLP. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Drivers for 

Change - Do 

you agree 

with the 

drivers for 

change? 

Drivers for change reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

related to neighbouring areas. 

5.3 Although a minor point, in the seventh bullet 

it is suggested that “military land uses” (and their 

implications) should not be classified as 

“emerging”. Issues associated with RAF Fairford 

have been prevalent for over twenty years. 

851551 

Miss 

Sally 

Vivian 
 

No 

There does not seem to be sufficient consideration 

of re-use of construction materials which will also 

have beneficial impact on landfill space. 

It is also not clear why Gloucestershire needs to 

be self sufficient on its own reserves of minerals 

Re-use of materials has been considered 

throughout the document, but it is not 

considered that they are necessarily a "driver for 

change". 

It is not clear where in the Drivers for Change or 

elsewhere in the document it is stated that 

Gloucestershire should be self-sufficient in 

minerals. Geologically Gloucestershire does not 

contain all of the different types of minerals it 

consumes and therefore there will always be a 

need to import some materials as there will 

always be a need to export a certain quantity of 

minerals to other areas. 

852260 

Mr 

Michael 

Gordon 
 

Partially 

'Drivers for change' cannot disregard economic 

criteria, certainly not on Woodland Farm as 

detailed in my deposited objection to the listing of 

that site for future Limestone extraction. 

Geographically, that site is placed in direct 

competition with two other near large producers 

of aggregate and in consequence capital 

investment and commercial success would be 

impossible. Added to that, is the highly dangerous 

B4228 that would make insurance against road 

Drivers for change are simply statements of fact 

which suggest that change is required that 

should be implemented through a plan. With 

regards to the Hewelsfield site please see 

responses to all of your other representations 

and in section four of this representation. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Drivers for 

Change - Do 

you agree 

with the 

drivers for 

change? 

Drivers for change reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

traffic accidents uninsurable, thus leaving the 

Glos.C.C open to the liability for any such 

accidents by finalising and approving the listing 

of Woodland Farm on the MLP. The 2013 

findings of the Glos Highways Authority cannot 

be ignored, that would be unlawful and if so 

ignored, that would open up an application for a 

Judicial Review that Glos.C.C could not win. 

852829 

Dr 

Andrew 

Jones 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

853164 
Ms 

Waller 

Temple Guiting 

Parish Council 
Partially 

Partially. It is not a matter of maintaining a 

balance between mineral resource needs and 

safeguarding environmental assets, rather it is 

essential that environmental assets are 

safeguarded without qualification - that is to say 

the Cotswolds AONB landscape and the quality 

of life of those who live in and visit here. 

A clearer distinction needs to be made between 

essential provision of the unique Cotswold stone 

for building in order to preserve the AONB and 

the provision of crushed rock for multifarious 

purposes mainly outside the AONB. 

Noted and these comments will be taken into 

account when producing the draft MLP. 

However it should be noted that most of the 

quarries within the Cotswolds AONB produce a 

wide variety of products including aggregates, 

building stone and agricultural lime. Discussions 

during meetings with the mineral operators have 

suggested that the majority of stone produced 

within the Cotswold AONB serves a relatively 

local market. 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854626 
Cllr 

Nigel  
Yes 

 

 

 

 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Drivers for 

Change - Do 

you agree 

with the 

drivers for 

change? 

Drivers for change reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

Moor 

854715 

Mr 

Derek 

Richards 
 

Partially 
 

 

 

 

854805 

Mr 

Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee 

member 

Gloucestershire 

Climate Action 

Network 

Partially 

In point 6, international, national and regionally 

important environmental designations are 

mentioned and it is stated that a balance ‘is 

needed between the need for minerals and 

safeguarding environmental assets.’ It may be 

possible to achieve a balance with mineral 

extraction where aggregates are concerned, but it 

is not possible to achieve a balance in the case of 

hydrocarbons, because of their serious climatic 

effects when utilized. So there is 

acknowledgement of sustainability issues here but 

no preparation for the case where oil and gas 

could be amongst the minerals being extracted. 

The sustainability issues in that case would be 

much more far-reaching and of a different order. 

See response to earlier comments. 

854810 Respondent 

Gloucestershire 

Rural Community 

Council 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854830 

Mrs 

Gillian 

Claydon 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

854855 
Dr 

David  
Yes 

 

 

 

 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Drivers for 

Change - Do 

you agree 

with the 

drivers for 

change? 

Drivers for change reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

Henstock 

854857 

Mr 

Chris 

Comins 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854864 

Mr 

David 

Wedel 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

854865 

Mr 

Brian 

Odurny 
 

Partially 
 

 

 

 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Partially 

Yes agree the need for aggregates for 

development but not all minerals identified in the 

local plan are suitable for purpose. Please look at 

Gloucestershire transport policy. Some of the 

aggregates used to maintain the transport network 

are sourced outside the county. The aggregates are 

not 'hard' enough. 

Whilst it is acknowledged that not all of the 

aggregate minerals identified in the consultation 

document are suitable for top layers of road 

construction, all of the minerals identified are 

suitable for other construction purposes which 

are equally important such as construction fill 

and concrete production. Geologically 

Gloucestershire does not contain all of the 

minerals required for road construction and 

there will always be a need to important certain 

minerals. 

854951 

Mrs 

Sunita 

Burke 

Vice Chairman 

Temple Guiting 

Parish Council 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Drivers for 

Change - Do 

you agree 

with the 

drivers for 

change? 

Drivers for change reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

854963 

Mr 

David 

Pollok 
 

No 

The so-called drivers for change provide a view of 

the context, but no argument for change is 

presented - there is no connection made between 

these points of context and the current policy and 

practice - why do these points drive change? 

The 'drivers for change are described as 'factual 

pieces of evidence', but plainly that is not wholly 

true as they contain several expressions of opinion 

('can', 'may', 'could'). 

The need to preseve building stone is irrelevant. 

Noted and comments will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft MLP. 

It is not clear why you suggest the need to 

preserve building stone is irrelevant. Building 

stone is very important in maintaining the 

buildings and character of which many of our 

Gloucestershire towns and villages are 

internationally famed for. Due to the varied 

nature of building stone even within the same 

horizons, it is not appropriate to maintain a 

landbank but there are still policies needed to 

safeguard the resource and to determine and 

building stone applications. 

855074 

Mr 

Karl 

Lewis 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

 



Section 2: Vision 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Vision - Do 

you agree 

with the 

proposed 

spatial 

vision? 

Vision reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 

The first sentence of the last paragraph is of key 

importance. Decisions should be based on a common 

sense approach for the reasons outlined in the sentence. 

Decisions should not be made against the wishes of the 

population by simply hiding behind the NPPF. 

The NPPF is the national planning 

policy framework and the local 

planning authority must make decisions 

which are in accordance with the NPPF. 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

No 

This is absolutely pie in the sky! I do not believe that my 

part of Gloucestershire will be clean, green, healthy and 

safe if proposed developments go ahead, and this 

strategy seems to be the height of cynicism on the part of 

the council (or just the summary of a hasty workshop?). 

Neither do I believe that any concern for amenity quality 

of life and health of residents has gone into this plan. I 

do accept that some people will have to be seriously 

disadvantaged and their lives made miserable by the 

need to produce minerals but this strategy has no basis in 

reality at all. 

The vision is a future aspiration of what 

it is hoped that the plan will achieve by 

delivery of the policies. There are 

policies within the plan specifically to 

address amenity issues and the vision 

should be viewed in conjunction with 

the policies intended to deliver it. 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Yes 
especially consideration of smarter supply chains, not 

excluding rail 
Noted 

846512 

Miss 

Fawn 

Bennett 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Vision - Do 

you agree 

with the 

proposed 

spatial 

vision? 

Vision reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

851060 
M J 

Ball  
No 

This will ruin the environment but worse will severely 

impact on the local community with dust noise and all 

the extra lorry movements. 

Noted, however it is not clear how this 

would be the case. 

851741 

Mr 

Roger 

Clewett 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

852979 

Mr 

Luke 

Wilson 
 

No 

I disagree at this stage with taking unsuitable locations 

into account and thus blighting the housing market inthat 

area for some time. 

Noted 

 

852803 

Mr 

Michael 

Dunwell 
 

Partially 

Forest of Dean has special retention of biodiversity due 

to unsuitability of slopes surrounding Forest for 

ploughing - and therefore agrochemicals. There is a case 

for the Forest to be recognised as an unique ecosystem. 

Even the FoDDC fails to realise this in its own vision. 

Noted, however this is beyond the scope 

of the vision in the MLP. The forestry 

commission and the County's ecologist 

are involved when considering 

restoration proposals for any quarries 

proposed on forestry commission land. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Nothing to disgree with Noted 

850826 

Mr 

Brian 

Colgate 
 

Unsure 

Again lots of 'good words' but I haven't a clue about how 

I could judge whether any of the worthy objectives had 

been satisfied should I be here in 30 to 50 years time 

The vision is the aspiration of what the 

plan wants to achieve and should be 

implemented through the plan policies. 

The plan period is intended to run for 15 

years from 2018 until 2032. 

854399 

Mr 

Alastair 

Madams 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854503 Mr 
 

Partially If we build more roads, more homes, extract more Comments noted. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Vision - Do 

you agree 

with the 

proposed 

spatial 

vision? 

Vision reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

Mark 

Williams 

minerals and invite more tourism I do not think 

Gloucestershire will be a clean, green, healthy and safe 

place in which to work and visit compared with today's 

Gloucestershire. 

I wholly agree with the statements on the detrimental 

affects of road haulage, increasing mineral extraction 

will further increase these adverse affects even if there 

are attemps to manage it (on the Latton road near the 

Thames Water pump station there is an unofficial "lorry 

park" where trucks stop overnight, visit a mobile catering 

van during the day and have turned a green verge into a 

unofficial layby). 

I agree that where mineral working takes place, health, 

quality of life should be paramount to the decision 

making process. 

I do not agree that mineral working will act as a positive 

driver for protecting and enhancing the quality of 

environmental assets and designations. 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Partially 

• Amend fourth statement to read: “ .... shorter and 

smarter supply chains will be sought.” 

• Reference should be made to shipping as an alternative 

means of transport and the contribution this could make 

to the regeneration of Sharpness and Gloucester Docks. 

It is not considered necessary to add the 

word "shorter" into this sentence given 

that sometimes the shortest routes are 

not necessarily the most appropriate for 

HGVs and could be contrary to the 

aspiration in the vision to curb local 

traffic growth. 

It will be considered through the 

preparation of the draft MLP as to 

whether a sentence can be added to 

promote alternate means of transport. 

However to date this has proven quite 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Vision - Do 

you agree 

with the 

proposed 

spatial 

vision? 

Vision reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

difficult to facilitate in Gloucestershire 

due to the mineral resources generally 

being located some distance from 

appropriate waterways or rail networks. 

It is not considered necessary to make 

specific references to the two dock sites 

as there is no evidence to suggest these 

would be appropriately located to 

transport Gloucestershire's minerals. 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

Partially 
Some of the wording is very open and could be 

intrepreted in a variety of ways 

The vision itself will not be used in the 

determining of any planning 

applications. It is an aspirational 

statement implemented through the plan 

policies. 

854216 

Mr 

David 

Harris 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Partially 

Point 4 – vehicle movements on local roads cannot be 

reduced if no others routes exist. Local roads are 

currently unsuitable for volume and size of vehicles and 

it is essential that this problem be addressed e.g. traffic 

being diverted away from villages and communities. 

Better management of HGV’s is a vital part of this. How 

are the additional transport costs to be covered? 

Point 5 – Increasing flood risk to communities, 

particularly following restoration, should be included as 

paramount to the decision making process. 

Noted these comments will be 

considered when preparing the vision 

for the draft MLP. It should be noted 

that the vision is implemented through 

the policies within the plan and there 

are policies which address issues such 

as transport, planning obligations, 

flooding and restoration. 

801907 Mr Campaign For The  1. The Proposed Spatial Vision includes the text Comments noted and will be taken into 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Vision - Do 

you agree 

with the 

proposed 

spatial 

vision? 

Vision reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

B 

Brown 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

 ‘Mineral working will act as a positive driver for 

protecting and enhancing the quality of environmental 

assets and designations such as the Cotswolds and Wye 

Valley AONBs.’ The justification for this surprising 

statement is not clear. Apart from provision of local 

building/roofing stone to maintain the fabric of 

traditional buildings, in particular in Cotswold towns and 

villages, mineral working within the AONBs has an 

entirely negative effect on the qualities for which AONB 

designation was made. CPRE proposes that the text 

should be deleted. 

consideration when preparing the draft 

MLP. However it should be noted that 

the vision is an aspirational statement 

and is meant that when mineral working 

occurs there should be positive benefits 

to the mineral working. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
Yes No comments Noted 

801951 

Mrs 

Angela 

Clayton 

Estates Surveyor 

Defence 

Infrastructure 

Organisation 

 

 

The proposed spatial vision and Strategic Priority 5 

(Reclamation) both recognise the need to reconcile aims 

of increasing biodiversity through the restoration of 

mineral extraction sites with the need to minimise 

birdstrike risk to aviation 

Noted. These comments will be taken 

into account when preparing the draft 

MLP. 

803136 

Mr 

Geoff 

Winslow 

Wiltshire County 

Council 

 

 

Spatial Vision 

5.4 Although broadly supported, the proposed ‘Spatial 

Vision’ does not entirely present a unique or locally 

distinctive expression of how the ‘drivers for change’ 

will be addressed in a Gloucestershire context. That said 

we fully endorse the statements relating to the need for 

successful coordination in the Upper Thames Valley, 

although again, it would be useful to see how this will be 

carried out in practice. 

Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Vision - Do 

you agree 

with the 

proposed 

spatial 

vision? 

Vision reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

852014 

Mr 

Piers 

Chivers 
 

 

 

4. 2.2.5 “Proposed Spatial Vision” – whilst the vision 

seems reasonable none of what follows seems to have a 

relationship with the vision. Quarries are not “clean, 

green, healthy and safe” places. You have no valid 

proposals for improved transport facilities. How does 

digging up an AONB act “... as a positive driver for 

protecting and enhancing the quality of environmental 

assets and designations such as the Cotswolds and Wye 

Valley AONBs...” 

The vision is an aspirational statement 

and is meant that when mineral working 

occurs there should be positive benefits 

to mineral working.  In terms of 

improving transport facilities – this is 

beyond the scope of the MLP. 

852829 

Dr 

Andrew 

Jones 
 

No 

I don't agree with the proposal for securing local mineral 

supplies at a county level, this will skew impacts, in 

terms of economy, well being and environment there is 

nothing significant about a county boundary. I think a 

regional focus would be more appropriate in terms of 

balancing the pressures. 

Gloucestershire is required to plan in 

accordance with national policy as 

outlined within the NPPF. This requires 

that Gloucestershire produces a MLP 

for its administrative area. There is no 

evidence to suggest that Gloucestershire 

should plan in a manner that is contrary 

to national policy. 

853164 
Ms 

Waller 

Temple Guiting 

Parish Council 
Partially 

The bureaucratic nature of this statement appears to the 

layman to be somewhat divorced from reality. While 

councillors appreciate that planning officers are obliged 

to follow guidelines and adopt appropriate planning 

terminology, the statement as it stands offers little hope 

to residents in areas affected by the MLP proposals that 

their views and expectations might be met. 

Restoration, however well planned and executed (and in 

our experience it rarely is and is dependent on the 

constant vigilance and determination of a reduced 

number of Planning Officers), is no substitute for 

preventing the environmental damage caused by 

The vision is an aspirational statement 

which is intended to be delivered 

through the policies of the plan and only 

applies to mineral development. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Vision - Do 

you agree 

with the 

proposed 

spatial 

vision? 

Vision reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

quarrying from the outset. Restoration does not "protect 

and enhance the quality of environmental assets and 

designations" - it merely attempts to make good some of 

the environmental damage caused and offers no remedy 

to local residents and visitors alike during quarrying 

operations. 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854715 

Mr 

Derek 

Richards 
 

Partially 
 

 

 

 

854805 

Mr 

Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee member 

Gloucestershire 

Climate Action 

Network 

No 

Allowing extraction of oil or gas in the county would run 

entirely counter to the vision expressed for the year 2030 

in the first paragraph. 

The expected climate effects on Gloucestershire by then 

can be estimated from IPCC reports and are already well 

known to planners. The most recent IPCC report is 

available at http://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/wg1/ 

The link between higher average temperatures and 

extreme weather events is already well known, (e.g. 

Hansen et al., ‘Public Perception of Climate Change and 

the New Climate Dice’ (PNAS, 2012, bitly.com/hansen-

2012)). 

The world’s academies of science are unanimous about 

See response to earlier comments under 

Section 1. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Vision - Do 

you agree 

with the 

proposed 

spatial 

vision? 

Vision reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

the danger: For example, see ‘G8+5 Academies’ Joint 

Statement: Climate Change and the Transformation of 

Energy Technologies for a Low Carbon Future’ (2009, 

bitly.com/academy-statement) 

Meanwhile, annual world emissions of CO2 are 

continuing to rise. It is expected that the level of 

atmospheric CO2, now already nearing 400 ppm, will be 

sufficient by 2030 to potentially initiate a breach of the 

(already unsafe) 2 ºC danger limit agreed to by 

governments in 2009, unless emissions are drastically 

curbed. 

Yet the world’s coal, oil and gas reserves are very large 

indeed. (See, for example, ‘BP Statistical Review of 

World Energy’, referenced in ‘The Burning Question’ by 

Berners-Lee and Clark, p. 31) 

The known reserves alone are so large that they are 

several times what is needed to push the temperature 

over the 2 ºC limit. (For example, see the influential 

paper M. Allen et al., ‘Warming Caused by Cumulative 

Carbon Emissions Towards the Trillionth Tonne’ 

(Nature, 2009, bitly.com/allen-2009)) 

Yet it is clear that 2 ºC is not safe. (See, for example, 

also K. Anderson, of the Tyndall Centre, ‘Climate 

Change: Going Beyond Dangerous’ – a presentation with 

slides available at: bitly.com/kevin-anderson.) 

It is therefore becoming apparent that most of the 

world’s reserves must stay in the ground. They are 

already ‘stranded assets’, with no use. Prospecting for 

more has no purpose. 

854810 Respondent Gloucestershire Partially How will use of haulage routes be monitored and Please refer to the responses in Section 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Vision - Do 

you agree 

with the 

proposed 

spatial 

vision? 

Vision reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

Rural Community 

Council 

enforced with the ever increasing demands on Police 

resources? 

4 of the consultation summary report 

which provide further details in relation 

to enforcement. 

854830 

Mrs 

Gillian 

Claydon 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Yes 

Where mineral working takes place, amenity, health, 

quality of life and economic vitality will be paramount to 

the decision making process. - this is important 

Noted. There are proposed policies 

which are intended to ensure this occurs 

854857 

Mr 

Chris 

Comins 
 

Partially 

The vision is rather bland being all things to all people. 

A clearer emphasis needs to be made about the absolute 

priority given to environmental protection and long term 

sustainability. Huge holes in the ground are not the 

answer. 

The vision is an aspirational statement 

which is intended to be delivered 

through the more specific policies of the 

plan. 

854864 

Mr 

David 

Wedel 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

854865 

Mr 

Brian 

Odurny 
 

Partially 
 

 

 

 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Unsure 

The vision for 2030 is a 'clean, green, healthy and safe 

place in which to live, work and visit'. This will not be 

the case for people living close to the mineral sites with 

Comments noted, please refer to Section 

4 of the consultation summary report 

where amenity issues such as noise, 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Vision - Do 

you agree 

with the 

proposed 

spatial 

vision? 

Vision reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

dust particles in the air, noise from blasting and 

increased road traffic. 

dust and traffic are discussed in more 

detail. 

 

854943 

Ms 

Alison 

Liddell 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

854951 

Mrs 

Sunita 

Burke 

Vice Chairman 

Temple Guiting 

Parish Council 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

854963 

Mr 

David 

Pollok 
 

No 

This vision is pro-extraction - 'local mineral resources 

integral to delivering renewal', 'primary mineals will 

remain essential' - in a county with many competing 

interests and contributers to the econmony - agriculture, 

tourism, residential and leisure amenity and quarrying - 

the strategic vision should be about delivering 

sustainable development through balance. 

Some of the vision is sweepling and simplistic -'mineral 

working will act as a positive driver for protecting and 

enhancing the quality of environmental assets' - where 

new limestone working is proposed in a agricultural land 

in an AONB this is patently laughable. Even if there 

were to be environmental effects which provide some 

mitigation of mineral working, it is misleading to imply 

that is a rationale for mineral working - that implies that 

this is a plan for digging holes to benefit the 

environment. 

Even if mineral working 'will also assist in expanding the 

knowledge of our archaeological past', it is also 

The plan is a minerals plan and it should 

be clarified that the vision is an 

aspirational statement which is only 

applicable to minerals development in 

Gloucestershire. It is intending that 

should minerals development occur then 

there should be some positive 

environmental benefits occurring from 

the development. With regards to the 

archaeological past, minerals 

development has already contributed to 

the expansion of knowledge relating to 

historic Gloucestershire. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Vision - Do 

you agree 

with the 

proposed 

spatial 

vision? 

Vision reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

ridiculous to imply that is a reasonable basis for policy 

regarding mineral working - that would be an 

archaeological policy, not a minerals policy. 

855074 

Mr 

Karl 

Lewis 
 

No 

Absolutely not. The current site already causes difficulty 

and dangers on he road, with a large volume of site 

traffic in and out of the site, and the roads are suffering 

because of this. In addition, the Bream avenue section is 

so close to the road, and impacts on the surroundings, 

and my friends homes will have to be destroyed to make 

way for this. 

They are far more suitable sites around the UK, with 

better access and with less impact on the neighborhood. 

Although the vision does not 

specifically refer to any sites, it is 

assumed from your description that you 

are referring to Clearwell/Stowe Hill. It 

has not been suggested that homes 

would need to be demolished to widen 

roads.  Please refer to question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report where 

the options for crushed rock in the 

Forest of Dean are discussed in more 

detail. 

855163 

Mr 

Brian 

Jones 

Stowe Green 

Residents 

Association 

 

 

MLP Spatial Vision 2.2.5. 

Where mineral working takes place, amenity, health, 

quality of life and economic vitality will be 

paramount to the decision making process. Whilst the 

vision seems reasonable none of what follows seems to 

have a relationship with the vision. Quarries are not 

“clean, green, healthy and safe” places. You have no 

valid proposals for improved transport facilities. How 

does digging up an AONB act “... as a positive driver for 

protecting and enhancing the quality of environmental 

assets and designations such as the Cotswolds and Wye 

Valley AONBs...” 

The vision is an aspirational statement 

intended to only apply to where 

minerals development occurs and it is 

designed to ensure that there will be 

positive environmental benefits 

associated with mineral extraction. 

855335 
Alison 

Clifton-  

 

 

Proposed Spatial Vision 2.2.5 

The opening sentence states that By 2030 
Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Vision - Do 

you agree 

with the 

proposed 

spatial 

vision? 

Vision reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

Barnard Gloucestershire will be a clean, green, heatthy and safe 

place in which to live, work and visit'. l take this to be a 

central tenet of the Spatial Vision and that it will be 

important to examine all aspects of the MLP against this 

statement. 

The Proposed Spatial Vision also states that "Although 

road haulage is likely to remain the dominant form of 

transport, smarter supply chains will be sought. These 

include stricter haulage routes and more efficient 

practices. Through this approach vehicle movements for 

minerals will be reduced on local roads leading to a 

reduction in vehicle emissions. This will also help curb 

local traffic growth, wear and tear on the road network 

and reduce other adverse impacts such as noise, dust and 

road safety." I believe this statement to be particularly 

important in relation to the consideration of various sites 

(See section 4). 

The statement "Where mineral working takes place, 

amenity, health, quality of life and economic vitality will 

be paramount to the decision making process" is also of 

key importance when considering future site options. 

 



2.5 Strategic Priorities  

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Priority 1: 

Reuse & 

Recycling 

Strategic 

Priority 2: 

Provision & 

Supply 

Strategic 

Priority 3: 

The 

Environment 

Strategic 

Priority 4: 

People 

Strategic 

Priority 5: 

Reclamation 

Strategic 

Priority 6: 

Resource 

Management 

Strategic 

Priority 7: 

Transport 

846512 

Miss 

Fawn 

Bennett 
 

Yes No Yes No No Yes Yes 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes Partially Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Yes Partially Yes Yes Yes Yes Partially 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Unsure Partially Partially 
 

 
Unsure Partially Partially 

851060 
M J 

Ball  
No No No No No No No 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

850826 

Mr 

Brian 

Colgate 
 

Yes Unsure Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

852303 

Mr 

Robert 

O'Hara 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Priority 1: 

Reuse & 

Recycling 

Strategic 

Priority 2: 

Provision & 

Supply 

Strategic 

Priority 3: 

The 

Environment 

Strategic 

Priority 4: 

People 

Strategic 

Priority 5: 

Reclamation 

Strategic 

Priority 6: 

Resource 

Management 

Strategic 

Priority 7: 

Transport 

852979 

Mr 

Luke 

Wilson 
 

Yes No Unsure Unsure No Unsure Unsure 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District Council 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially 

854399 

Mr 

Alastair 

Madams 
 

Yes Partially Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Yes Yes Partially Yes Partially Yes Yes 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Yes Partially Partially Yes Yes Yes Partially 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 

 

 

 

 
Yes 

 

 
Yes 

 

 

 

 

851551 Miss 
 

Partially Partially      



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Priority 1: 

Reuse & 

Recycling 

Strategic 

Priority 2: 

Provision & 

Supply 

Strategic 

Priority 3: 

The 

Environment 

Strategic 

Priority 4: 

People 

Strategic 

Priority 5: 

Reclamation 

Strategic 

Priority 6: 

Resource 

Management 

Strategic 

Priority 7: 

Transport 

Sally 

Vivian 

     

852829 

Dr 

Andrew 

Jones 
 

Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

853028 

Ms 

Charlotte 

Rogers-

Jones 

Town Clerk 

Cricklade Town 

Council 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

853164 
Ms 

Waller 

Temple Guiting Parish 

Council 
Yes No Yes Yes Partially Yes Yes 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

Yes Partially Yes Partially Partially Yes Partially 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Yes Partially Yes Partially Partially Yes Partially 

854805 

Mr 

Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee member 

Gloucestershire 

Climate Action 

Network 

 

 
No Yes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Partially Yes Yes 

854830 Mrs 
 

No No No No No No No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Priority 1: 

Reuse & 

Recycling 

Strategic 

Priority 2: 

Provision & 

Supply 

Strategic 

Priority 3: 

The 

Environment 

Strategic 

Priority 4: 

People 

Strategic 

Priority 5: 

Reclamation 

Strategic 

Priority 6: 

Resource 

Management 

Strategic 

Priority 7: 

Transport 

Gillian 

Claydon 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

854857 

Mr 

Chris 

Comins 
 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partially Partially 

854864 

Mr 

David 

Wedel 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854865 

Mr 

Brian 

Odurny 
 

Yes No No No Yes Yes No 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Yes Partially Partially No No Partially No 

854951 

Mrs 

Sunita 

Burke 

Vice Chairman 

Temple Guiting Parish 

Council 

Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

854963 

Mr 

David 

Pollok 
 

Yes No Yes Yes Partially No Yes 

855034 Respondent Thames Water Utilities Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Priority 1: 

Reuse & 

Recycling 

Strategic 

Priority 2: 

Provision & 

Supply 

Strategic 

Priority 3: 

The 

Environment 

Strategic 

Priority 4: 

People 

Strategic 

Priority 5: 

Reclamation 

Strategic 

Priority 6: 

Resource 

Management 

Strategic 

Priority 7: 

Transport 

Ltd 

 



2.5 Strategic Priorities Justification 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Priorities Reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Provision & Supply - but not at the expense of the 

community. 
Noted 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Are they in order of priority? No objection to them 

individually but there are contradictions e.g. between 

concern for the environment and suggested need for 

road improvement where roads are unsuitable for HGVs 

which applies to my area (Stowe/Clearwell). 

Please refer to question 2.6 of the consultation 

summary report 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

still not enough consideration of alternatives to road 

Noted. However the implementation of alternatives is 

beyond the scope of the MLP and is more 

appropriate for discussion within the Gloucestershire 

Local Transport Plan. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Nothing to disgree with Noted 

802210 

Mr 

Ed 

Halford 

Highways England 

The Agency is generally supportive of the Proposed 

Strategic Priorities, particularly those identified as 

changes following the publication of both the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and previous 

consultation responses to the strategic objectives. In 

particular the Agency is supportive of Strategic Policy 1 

and the inclusion of a reference to sustainable transport 

in relation to reuse and recycling which should help to 

minimise transportation on the road network and 

associated impacts on the SRN. The Agency is also 

particularly supportive of Strategic Policy 7: Transport, 

which seeks to encourage more sustainable forms of 

transport. However, it is noted that reference is also 

made to potentially requiring improvements to the 

existing SRN to facilitate the transportation of minerals 

by HGV. The Agency is not currently aware of any 

Please refer to question 2.6 of the consultation 

summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Priorities Reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

specific improvement schemes proposed and therefore 

consultation at the earliest opportunity would be 

welcomed as and when any improvement scheme starts 

to be developed. The Agency would usually expect any 

physical improvements or alterations to any junctions 

on .the SRN to support or enable the delivery of sites 

within the Plan, to be supported by robust evidence and 

referenced within the Local Plan and any supporting 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan. This is in accordance with 

Paragraph 18 of DfT Circular 02/2013: 'The Strategic 

Road Network and the Delivery of Sustainable 

Deveopment', which states that: 

'Capacity enhancements and infrastructure required to 

deliver strategic growth should be identified at the 

Local Plan stage, which provides the best opportunity to 

consider development aspirations alongside the 

associated strategic infrastructure needs. Enhancements 

should not normally be considered as fresh proposals at 

the planning application stage. The Highways Agency 

will work with strategic delivery bodies to identify 

infrastructure and access needs at the earliest possible 

opportunity in order to assess suitability, viability and 

deliverability of such proposals, including the 

identification of potential funding arrangements.' 

In relation to sustainable transport, the Agency is 

particular supportive of the Proposed Safeguarding 

Policy for Minerals Infrastructure along with the 

supporting Table 1 (page 31} which identifies 

infrastructure to be safeguarded. The inclusion of both 

the policy and table should help encourage more 

sustainable methods of mineral transportation, but also 

safeguard sustainable transport assets for future use. 

Section 4 of the document relates to Construction 

Aggregates and identifies site allocations to meet the 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Priorities Reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

necessary landbanks set out by the Local Plan. 

Comments in relation to each allocation are provided in 

the table below along with any potential impacts on the 

SRN. 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

Some of the wording is very open and could be 

intrepreted in a variety of ways 

Please refer to question 2.6 of the consultation 

summary report. 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 

7. Transport - Yes, but where is the funding coming 

from? 

Point 3 should include impact on flooding; the word 

“restore” should be included. 

Point 5 should include protecting floodplains; regard 

needs to be given to continued scientific developments 

in environmental fields 

Please refer to question 2.6 of the consultation 

summary report 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Protecting the landscapes, habitat, heritage cannot be 

done by extracting more minerals and creating large 

holes in the ground, this is not maintaining the existing 

environment, it is destroying it and then trying to put it 

back how it was. 

For priorities 4, 5 and 6 it is difficult to disagree 

because if the changes are forced upon us of course I 

would want these controls in place, but by agreeing I am 

not agreeing with the basic principle that we need 

continued growth and further extraction. 

Improving the road network only encourages more use 

of it, typically by larger vehicles and I think this is 

counter productive. 

Please refer to question 2.6 of the consultation 

summary report. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

2. The Proposed Strategic Priorities are clear and 

soundly worded and CPRE supports them 
Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Priorities Reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 
No further comments Noted 

801951 

Mrs 

Angela 

Clayton 

Estates Surveyor 

Defence Infrastructure 

Organisation 

The proposed spatial vision and Strategic Priority 5 

(Reclamation) both recognise the need to reconcile aims 

of increasing biodiversity through the restoration of 

mineral extraction sites with the need to minimise 

birdstrike risk to aviation 

Noted 

851551 

Miss 

Sally 

Vivian 
 

Strategic Priority 1: Reuse & Recycling: the text says 

"where specification allows" and "where transport is 

sustainable". Reuse of aggregates needs to be preferred 

option in all cases rather than these rather ill defined 

phrases. 

Strategic Priority 2: Provision & Supply: later sections 

in the plan presume that Gloucestershire needs to be 

self-sufficient - but there is little evidence as to why 

Gloucestershire needs to be self-sufficient nor the policy 

that requires this 

Please see response to your comment under “drivers 

for change” 

852829 

Dr 

Andrew 

Jones 
 

SP2- I dont agree that it is necessary to secure a county 

supply of minerals. 

SP2- Insufficient consideration of risks to road users is 

outlined. 

Point 1 - please see responses to your earlier 

comments 

Point 2 - These priorities will not be used in decision 

making processes. They are implemented through the 

policies in the plan which are applied at planning 

application stage. The priorities are intended to be 

quite broad level whereas the policies are more 

tightly worded. 

853028 

Ms 

Charlotte 

Rogers-

Jones 

Town Clerk 

Cricklade Town 

Council 

The proposed draft policy for sustainable transport 

should take into account the cumulative impact of 

applications on local transport from developers where 

they are concentrated in one area. 

Please see responses to your earlier comments and 

also refer to question 2.6 of the consultation 

summary report. stage. 

853164 Ms Temple Guiting Parish There appear to be too many contradictions in these Please refer to question 2.6 of the consultation 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Priorities Reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

Waller Council strategic priorities. Some read well but there is 

insufficient assurance that these will be applied 

consistently, especially in the face of determined 

operators and their professional advisers and legal 

representatives. 

The people who live here, their living conditions and 

the landscape need to be given greater prominence in 

Priority 2. 

summary report 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey Parish 

Meeting 

Reclamation - more should be made of reclamation and 

ensuring that the planned reclamation is carried out and 

fulfilled before the work is started on the next phase 

with regular council inspections incorporating access 

from individual observers, coupled with penalties for 

non-compliance. Avoidance of large lakes would be 

essential given the sites of SGCW5 & 7 to RAF 

Fairford.... Transport - more should be made of the 

requirement for developer contributions to mitigate the 

wear and tear caused by the increase in heavy lorry use 

of the surrounding road network. 

Some of these issues raised are too specific for a plan 

to consider and should be addressed through the 

planning application process. Please also refer to 

question 2.6 of the consultation summary report 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

SP 2 - the last sentence needs to be expanded to include 

"avoiding adverse impacts, highway capacity and wear 

and tear, phasing with other operations and bird strike 

risk" 

SP 4 - this should be expanded to begin "To incorporate 

appropriate protective zones, to require necessary 

mitigation measures and to....." 

SP 5 - the potential sites are large and so reference 

needs to be made to the need for approved and managed 

phased operations 

SP 7 - for the sites in the Upper Thames Valley, there 

are no realistic options other than road transportation. It 

is clear also that lakes are unacceptable, for bird strike 

reasons, which means that inert fill needs to be 

Noted and these comments will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft MLP. However it should be 

highlighted that these priorities will not be used in 

decision making processes. They are implemented 

through the policies in the plan which are applied at 

planning application stage. The priorities are 

intended to be quite broad level whereas the policies 

are more tightly worded. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Priorities Reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

imported, also by road, usually with different lorries, so 

increasing large and heavy vehicle movements 

considerably. This increases, for example, the 

recognised conflicts along the C124 and C116 and wear 

and tear. SP7 should therefore be extended to include 

contributions towards road maintenance and 

opportunities to reduce traffic conflicts on local roads. 

854805 

Mr 

Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee member 

Gloucestershire 

Climate Action 

Network 

Strategic Priority 3 is 'to protect, and where appropriate, 

enhance, the quality of landscapes, habitats, heritage 

and other environmental assets, having full regard to 

their international, national or local importance.' This is 

not feasible, regardless of funds and resources that 

might be available, in conditions of rapid human-

induced climate change. If Strategic Priority 3 is to 

stand as it is, then Strategic Priority 2 is defective - it 

does not distinguish the case where ensuring supply of a 

mineral is unsafe for the climate and should therefore 

not be allowed. 

Noted and these comments will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft MLP. However it should be 

highlighted that these priorities will not be used in 

decision making processes. They are implemented 

through the policies in the plan which are applied at 

planning application stage. The priorities are 

intended to be quite broad level whereas the policies 

are more tightly worded. 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

1. I hate "mitigate against". 

2. I regard the damage, nuisance, and sometimes 

danger, of road haulage to be the worst aspect of 

quarrying and rock usage. I give high priority to SP7. 

1. Noted 

2. Noted. 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Agree with the priorities for reuse and recycle to reduce 

mineral requirements. Understand the requirement for 

local resources to match and restore Gloucestershire 

historic buildings but many situations require the use of 

existing materals and therefore could be met with the 

reuse of material. In many cases reuse of materials will 

be required to 'match' original features. Reclamation of 

the mineral sites after extraction will not be possible on 

many sites due to there natural aspect. For example at 

the Clearwell site reclaimation of the site will require 

Noted and these comments will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft MLP. However it should be 

highlighted that these priorities will not be used in 

decision making processes. They are implemented 

through the policies in the plan which are applied at 

planning application stage. The priorities are 

intended to be quite broad level whereas the policies 

are more tightly worded. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Priorities Reason - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

the quarry face to be stabalised after extraction. Due to 

the aspect nothing will grow on this area as the soil 

bank will face North North West. It will gain little sun 

light How can biodiversity be increased if nothing will 

grow on the site? Peoples natural enjoyment of the area 

will be lost and their health will be affected if living 

close to a mineral site. Greater transport efficency will 

not cancel the environmental impact of increased 

vehicle movements. For example the Forest of Dean 

road network and location of the minerals sites in the far 

west of Gloucestershire plus the restaints of the Severn 

and Wye give little alternative options to move 

minerals. Many small villages within Gloucestershire 

were not designed to cope with large modern lorries. 

855034 Respondent 
Thames Water Utilities 

Ltd 

Proposed Strategic Priorities. 

Thames Water supports the inclusion of Strategic 

Priorities 1 - 7, however it is considered that Strategic 

Priority 3: The Environment (p.15) would be more 

effective if it specifically includes reference to the 

protection of the ground water table. 

Noted and these comments will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft MLP. 

 



Section 2: Do you have any other comments in relation to the emerging key diagram? 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Key Diagram (Page 17) - Do you have any other comments in 

relation to the emerging key diagram? 
Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
I have no specialist knowledge of the strata. Noted. 

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
No Noted 

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
No Noted 

850826 
Mr Brian 

Colgate  

I don't find it more than of very general interest - it is very fussy, 

imprecise and lacking in useful precision 

Comments noted and will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft MLP. However it should 

be noted that the precision required for the plan will 

be contained within the proposals map. 

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

• The flood plain should be omitted from the diagram as its extent is 

subject to regular review and changes on a yearly basis. 

Comments noted and will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft MLP. However, at the 

scale of the key diagram the flood plain is more 

indicative and the actual floodplain will be kept up-

to-date through the electronic proposals map. 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
No Noted 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
none 

 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments Noted 

852829 
Dr Andrew 

Jones  
No Noted 

854452 
Mr Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk Marston 

Meysey Parish 

Meeting 

Proposed lorry routes should be highlighted to assist in obtaining 

developer contributions as detailed above. 

Noted, however, lorry routes would be specific to 

indiviidual proposals and difficult to map on a key 

diagram. Developer contributions are dealt with on 

a case-by-case basis and would be considered 

against the proposed policy for obligations. 

854626 Cllr Nigel 
 

No Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Key Diagram (Page 17) - Do you have any other comments in 

relation to the emerging key diagram? 
Officer Response 

Moor 

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash  

In due course it will need to include the MSAs and identify the allocated 

sites. It would also assist if it showed the principal lorry routes. 

Comments noted and will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft MLP. The resource areas 

will be replaced by the MSAs. 

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
No 

 

854869 
Dr Norman 

Fry  

While the key diagram does indicate just how geographically restricted 

the Carboniferous Limestone is, it does not fairly represent that the 

Forest of Dean is a district with much higher density of small 

settlements, and of higher rural population density, than the rest of the 

county (or nationally) on account of its peculiar history of distributed 

mining and industry. 

Noted. However, the purpose of the key diagram is 

not to indicate population densities. 

854963 
Mr David 

Pollok  

Fails to put the county in its regional context - eg neighbouring resource 

areas 

Noted, however, it is not the purpose of the key 

diagram to show the context. The resource areas 

will be replaced by the MSAs in the draft MLP. 

 



Section 2 – Adopted Policies Map 

Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Adopted Policies Map (Paragraph 2.4.5 - 

2.4.8) - Do you have any other comments in 

relation to the proposed changes to the 

adopted policies map? 

Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
No Noted 

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
No Noted 

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
No Noted 

850826 
Mr Brian 

Colgate  

Not really sure what information it is intended 

to convey 

The purpose of the adopted policies map is to illustrate geographically the 

application of the policies in the adopted development plan. 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

• Concerned that the Policies Map is only 

available through IT, which may restrict public 

access. 

• For clarity, a list of proposed changes to the 

Policies Map should be included in the text or 

as an appendix. 

• In the absence of the above, it is difficult to 

comment on the proposed changes at this stage. 

It is anticipated that an update to proposals/policies map statement will be 

produced to accompany the adopted MLP and online proposals map. This would 

be akin to what was produced on adoption of the Waste Core Strategy. A draft of 

this statement is also likely to be produced to accompany the draft MLP 

consultation. 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
No Noted 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  

There is a Key Wildlife site next to the 

proposed site SGCW6 Charlham Farm areas A 

and B, site A is also in a Strategic Nature area, 

these must be undisturbed to help preserve 

them. 

Noted. National and local designations will be reflected on the online proposals 

map.  Please also refer to question 4.13 of the consultation summary report where 

the issues surrounding this site have been discussed further. 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments Noted 

852829 

Dr 

Andrew 

Jones 
 

No Noted 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Adopted Policies Map (Paragraph 2.4.5 - 

2.4.8) - Do you have any other comments in 

relation to the proposed changes to the 

adopted policies map? 

Officer Response 

854452 
Mr Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

No Noted 

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
No Noted 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No Noted 

 

 



Section 2: Do you have any comments in relation to the proposed policy on Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development? 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 

Development - Do you have any comments in relation to 

the proposed policy on Presumption in Favour of 

Sustainable Development? 

Officer Response 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

No. Noted 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

It makes me feel that residents who will be affected by 

proposals have absolutely no chance of being heard and this 

consultation is a sham. Presumption in favour almost 

automatically mitigates against social and environmental 

improvement and in favour of economic. 

Noted 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Presumption in favour of sustainable development is a 

government imposed green light for developers and councils 

to ride roughshod over the justifiable concerns of the local 

population. In regards the extraction of minerals, the effect of 

such mining on communities is devastating and sites should 

only be considered where there is sufficient separation from 

dwellings. 

Noted. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Totally agree, must be a priority Noted 

850826 

Mr 

Brian 

Colgate 
 

Lots of worthy objectives but it does tend towards ' we will do 

all these good things unless it is too hard ' 
Noted 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

Unsure why out of County resources are not included in the 

plan 

The plan is only able to consider resources that fall 

within the administrative boundary of 

Gloucestershire and resources outside of the 

boundary are beyond the scope of the plan 

848193 
Mr 

Matthew 
Earthline Ltd 

Support this proposed policy which takes a positive approach 

to new development in line with the Government’s growth 
Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 

Development - Do you have any comments in relation to 

the proposed policy on Presumption in Favour of 

Sustainable Development? 

Officer Response 

Coplestone agenda, and encourages working together to enable acceptable 

developments to take place. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

The most sustainable development is no change or 

development, why presume there is development? What 

would the plan look like with no development? 

I disagree that planning application that accord with the 

policies in the MLP will be approved without delay, the 

applications must be considered be approval. 

If development is inevitable then I agree it must be 

sustainable. 

Noted. The purpose of the development plan is to set 

the framework for new developments, and planning 

applications are assessed against the allocations and 

policies of the development plan. All planning 

applications coming forward will still need to be 

considered through the full planning process and be 

in accordance with the plan before planning 

permission is issued. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments Noted 

798758 

Mr 

Colin 

D'Oyley 

Head of Planning 

& Estates 

Breedon 

Aggregates 

The Proposed Policy on Presumption In Favour of Sustainable 

Development should not include any references to 

Neighbourhood Plans which do not consider minerals 

planning. 

Please refer to Question 2.9 of the Consultation 

Summary report. 

852829 

Dr 

Andrew 

Jones 
 

No Noted 

853164 
Ms 

Waller 

Temple Guiting 

Parish Council 

This statement offers no prospect that the needs and views of 

local communities will be safeguarded and appears to be 

weighted disproportionally in favour of applications for 

mineral working. 'Sustainable Development' may be the 

current government's priority, but that should not prevent the 

Gloucestershire MLP placing greater emphasis on the 

environment and quality of life in Gloucestershire. 

Please refer to Question 2.9 of the Consultation 

Summary report. 

854452 
Mr 

Simon 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 
No Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 

Development - Do you have any comments in relation to 

the proposed policy on Presumption in Favour of 

Sustainable Development? 

Officer Response 

Ballard Parish Meeting 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Agree Noted 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No, but the presumption makes it especially important for the 

strategic and development management policies to set out the 

criteria against which proposals will be judged acceptable and 

the mitigation measures, such as highway maintenance 

contributions etc. that might be necessary. Otherwise there 

will not be a sound policy basis upon which to require such 

measures. 

Please refer to Question 2.9 of the Consultation 

Summary report. 

854805 

Mr 

Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee 

member 

Gloucestershire 

Climate Action 

Network 

The policy states: 'One of the ways to help prevent climate 

change is through the principle of sustainable development.' 

Such a policy is negated if there is simultaneously a 

presumption in favour of allowing hydrocarbon extraction. 

Gloucestershire is at risk of flooding from increasing severity 

of high-rainfall events and, in the longer term, from sea level 

rise in addition. 

See response to earlier comments under Section 1. 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

I am concerned over the potential conflict regarding "Where 

mineral working takes place, amenity, health, quality of life 

and economic vitality will be paramount to the decision 

making process". and the principle for sustainable 

development. Sustainable appears to be poorly defined. 

It is not clear where there is a potential conflict here, 

however, as with all planning matters where 

potential conflicts occur a balance needs to be struck 

to ensure that potential harm is clearly outweighed 

by potential benefits and that any potential harm can 

be mitigated. Please also refer to Question 2.9 of the 

Consultation Summary report. 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

Support Noted 

 



Do you have any other comments in relation to Section 2: Spatial Strategy? 

Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 
Other - Do you have any other comments in relation to Section 2: Spatial Strategy? Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

No Noted 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

No Noted 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Any development will have consequences. My concerns revolve around the possible vast 

expansion of the Clearwell /Stowe Hill quarry and the geo hydrological effects that could 

occur in the inevitable change in the water table. This could have a serious impact 

effecting Slad brook, (an SSSI), 

Noxon Pond and the Oakwood valley. 

Please refer to question 

4.9 of the consultation 

summary report. 

850826 

Mr 

Brian 

Colgate 
 

As may be obvious from my comments, I recognise that a lot of effort has been put into 

preparing this document but having read it I am left with the overwhelming feeling that I 

really don't know what useful information I have gained. 

Noted 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

No Noted 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

No Noted 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation 

Service 

Natural England 

Spatial Strategy 

Overall, we consider that the draft Minerals Local Plan provides a generally positive 

strategic framework and a range of clear policies to guide mineral development and 

operations in Gloucestershire in a way that seeks to make the best use of resources, 

minimises adverse social and environmental impacts and secures improvements where 

possible, including through appropriate mineral restoration and aftercare. 

Noted 

794083 
Mr 

Toby 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments Noted 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 
Other - Do you have any other comments in relation to Section 2: Spatial Strategy? Officer Response 

Catchpole 

852829 

Dr 

Andrew 

Jones 
 

No Noted 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

No Noted 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

No Noted 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No Noted 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

No Noted 

 



Section 3 – Safeguarding Options (part 1) 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Limestone 

Option 1 

Limestone 

Option 2 

 Limestone 

Option 3 

Limestone 

Option 4 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 1 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 2 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 3 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 4 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 5 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
   Yes     Yes 

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure      

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Unsure Unsure Unsure Yes Yes Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Partially No No 

 
Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
No No No Yes No  No No Yes 

850826 
Mr Brian 

Colgate  
No Yes No No Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

852979 
Mr Luke 

Wilson  
No No No No      

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

No Partially Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes 

802285 
Mr Ken 

Hobden 

Mineral Products 

Association 
Yes    Yes     

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
No No Partially Yes No No No No Yes 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Yes Yes No Partially Yes No No Yes No 

801907 
Mr B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

  Yes       



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Limestone 

Option 1 

Limestone 

Option 2 

 Limestone 

Option 3 

Limestone 

Option 4 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 1 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 2 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 3 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 4 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 5 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

793504 
Earl 

Wemyss 

Stanway Stone 

Company 
Yes         

793547 
Mr Nick 

Elliott 
Eliott and Sons Ltd     Yes     

793895 
Mr Julian 

Palmer 

Cotswold Stone 

Quarries 
Yes         

794011 Mr DGlenn 
Huntsmans Quarries 

Ltd 
   Yes      

794029 
Mr Nick 

Atkins 
Tarmac Ltd 

 
Yes        

797770 
Mr Roger 

Cullimore 

Chairman Moreton C 

Cullimore (Gravels) 

Ltd 

        Yes 

798758 
Mr Colin 

D'Oyley 

Head of Planning & 

Estates Breedon 

Aggregates 

Yes         

802358 
Mr Peter 

Jukes 

Smiths (Gloucester) 

Ltd 
Yes         

802872 Respondent 
Hills Minerals and 

Waste Ltd 
    Yes     

854452 
Mr Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk Marston 

Meysey Parish 

Meeting 

Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially 

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

854651 Respondent Oathill Quarry Ltd    Yes      



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Limestone 

Option 1 

Limestone 

Option 2 

 Limestone 

Option 3 

Limestone 

Option 4 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 1 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 2 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 3 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 4 

Sand & 

Gravel 

Option 5 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure     

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
No No Yes No No No Yes No Yes 

854865 
Mr Brian 

Odurny  
Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure      

854869 
Dr Norman 

Fry  
Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
No No Partially Yes Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially 

854963 
Mr David 

Pollok  
No No Partially No      

 



Section 3 – Safeguarding Options (part 2) 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Sandstone 

Option 1 

Sandstone 

Option 2 

Sandstone 

Option 3 

Sandstone 

Option 4 

Clay 

Option 

1 

Clay 

Option 

2 

Clay 

Option 

3 

Clay 

Option 

4 

Coal 

Option 

1 

Coal 

Option 

2 

 Coal 

Option 

3 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
   Yes    Yes 

 
Yes 

 

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Yes Yes Unsure Unsure Yes Unsure Unsure Yes Yes Unsure Unsure 

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
No No No Yes No No No Yes No No No 

850826 
Mr Brian 

Colgate  
Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

802285 
Mr Ken 

Hobden 

Mineral Products 

Association 
Yes Yes          

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
No No Partially Yes No Yes No No Unsure Unsure Unsure 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Yes Yes No No Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No 

801907 
Mr B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

  Yes         

793791 

Miss 

Rachael 

Bust 

Planning and Local 

Authority Liason The 

Coal Authority 

        Yes 
 

Yes 

854452 
Mr Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 
Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially 

854626 Cllr Nigel 
 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Sandstone 

Option 1 

Sandstone 

Option 2 

Sandstone 

Option 3 

Sandstone 

Option 4 

Clay 

Option 

1 

Clay 

Option 

2 

Clay 

Option 

3 

Clay 

Option 

4 

Coal 

Option 

1 

Coal 

Option 

2 

 Coal 

Option 

3 

Moor 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure        

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
No No Yes No No Yes No Yes No Yes Yes 

854869 
Dr Norman 

Fry  
No No Yes Unsure Yes Yes Yes Unsure No No No 

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
No No Partially Yes Partially Partially Partially Yes Yes Yes Yes 

854963 
Mr David 

Pollok  
No No Partially No        

 



Section 3 – Safeguarding Options Reasons 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details Safeguarding Options Reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  

It is essential that the buffer zones are of sufficient distance to 

preserve the quality of life of nearby residents. I consider 250M to be 

the minimum distance. 

Please refer to question 3.4 of the consultation 

summary report. 

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  

It is not appropriate to have a blanket safeguarding policy which 

takes priority over e.g. green belt, areas with AONB status etc. 

Mineral safeguarding needs to be agreed site by site. 

Please refer to question 3.4 of the consultation 

summary report. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  

We must use existing worked resources as much as possible and not 

spoil new areas. Don't think coal needs safeguarding, we should not 

be extracting coal. 

Please refer to question 3.4 of the consultation 

summary report. 

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer Stroud 

District Council 

• Suggest the River Severn and key centres are included on the MSA 

maps. • Limestone Option 1 – this is too big an area to be 

safeguarded and would prejudice the implementation of other 

development necessary to the area. • Limestone Option 2 – question 

whether historic workings are necessarily the best future options in 

terms of location and capacity. • Limestone Option 4 – a 1km buffer 

area is too restrictive. • Sand and Gravel Resource – It would be 

helpful to link the terms used in the options to the terms on the MSA 

map.• Sand and Gravel Option 1 - this is too restrictive and would 

prejudice the implementation of other development necessary to the 

area. • Sand and Gravel Option 2 – concerned about the sensitivity of 

rivers and the implications of this option for the location of future 

sand and gravel working.  

Noted. However, once identified MSAs will be 

added onto key diagram and proposals map which 

will show such features; Historic workings have been 

included as an option because they are an indication 

of seams of potentially suitable geology. This is 

particularly important in large areas such as the 

Cotswolds where the geology is highly variable.  It is 

not clear why you think a 1km buffer is too 

restrictive.  Please also refer to question 3.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

802285 
Mr Ken 

Hobden 

Mineral Products 

Association 

Options for safeguarding the limestone resource We support Option 1 

– the safeguarding of the entire resource, which should be the default 

option in the absence of clear evidence that the area to be 

safeguarded should be more focused and reduced in area. We 

welcome the use of the methodology advocated in the BGS Guidance 

by the Mineral Planning Authority in identifying MSAs. As 

highlighted in the supporting Evidence Paper, safeguarding is 

necessary in order to ensure that needless sterilisation of resources is 

avoided and that resources are protected for the long term. The 

safeguarding process, as set out in the Proposed Policy for MSAs, is 

not necessarily a constraint on non-minerals development. The MSA 

Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details Safeguarding Options Reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

is a trigger for tests to be applied (as described in the Proposed Policy 

for MSAs) which need not be onerous to address for applicants of 

non-minerals development. Reducing the area of the MSA, for 

example to the areas historically worked (Option 2) would not 

necessarily provide the safeguarding necessary to meet the 

requirements of the NPPF and NPPG. That said, it would be helpful 

for Option 2 to be developed a little further to illustrate the area that 

an MSA based on ‘the main individual limestone formations which 

have historically been worked’ would cover. We are conscious that 

the Mineral Planning Authority and the Local Planning Authorities 

may be concerned that a large MSA reflecting the extensive resource 

may increase the administrative burden as it would potentially lead to 

a large number of planning applications being caught by the 

safeguarding process. However, given other constraints covering the 

area, such as AONB, and the proposed ‘exempt development’ types 

(outlined in the Proposed Policy for Mineral Safeguarding Areas and 

the Proposed Standing Advice) we believe that such concerns may be 

unfounded. Options for safeguarding the sandstone resource Given 

the relatively limited extent of the resource, and the distribution of 

sites, we support Option 1 and 2 and selection of all resources. 

Options for safeguarding the sand and gravel resource We support 

Option 1 – the safeguarding of the entire resource, which should be 

the default option in the absence of clear evidence that the area to be 

safeguarded should be more focused and reduced in area. However, 

we acknowledge that the vast majority of past production has been 

from the Cotswold Water Park area in the Upper Thames Valley. The 

options presented don’t appear to be mutually exclusive and it would 

be helpful if the ‘other sand and gravel resource areas considered to 

be of potential importance for the future supply of aggregates’ in 

Option 5 were illustrated as this may be the most appropriate option. 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  

The limitation to existiung infrastructure seems best given these 

come within existing transport and environmental agreements. The 

Clay options seem very wide ranging and I was most concerned to 

see Limestone resource captured again under option 4 of Clay, which 

seemed to circumvent the point of asking questions earluer that were 

specific to Limestone. 

Noted. This was an error with regards to clay 

options.  Please also refer to question 3.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details Safeguarding Options Reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
We need to consider any use of our natural resources. 

Please refer to question 3.4 of the consultation 

summary report. 

801907 Mr B Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

1. CPRE supports the principle of Mineral Safeguarding and 

acknowledges that because a resource is safeguarded that does not 

mean that it will ever be worked. 2. For limestone resource areas 

CPRE considers that option 3 in the CD is the most appropriate 

choice.3. For sandstone resource areas CPRE considers that option 3 

is the most appropriate choice 4. For sand and gravel CPRE sees a 

case for safeguarding the resource in the UTV, but this should be in 

conjunction with neighbouring MPAs to ensure that there is 

consistency across the whole resource area.5. For sand and gravel 

within the Severn Vale CPRE sees a case for safeguarding the known 

deposits.6. For the Triassic/Permian sandstone formations in the NE 

of the county CPRE considers that option 5 is the most appropriate. 

Noted 

793504 
Earl 

Wemyss 

Stanway Stone 

Company 

4. With regard to the Options for safeguarding the Limestone 

Resource Stanway Stone supports Option 1 which is to “safeguard 

the entire limestone resource areas”. In addition it is recommended 

that a suitable buffer zone is designated around the entire safeguarded 

limestone resource to ensure that incompatible development on land 

adjoining the resource does not prevent the safeguarded resource 

from being worked. 

Noted 

793547 
Mr Nick 

Elliott 
Eliott and Sons Ltd 

With regard to the Options for safeguarding the Sand and Gravel 

Resource Elliott’s supports Option 1 which is to “safeguard all river 

and terrace and known sub alluvial sand & gravel deposits county 

wide”. In addition it is recommended that a suitable buffer zone is 

designated around the entire safeguarded sand and gravel resource to 

ensure that incompatible development on land adjoining the resource 

does not prevent the safeguarded resource from being worked. 

Noted 

793791 

Miss 

Rachael 

Bust 

Planning and Local 

Authority LiasonThe 

Coal Authority 

Representation No.1 Site/Policy/Paragraph/Proposal – Consultation 

Document: Options for Safeguarding the Coal Resource 

Comment/Support – The Coal Authority is of the view that both the 

Forest of Dean Coalfield and Newent Coalfield surface coal 

resources should be safeguarded. The Coal Authority therefore 

supports both options 1 and 3 Options for Safeguarding the Coal on 

page 28 of the Consultation Document. The Coal Authority also 

Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details Safeguarding Options Reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

supports the inclusion of urban areas within the proposed mineral 

safeguarding areas for shallow coal reserves. Reason – To be 

effective in delivering the NPPF objectives with regard to avoiding 

unnecessary sterilisation of mineral resources of local and national 

importance 

793895 
Mr Julian 

Palmer 

Cotswold Stone 

Quarries 

Section 3: Mineral Safeguarding Options 3.2 4. With regard to the 

Options for safeguarding the Limestone Resource Cotswold Stone 

supports Option 1 which is to “safeguard the entire limestone 

resource areas”. In addition it is recommended that a suitable buffer 

zone is designated around the entire safeguarded limestone resource 

to ensure that incompatible development on land adjoining the 

resource does not prevent the safeguarded resource from being 

worked. 

Noted 

794011 Mr D Glenn 
Huntsmans Quarries 

Ltd 

With regard to the 'Options for Safeguarding the Limestone 

Resource', we wish to support Option 4 (a buffer zone of up to 1km 

around existing quarries) on the basis that this would allow for the 

extension of existing mineral sites and should ensure that the mineral 

planning authority is consulted in relation to nearby non-mineral 

development and that mineral development is not unduly restricted as 

a result of changes in nearby land uses. This approach would not only 

safeguard the physical resource, but would also ensure that the 

resource can be worked without causing undue effects on proximate 

developments . 

Noted 

794029 
Mr Nick 

Atkins 
Tarmac Ltd 

Options for Safeguarding the Limestone Resource The Plan should 

ensure that specific mineral resources are not needlessly sterilised. 

We believe that Option 2 ‘Safeguard the main individual limestone 

formations which have historically been worked’, best meets this 

requirement. 

Noted 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 
No comments Noted 

797770 
Mr Roger 

Cullimore 

Chairman Moreton C 

Cullimore (Gravels) 

Ltd 

With regard to the 'Options for Safeguarding the Sand and Gravel 

Resource', of the options available we wish to support Option 5 (a 

buffer zone of 250m around the existing quarries and other sand and 

gravel resource areas considered to be of potential importance for the 

Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details Safeguarding Options Reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

future supply of aggregates) though we are concerned that such a 

minimal buffer zone would limit opportunities for the extension of 

sites. We would submit that it would be preferable to maintain a 

buffer zone of up to 1km around existing quarries, on the basis that 

this would allow for the extension of existing mineral sites and 

should ensure that the mineral planning authority is consulted in 

relation to nearby non-mineral development and that mineral 

development is not unduly restricted as a result of changes in nearby 

land uses. This approach would not only safeguard the physical 

resource, but would also ensure that the resource can be worked 

without causing undue effects on proximate developments. 

798758 
Mr Colin 

D'Oyley 

Head of Planning & 

Estates Breedon 

Aggregates 

With regard to the Options for safeguarding the Limestone Resource 

BA supports Option 1 which is to “safeguard the entire limestone 

resource areas”. However, it is noted that the proposed policy for 

Safeguarding Areas refers specifically to resources that are assessed 

to be “of current or future economic importance”. It is unclear how 

such an assessment is to be made because the outcome may be at 

odds with the approach to safeguard the entire resource area. 7. In 

addition it is strongly recommended that a suitable buffer zone is 

designated around the entire safeguarded limestone resource to 

ensure that incompatible development on land adjoining the resource 

does not prevent the safeguarded resource from being worked. 

Noted 

801944 
Ms Ruth 

Clare 
Environment Agency 

We note the document seeks comments on the Minerals Safeguarding 

proposals. You sent us a copy for the Minerals Safeguarding Topic 

Paper in January this year. Unfortunately we were not able to 

comment on this at the time due to a particularly busy period as a 

result of the winter flooding. Nevertheless, we do not have any 

particular comments to make on these aspects. We recognise that 

mineral resources need to be safeguarded and that this is a 

requirement of the NPPF. Our role is to influence local policies and 

decisions in the interests of protecting and enhancing the 

environmental aspects within our remit. As such we have no 

particular comments or recommendations about the minerals 

safeguarding aspects of the Plan. 

Noted 

802358 
Mr Peter 

Jukes 

Smiths (Gloucester) 

Ltd 

4. With regard to the Options for safeguarding the Limestone 

Resource Smiths supports Option 1 which is to “safeguard the entire 
Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details Safeguarding Options Reason - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

limestone resource areas”. In addition it is recommended that a 

suitable buffer zone is designated around the entire safeguarded 

limestone resource to ensure that incompatible development on land 

adjoining the resource does not prevent the safeguarded resource 

from being worked. 

803136 
Mr Geoff 

Winslow 

Wiltshire County 

Council 

5.5 The options proposed for safeguarding sand and gravel resources 

in Gloucestershire are all entirely reasonable and essentially in-line 

with national policy. However, it is suggested that the options 

nonetheless need to be reasonable and relevant to the minerals 

industry which is currently focussed predominantly on the Upper 

Thames Valley and, to a much lesser extent, the Severn Vale. 5.6 

Bearing in mind the need to meet long-term provision requirements 

and present some degree of contingency for the future, it is suggested 

that option 1 be followed in terms of draft policy at this stage. 

Noted 

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash  
No observations Noted 

854651 Respondent Oathill Quarry Ltd 

With regard to the 'Options for Safeguarding the Limestone 

Resource', we wish to support Option 4 (a buffer zone of up to 1km 

around existing quarries) on the basis that this would allow for the 

extension of existing mineral sites and should ensure that the mineral 

planning authority is consulted in relation to nearby non-mineral 

development and that mineral development is not unduly restricted as 

a result of changes in nearby land uses. This approach would not only 

safeguard the physical resource, but would also ensure that the 

resource can be worked without causing undue effects on proximate 

developments. 

Noted 

854869 
Dr Norman 

Fry  

For Limestone, the Options seem to mix up safeguarding resource 

and safeguarding historic buildings, etc. I feel any response in this 

form would be potentially misunderstood. Try again! Similarly for 

Sandstone Option 4. 

Some of the options consider safeguarding the 

resource required for the preservation of historic 

buildings but it is considered that the options are 

clearly related to the resource not the buildings.  

Please also refer to question 3.4 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  

Health implications of limestone and sandstone blasting require a 

buffer zone. 

Comment Noted. These issues would be addressed at 

the planning application stage. 



 



Section 3 – Minerals Safeguarding Areas (MSAs) 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Minerals 

Safeguarding Areas 

(MSA's) - Do you support 

the proposed policy for 

Minerals Safeguarding 

Areas? 

Policy: MSA reasons - Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

846512 
Miss Fawn 

Bennett  
No   

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Yes 

The protection of the environment and community is essential and 

this has to be the foremost consideration. 
Noted 

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
No As above Noted 

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Yes   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Partially   

852145 
Mr Nigel 

Gibbons 

Forest of Dean 

District Council  

MCAs, especially if they related to entire MSAs would result in an 

additional process in dealing with planning applications. The FoDDC 

consider that they should be realistically drawn to avoid consultation 

in respect of development that is allocated or within settlement 

boundaries (or preferably within any agreed buffer around them). In 

addition the proposal to require consultation on almost any planning 

application apart from minor domestic work is considered too 

unrealistic. A higher threshold, possibly supported by standing advice 

is required to ensure that any consultation process could work. This 

representation should be read in conjunction with comments made 

about the MSAs. 

Noted. These comments 

will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft 

MLP. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Again little to disagree with Noted 

852979 
Mr Luke 

Wilson  
Partially   

853003 Mr Phil Senior Planning  These comments relate to the options for safeguarding the sand and Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Minerals 

Safeguarding Areas 

(MSA's) - Do you support 

the proposed policy for 

Minerals Safeguarding 

Areas? 

Policy: MSA reasons - Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

Stephenson Officer Cheltenham 

Borough Council 

gravel resource set out on page 26 of the printed consultation 

document: It is our view that option 5: “safeguard a 250m buffer zone 

around the existing quaries and other sand and gravel resources areas 

considered to be of potential importance for the future supply of 

aggregates” would be the most effective and flexible option, and 

would avoid the safeguarding of deposits which are of low 

importance or unlikely to be exploitable or economic. 

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Yes   

802285 
Mr Ken 

Hobden 

Mineral Products 

Association 
Yes 

Proposed Policy for Mineral Safeguarding Areas We support the 

Proposed Policy. As previously sated the proposed criteria and 

exemptions (as repeated in the Proposed Standing Advice) would 

apply the safeguarding process correctly and reduce the potential 

burden on planning authorities and applicants for non-minerals 

developments within the MSAs. Proposed Safeguarding Policy for 

Minerals safeguarding We support this policy. The ‘safeguarding 

zone’ (Mineral Consultation Area) would need to be sufficiently large 

to ensure that issues of incompatibility do not occur and operations 

are not constrained. While assessing incompatibility will need to be 

on a case by case basis, defining a ‘zone’ or MCA will be necessary 

in order to make it clear when LPAs should consult the MPA on 

potentially incompatible development and trigger the safeguarding 

process. We suggest that 100m may be an appropriate radius based on 

experience from elsewhere where issues have arisen eg residents of 

developments some distance from operational facilities (often 24/7) 

complaining about traffic, noise and dust. 

Noted. These comments 

will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft 

MLP. 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
Partially 

The policy would seem to be driven more by opportunity - owner 

initiated offering of sites - rather than identification of areas with 

suitable transport links and lower environmental damage 

Please refer to question 

3.2 of the consultation 

summary report where the 

purpose of MSAs is 
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ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Minerals 

Safeguarding Areas 

(MSA's) - Do you support 

the proposed policy for 

Minerals Safeguarding 

Areas? 

Policy: MSA reasons - Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

discussed further. 

793818 
Mr D K 

Symes  
Unsure 

3.1.4 & 3.1.5 It is often the case that MSAs are considered the same 

as MCAs and are drawn very widely. The plan indicates that greater 

‘protection’ will be given to MSAs as they will be defined as a 

‘known economic mineral resource’, which suggests they will be a 

‘proven’ reserve. MCAs are often based on the geological outcrop 

which cannot be defined as a ‘known economic mineral resource’ 

unless it has been properly investigated. 

Noted 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Partially 

I generally agree with it. The second bullet presumes incompatible 

development. Third bullet, quantify "temporary nature". Don't agree 

with bullet 4, this will be subjective. 

Noted. Temporary nature 

is something whereby 

planning permission is 

only granted for a 

temporary or limited time 

period. 

793791 

Miss 

Rachael 

Bust 

Planning and Local 

Authority Liason 

The Coal Authority 

Yes 

Representation No.2 Site/Policy/Paragraph/Proposal – Consultation 

Document: Proposed Policy for Minerals Safeguarding Areas Support 

– The Coal Authority supports the Proposed Policy for Minerals 

Safeguarding Areas on page 29 of the Consultation Document. 

Reason – The policy meets the requirements of the NPPF 

Noted 

794029 
Mr Nick 

Atkins 
Tarmac Ltd Yes 

The proposed policy for MSAa and the Standing Advice on pages 29 

to 30 is supported. 
Noted 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
 No comments Noted 

802872 Respondent 
Hills Minerals and 

Waste Ltd  

Section 3: Mineral Safeguarding 3.1 3. The inclusion of two different 

designations MSA and MCA (Mineral Safeguarding Area and 

Mineral Consultation Area) is confusing. Confusion is potentially 

likely to lead to misunderstandings between, or non-compliance by, 

the various authorities. The MSA requires adequate and effective 

consideration (3.1.4) and the MCA requires one LPA to consult the 

other (3.1.6). It is presumed that consultation will result in adequate 

Noted. These comments 

will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft 

MLP. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Minerals 

Safeguarding Areas 

(MSA's) - Do you support 

the proposed policy for 

Minerals Safeguarding 

Areas? 

Policy: MSA reasons - Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

and effective consideration otherwise what is the point of consulting? 

In practice only one designation is necessary.4. It is proposed that the 

Minerals Local Plan should aim to safeguard minerals by using the 

single common term “Mineral Safeguarding Area”. Section 3: 

Mineral Safeguarding Options 3.25. With regard to the Options for 

safeguarding the Sand and Gravel Resource HQP supports Option 1 

which is to “safeguard all river terrace and known sub alluvial sand 

and gravel deposits countywide”. In addition it is recommended that a 

suitable buffer zone (250 metres is acceptable) is designated around 

all safeguarded river terrace and known sub alluvial sand and gravel 

deposits to ensure that incompatible development on land adjoining 

the resource does not prevent the safeguarded resource from being 

worked. 

842050 Sophia Price 

Heritage and Design 

Manager Cotswold 

District Council 
 

Minerals Safeguarding Areas – The County Council need to be aware 

of, and take into account, the emerging Cotswold District Local Plan 

2011-2031. The Local Plan strategy focuses future housing, 

employment and other development growth on sites in and around the 

17 more sustainable settlements in the District. These are: 

Cirencester, Andoversford, Blockley, Bourton, Chipping Campden, 

Down Ampney, Fairford, Kemble, Lechlade, Mickleton, Moreton, 

Northleach, South Cerney, Stow, Tetbury, Upper Rissington, 

Willersey. Several of these settlements fall within the various options 

for safeguarding mineral resources, although from the mapping in the 

Consultation Document it is not easy to clearly interpret. CDC has 

recently consulted on preferred sites for housing, employment and 

Gypsy and Travellers and so any issues regarding minerals extraction 

will hopefully have been highlighted by the County Council. The 

deliverability of the preferred sites for housing, employment 

development is essential for achieving a sound local plan, so CDC 

would be concerned if the Minerals Safeguarding policy unduly 

delayed the delivery of housing/employment sites in Cotswold 

District. With this in mind, the options for safeguarding that are more 

targeted would be preferable and more pragmatic, as opposed to the 

Noted.  Please also refer 

to question 3.4 of the 

consultation summary 

report where there is 

further explanation of the 

purpose of MSAs. 



Person 

ID 
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Policy: Minerals 

Safeguarding Areas 

(MSA's) - Do you support 

the proposed policy for 

Minerals Safeguarding 

Areas? 

Policy: MSA reasons - Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

‘whole limestone resource’ area / ‘all known sand and gravel 

deposits’ options. 

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash   
No observations Noted 

854810 Respondent 

Gloucestershire 

Rural Community 

Council 

Unsure   

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
Yes   

854869 
Dr Norman 

Fry  
Partially 

Support with reservation. I support in principal. I might wish to 

qualify my support when I have a clearer understanding of the 

implications. 

Noted 

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
Unsure   

 



Section 3:  Proposed standing advice in MSAs 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Proposed standing advice in MSAs - Please outline any comments you have 

in relation to the proposed standing advice for implementation of the 

Policy for Mineral Safeguarding Areas 

Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
No Noted 

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer Stroud 

District Council 

• Concerned about the time and resource implications of consulting on any 

application, barring the exceptions, within the extensive MSAs proposed by 

some of the MSA options. • Would only support the proposed standing advice 

in relation to Limestone Option 3. 

Noted – these comments 

will be taken into 

consideration when 

preparing the draft MLP. 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
None Noted. 

794011 Mr D Glenn 
Huntsmans Quarries 

Ltd 

With reference to the Proposed Standing Advice for implementation of the 

Policy for Mineral Safeguarding Areas (page 30 of the document), we consider 

that the word 'will' is preferable to 'should' in the first line so that the sentence 

should read: 'District Councils will consult the County Council on any planning 

application they receive for non-minerals development which falls within the 

boundary of an M SA or within a safeguarding zone...' With reference to Table 

1: Infrastructure and facilities proposed to be safeguarded, we consider that 

Huntsmans Quarry should be added into the 'Existing' column in the row 

entitled 'Sites for handling/processing and distribution of alterative aggregates' 

as it has permission for an aggregates recycling facility. 

Noted. These comments 

will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft 

MLP. 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 
No comments Noted 

797770 
Mr Roger 

Cullimore 

Chairman Moreton C 

Cullimore (Gravels) 

Ltd 

With reference to the Proposed Standing Advice for implementation of the 

Policy for Mineral Safeguarding Areas (page 30 of the document), we consider 

that the word 'will' is preferable to 'should' in the first line so that the sentence 

should read: 'District Councils will consult the County Council on any planning 

application they receive for non-minerals development which falls within the 

boundary of an M SA or within a safeguarding zone...' 

Noted. These comments 

will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft 

MLP. 

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash  
No observations Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Proposed standing advice in MSAs - Please outline any comments you have 

in relation to the proposed standing advice for implementation of the 

Policy for Mineral Safeguarding Areas 

Officer Response 

854651 Respondent Oathill Quarry Ltd 

With reference to the Proposed Standing Advice for implementation of the 

Policy for Mineral Safeguarding Areas (page 30 of the document), we consider 

that the word 'will' is preferable to 'should' in the first line so that the sentence 

should read: 'District Councils will consult the County Council on any planning 

application they receive for non-minerals development which falls within the 

boundary of an MSA or within a safeguarding zone ...' 

Noted. These comments 

will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft 

MLP. 

854869 
Dr Norman 

Fry  
Fine! Noted 

 



Section 3: Do you support the proposed Safeguarding Policy for Minerals Infrastructure 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Minerals 

Infrastructure - Do you 

support the proposed 

Safeguarding Policy for 

Minerals Infrastructure? 

Safeguarding Minerals Infrastructure 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any suggested changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

846512 
Miss Fawn 

Bennett  
Yes   

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Partially 

Surely no planning authority would give 

permission for housing to be built within such a 

mining area. 

Noted. The purpose of the policy is to prevent 

that. 

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
No As above Noted 

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Yes   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Yes   

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes   

853003 
Mr Phil 

Stephenson 

Senior Planning 

Officer 

Cheltenham 

Borough Council 

No 

These comments relate to the Proposed 

Safeguarding Policy for Minerals Infrastructure 

on page 31 of the of the printed consultation 

document: It is our view that the Proposed 

Safeguarding Policy for Minerals Infrastructure 

(and associated table 1): “Sites for bulk 

transportation of minerals and ancillary 

processing sites for aggregates that are shown on 

the Proposals Map will be safeguarded from 

incompatible development that could adversely 

affect their operation by a safeguarding zone 

around the site. Planning permission for such 

development within the safeguarding zone will 

not be granted unless it can be clearly 

demonstrated that there will be no 

Noted. However, it is proposed that the list 

would be updated on an annual basis through the 

monitoring process. If it is agreed that it would 

be no longer relevant to safeguard a site then it 

can be removed from the list. This is similar to 

the existing WCS policy 11 which is updated 

annually through the authorities monitoring 

report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Minerals 

Infrastructure - Do you 

support the proposed 

Safeguarding Policy for 

Minerals Infrastructure? 

Safeguarding Minerals Infrastructure 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any suggested changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

incompatibility between the two uses or that 

adequate controls can be implemented to ensure 

this to be the case.” Is too restrictive, particularly 

in regard to the concrete batching plants at 

‘Hope’ and ‘Hanson’ sites in Cheltenham. These 

sites are likely to be suitable for reuse and are 

part of a local mix of business general industrial 

and residential uses. Therefore, should they 

become no longer suitable for their current 

purpose we would consider other employment 

uses in these valuable locations. Given this need 

for versatile employment areas, we think a more 

flexible approach would be to identify them 

within the Minerals plan, but not specifically 

apply the safeguarding policy to them. We think 

this view better accords with paragraph 22 of the 

NPPF. Furthermore, we agree with Tewkesbury 

Borough Council’s comments regarding this 

consultation concerning the Proposed 

Safeguarded Infrastructure facility in Table 1 

Rail Head at MOD Ashcurch that: “to safeguard 

the railhead for mineral use could leave the 

largest brownfield site in the borough 

uneconomic to redevelop for other uses. 

Consequently, whilst the importance of rail 

freight is acknowledged Tewkesbury Borough 

Council would not wish to see the railhead at 

Ashchurch safeguarded for mineral use at the 

expense of comprehensive redevelopment of the 

MOD site.” This is an important site within the 

Joint Core Strategy and we feel that the 

safeguarding of the rail head should not hinder 

its development. After you have had an 

opportunity to assess the comments If you feel 

that it would be of benefit to arrange a further 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Minerals 

Infrastructure - Do you 

support the proposed 

Safeguarding Policy for 

Minerals Infrastructure? 

Safeguarding Minerals Infrastructure 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any suggested changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

meeting to enable discussion regarding these 

policies please let us know and we can arrange to 

meet. 

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Partially 

• Suggest amend wording of second sentence to 

read: “Planning permission for such development 

within the safeguarding zone will only be 

granted where.......” 

Noted. These comments will be taken into 

account when preparing the draft MLP. 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
Unsure 

Not sure the wording proposed was specific 

enough to be certain of its impact 
Noted 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Yes 

No upgrading of existing roads or new access 

roads. 

That is beyond the scope of the MLP and is more 

appropriate for discussion within the 

Gloucestershire Local Transport Plan or at 

planning application stage. 

376324 
Mrs Jane 

Hennell  
Partially 

Thank you for giving The Canal & River Trust 

(the Trust) the opportunity to comment on the 

Draft Gloucestershire Minerals Plan.  British 

Waterways has transferred to the charitable 

sector on 2nd July 2012 and is now known as the 

Canal & River Trust. The Trust is the new 

charity set up to care for England and Wales’ 

wonderful legacy of 200-year-old waterways, 

holding them in trust for the nation forever. The 

Trust has responsibility for 2,000 miles of canals, 

rivers, docks and reservoirs, along with 

museums, archives and the country’s third 

largest collection of protected historic buildings. 

The Trust has a range of charitable objectives 

including: • To hold in trust or own and to 

operate and manage inland waterways for public 

benefit, use and enjoyment; • To protect and 

conserve objects and buildings of heritage 

interest; • To further the conservation, protection 

Noted and these comments will be taken into 

account when preparing the draft MLP. It is 

proposed that the list would be updated on an 

annual basis through the monitoring process. If it 

is agreed that it would be no longer relevant to 

safeguard a site then it can be removed from the 

list. This is similar to the existing WCS policy 11 

which is updated annually through the authorities 

monitoring report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Minerals 

Infrastructure - Do you 

support the proposed 

Safeguarding Policy for 

Minerals Infrastructure? 

Safeguarding Minerals Infrastructure 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any suggested changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

and improvement of the natural environment of 

inland waterways; and • To promote sustainable 

development in the vicinity of any inland 

waterways for the benefit of the public. The main 

sources of the Trust’s funding are from a 15-year 

contract with government and income from 

boating, property and utilities. This funding is 

important for keeping our precious 200-year old 

waterways running, but it is not enough to fully 

support our canals and rivers as valuable 

resources for people and nature, particularly 

when under increased pressure and intensified 

use from expanding development. Our canals 

and rivers are today used by more people and for 

a wider variety of purposes than ever before, 

with over 35,000 boats and 13 million towpath 

visitors using them as an escape from the 

pressures of modern life. Once Britain’s most 

important transport system, our waterways are 

now a focus for economic renewal in the towns 

and cities they helped to create. Our main 

interest in Gloucestershire relates to the areas 

close to the Gloucester & Sharpness Canal and 

Gloucester Docks but we also act as Navigation 

Authority for the River Severn. In addition, we 

promote the regeneration of other canals in 

Gloucestershire such as the Cotswold Canals, 

Wilts & Berks and Hereford & Gloucester 

Canals.We recognise that the proposal to 

safeguard minerals infrastructure in the County 

is in line with the advice given in paragraph 143 

of the National Planning Policy Framework and 

is intended to ensure that working ports, wharves 

and other mineral related facilities are not 

sterilised or lost as a result of incompatible 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Minerals 

Infrastructure - Do you 

support the proposed 

Safeguarding Policy for 

Minerals Infrastructure? 

Safeguarding Minerals Infrastructure 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any suggested changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

development. Our particular interest relates to 

the proposal to; • safeguard Sharpness as a 

working port • safegaurd Nettlebridge (should 

this be Netheridge ?) wharf • safeguard th Cemex 

site on Bristol Road Gloucester as a concrete 

batching plant. The Canal & River Trust fully 

support the principle of using the canal to 

transport freight. The Gloucester & Sharpness 

canal is designated as a Grade A Commercial 

Waterway for freight purposes. This means that 

we have a statutory obligation regarding the 

maintenance and operation of the navigation for 

freight, including maintenance of channel 

dimensions to permit passage of commercial 

barges. Sharpness Dock ships local mineral 

freight as well as scrap metal and grain but the 

canal itself is not regularly used to carry freight 

at present. The Trust will however welcome any 

opportunities which arise in line with our Freight 

Policy. The Trust is committed to retaining 

Sharpness as a working port and wish to 

encourage and expand its use in the future. 

However, in order to improve the facilities, 

create employment and encourage the area 

surrounding the docks to maximise its full leisure 

and tourism potential, the Trust is promoting the 

surrounding area as a mixed use housing and 

employment allocation in the emerging Stroud 

District Local Plan. The development masterplan 

retains the waterspace as a fully functional 

working port and allows for the expansion of 

trade. Stroud District Council is supportive of the 

allocation in the emerging local plan and we are 

working with the Council to develop an 

indicative masterplan showing the location of 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Minerals 

Infrastructure - Do you 

support the proposed 

Safeguarding Policy for 

Minerals Infrastructure? 

Safeguarding Minerals Infrastructure 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any suggested changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

development. A planning application is likely to 

be submitted shortly.We wish to discuss the 

implications of the proposed safeguarding policy 

in more detail with the County Council to ensure 

that the safeguarding policy is compatible with 

our long terms proposals for the Sharpness area. 

It is important that the policy does not affect the 

proposed mixed use employment led allocation 

in the local plan, as this in term will jeopardise 

the much needed regeneration of the area. he 

Cemex site on Bristol Road, and the adjoining 

wharf (Netheridge wharf) are also owned by the 

Canal & River Trust. It has long been an aim of 

the County Council to protect the wharf in case it 

can be utilised in the future for the transfer of 

either minerals or waste by water to Sharpness. 

However the adjacent batching plant does not 

need to be located adjacent to the canal as it does 

not utilise the water to transport either raw 

materials or finished product. The site forms part 

of a visually important gateway into the city and 

the Trust has been in discussions with Gloucester 

City Council Planners regarding its long term 

future. We are therefore concerned that its 

inclusion on the list may prevent a more 

comprehensive re development of this area 

coming forward, thus losing an opportunity to 

improve the canal corridor and provide a 

landmark development at one of the main 

entrances into the city. Therefore the Trust 

would wish to discuss the inclusion of the 

Cemex site further with the Council. Following 

the outcome of discussions on both Sharpness 

and Netherbridge we may wish to suggest 

omissions or alterations to the policy wording. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Minerals 

Infrastructure - Do you 

support the proposed 

Safeguarding Policy for 

Minerals Infrastructure? 

Safeguarding Minerals Infrastructure 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any suggested changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
 No comments Noted 

802872 Respondent 
Hills Minerals and 

Waste Ltd  

Table 1 6. HQP operates a concrete batching 

plant in Shorncote Quarry. This plant site should 

be safeguarded until it is no longer required. 7. It 

is proposed that Shorncote concrete batching 

plant is included in the list of safeguarded plants. 

Noted – these comments will be taken into 

account when preparing the draft MLP. 

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash   
No observations Noted 

854869 
Dr Norman 

Fry  
Yes   

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
Unsure   

 



Section 3: Please outline any suggested changes/additions or amendments to Table 1: Infrastructure and facilities proposed to be safeguarded 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Infrastructure and facilities - Please outline any suggested 

changes/additions or amendments to Table 1: Infrastructure and 

facilities proposed to be safeguarded 

Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  

I note there are no safeguarded areas for handling and processing for 

alternative aggregates. 

Currently there are no alternative aggregates being 

produced in Gloucestershire. However, it is proposed 

that the list will be updated every year through the 

monitoring process and should any facilities come 

online in the future then these would be safeguarded 

by the policy. 

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  

rail links to Ashchurch and Sharpness should be both retained and 

developed; plus consideration to revitlising some l9iones in the Forest 

of Dean. New access lines off existing routes to be considered. 

Noted. However, this is partially contrary to 

representations received from other stakeholders. The 

potential for improving rail links is beyond the scope 

of the MLP and is more appropriate for discussion 

within the Gloucestershire Local Transport Plan. 

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

• It should be noted that the rail head at Sharpness could be dependent 

on the eco village proposals at Sharpness, which Stroud District 

Council is resisting at present. 

Noted 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
none Noted 

376324 
Mrs Jane 

Hennell  

The Canal & River Trust may wish to request changes/amendments 

following further discussions. 
Noted 

793547 
Mr Nick 

Elliott 
Eliott and Sons Ltd 

Elliott’s are pleased to see the safeguarding of alternative aggregate 

operations given the importance of their role in meeting aggregate 

demand and also in terms of sustainable development. They appreciate 

that planning permission was granted subsequent to the production of 

the draft document but consider that the recently permitted site at The 

Aerodrome Industrial Estate, The Park, Bishop’s Cleeve should be 

included in Table 1 as a ‘Site for value added and alternative aggregate 

facilities’. Elliott’s also consider that their existing operation at 

Shurdington which has been producing recycled aggregates for many 

years should also be included on this as a safeguarded site. 

Noted – these comments will be taken into 

consideration when preparing the draft MLP. 

793636 Ms Holly Tewkesbury Borough It is noted that the NPPF para 143 states that in preparing local plans Noted. These comments will be taken into account 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Infrastructure and facilities - Please outline any suggested 

changes/additions or amendments to Table 1: Infrastructure and 

facilities proposed to be safeguarded 

Officer Response 

Jones Council local planning authorities should safeguard existing, planned and 

potential railheads. The county’s consultation document identifies (in 

Table 1) the rail head at Ashchurch as ‘potential’ mineral 

infrastructure. The facility is not currently used for mineral 

transportation and it is unclear whether there is any realistic prospect of 

such operations taking place. The MOD site at Ashchurch and land to 

the north is identified as a strategic allocation in the pre-submission 

JCS for around 2,700 houses and 20ha employment land, of which 

2,125 are expected to be delivered within the plan period. Consultation 

was undertaken on the draft JCS Oct - Dec 2013 and although the 

County Council responded there was no comment in respect of 

safeguarding the railhead. The MOD’s consultants have prepared a 

feasibility study, the methodology of which was supported by GCC, 

for rail freight concluding that it is not economically viable to retain. It 

is understood that this feasibility study was not expected to consider 

the potential with regards to minerals usage. From discussions with the 

consultants retained by the MOD it is officers’ understanding that to 

safeguard the railhead for potential mineral use could leave the largest 

brownfield site in the borough uneconomic to redevelop for other uses. 

If the MOD site were to be redeveloped for housing/employment land 

there may be a scenario in which contaminated soils/materials could be 

transported by rail out of the site and aggregates railed back in, prior to 

the rail head being removed. However, it is unclear whether this is 

ultimately feasible and/or desirable. Consequently, whilst the 

importance of rail freight is acknowledged Tewkesbury Borough 

Council would not wish to see the railhead at Ashchurch safeguarded 

for mineral use at the expense of comprehensive redevelopment of the 

MOD site. We would not therefore support the identification of 

Ashchurch rail head as ‘potential’ mineral infrastructure in Table 1. 

when preparing the draft MLP. 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments Noted 

802358 
Mr Peter 

Jukes 

Smiths (Gloucester) 

Ltd 

Table 1 Infrastructure and facilities proposed to be safeguarded 5. 

Smiths are pleased to note the inclusion of Moreton Valence which is 

one of main site for the production of alternative aggregates in the 

County and have proposals to further develop its production of 

Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Infrastructure and facilities - Please outline any suggested 

changes/additions or amendments to Table 1: Infrastructure and 

facilities proposed to be safeguarded 

Officer Response 

alternative aggregates here. 

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash  
No observations Noted 

 



Section 3 Minerals Safeguarding Comments - Do you have any other comments in relation to Section 3 or its supporting evidence base 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 3 Minerals Safeguarding Comments - Do you have any other 

comments in relation to Section 3 or its supporting evidence base 
Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
No Noted 

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
As abive. Noted 

852145 
Mr Nigel 

Gibbons 

Forest of Dean 

District Council 
see above Noted 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  

Concerned about the conflation of Clay and Limestone resources in the Clay 

options set out in the paper 
Noted see above. 

793818 
Mr D K 

Symes  

3.1.4 & 3.1.5 It is often the case that MSAs are considered the same as MCAs and 

are drawn very widely. The plan indicates that greater ‘protection’ will be given 

to MSAs as they will be defined as a ‘known economic mineral resource’, which 

suggests they will be a ‘proven’ reserve. MCAs are often based on the geological 

outcrop which cannot be defined as a ‘known economic mineral resource’ unless 

it has been properly investigated. 3.1.9 It would be helpful to make it clear that 

the NPPF recommends a ‘balanced’ approach to prior extraction when 

practicable. This is interpreted as saying that prior extraction should not take place 

if it makes the site unsuitable for the non-mineral development. 3.2.4 The 

Proposed Safeguarding Policy needs to:- 1. Make a clear distinction between 

MSAs and MCAs. 2. Reflect the NPPF approach to encouraging (not requiring) 

prior extraction in a balanced manner such that extraction does not make the site 

unsuitable for the non-mineral development. 

Noted – these comments will be taken into 

account during preparation of the draft MLP. 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
No Noted 

793504 
Earl 

Wemyss 

Stanway Stone 

Company 

2. The inclusion of two different designations MSA and MCA (Mineral 

Safeguarding Area and Mineral Consultation Area) is confusing. The MSA 

requires adequate and effective consideration (3.1.4) and the MCA requires one 

LPA to consult the other (3.1.6). It is presumed that consultation will result in 

adequate and effective consideration otherwise what is the point of consulting? In 

practice only one designation is necessary. 3. It is proposed that the Minerals 

Local Plan should aim to safeguard minerals by using the single common term 

“Mineral Safeguarding Area”. 

Noted – these comments will be taken into 

account when preparing the draft MLP. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 3 Minerals Safeguarding Comments - Do you have any other 

comments in relation to Section 3 or its supporting evidence base 
Officer Response 

793547 
Mr Nick 

Elliott 
Eliott and Sons Ltd 

The inclusion of two different designations MSA and MCA (Mineral 

Safeguarding Area and Mineral Consultation Area) is confusing. The MSA 

requires adequate and effective consideration (3.1.4) and the MCA requires one 

LPA to consult the other (3.1.6). It is presumed that consultation will result in 

adequate and effective consideration otherwise what is the point of consulting? In 

practice only one designation is necessary. 3. The Minerals Local Plan should aim 

to safeguard minerals by using the single common term “Mineral Safeguarding 

Area”. 

Noted – these comments will be taken into 

account when preparing the draft MLP. 

793636 
Ms Holly 

Jones 

Tewkesbury 

Borough Council 

In terms of responding to the options presented in the consultation document for 

safeguarding sand and gravel resources it is considered most appropriate for the 

policy to just focus on existing sites rather than seeking to safeguard the entire 

resource across the county. To do so would potentially require considerable 

additional consultation/discussion between the districts and county in respect of 

planning applications for non-mineral development. 

Noted. It is acknowledged that in two-tier 

areas this will require considerable 

discussion/consultation between the two 

authorities. This is why standing advice has 

also been proposed to try and minimise 

impact to the authorities.  Please also see 

Section 3 of the consultation summary report 

where the purpose of allocating MSAs is 

discussed in more detail. 

793895 
Mr Julian 

Palmer 

Cotswold Stone 

Quarries 

Section 3: Mineral Safeguarding 3.1 2. The inclusion of two different designations 

MSA and MCA (Mineral Safeguarding Area and Mineral Consultation Area) is 

confusing. The MSA requires adequate and effective consideration (3.1.4) and the 

MCA requires one LPA to consult the other (3.1.6). It is presumed that 

consultation will result in adequate and effective consideration otherwise what is 

the point of consulting? In practice only one designation is necessary. 3. It is 

proposed that the Minerals Local Plan should aim to safeguard minerals by using 

the single common term “Mineral Safeguarding Area”. 

Noted – these comments will be taken into 

account when preparing the draft MLP. 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments Noted 

798758 
Mr Colin 

D'Oyley 

Head of Planning & 

Estates Breedon 

Aggregates 

The inclusion of two different designations MSA and MCA (Mineral 

Safeguarding Area and Mineral Consultation Area) is confusing. Confusion is 

potentially likely to lead to misunderstandings between, or non-compliance by, 

the various authorities. The MSA requires adequate and effective consideration 

(3.1.4) and the MCA requires one LPA to consult the other (3.1.6). It is presumed 

that consultation will result in adequate and effective consideration otherwise 

what is the point of consulting? In practice only one designation is necessary. 5. It 

is proposed that the Minerals Local Plan should aim to safeguard minerals by 

Noted – these comments will be taken into 

account when preparing the draft MLP. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 3 Minerals Safeguarding Comments - Do you have any other 

comments in relation to Section 3 or its supporting evidence base 
Officer Response 

using the single common term “Mineral Safeguarding Area”. 

802358 
Mr Peter 

Jukes 

Smiths (Gloucester) 

Ltd 

2. The inclusion of two different designations MSA and MCA (Mineral 

Safeguarding Area and Mineral Consultation Area) is confusing. Confusion is 

potentially likely to lead to misunderstandings between, or non-compliance by, 

the various authorities. The MSA requires adequate and effective consideration 

(3.1.4) and the MCA requires one LPA to consult the other (3.1.6). It is presumed 

that consultation will result in adequate and effective consideration otherwise 

what is the point of consulting? In practice only one designation is necessary. 3. It 

is proposed that the Minerals Local Plan should aim to safeguard minerals by 

using the single common term “Mineral Safeguarding Area”. 

Noted – these comments will be taken into 

account when preparing the draft MLP. 

842050 
Sophia 

Price 

Heritage and Design 

Manager Cotswold 

District Council 

Cotswold Water Park Boundary - The administrative boundary is currently 

identified in the Cotswold Local Plan, however in practice the boundary is not 

that useful, as it does not ‘fit’ certain issues. In the emerging local plan, CDC are 

working on policies that will refer to wider, more fluid, boundaries for example 

the boundary shown in the CWP Strategic Review and Implementation Plan and 

in the CWP Biodiversity Action Plan. We therefore recommend that the MLP 

uses the Upper Thames resource area as a Minerals Consultation Area rather than 

relying purely on the CWP administrative boundary, as this provides a more 

effective area in which to consider mineral extraction and after use. CDC is aware 

that certain parish councils would like to alter the boundary of the CWP, however 

this would require robust evidence and would be best undertaken on a strategic 

level rather than parish by parish. Officers do not consider that alterations to the 

CWP boundary are a current priority, given the resource that would be required to 

produce the necessary evidence. 

Noted.  These comments will be taken into 

consideration when preparing the draft MLP. 

853164 

Mr 

Michael 

Krier 

Chairman Temple 

Guiting Parish 

Council 

The safeguarding options are at variance with the strategic priority identified in 

2.3.4. Temple Guiting Parish is rural/agricultural area with scattered settlements. 

There appears to be little recognition in the bureaucratic wording of these 

statements of the impact (actual and in this context potential) of quarrying in such 

a community. 

Please see Section 3 of the consultation 

summary report where the purpose of 

allocating MSAs is discussed in more detail. 

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash  
No observations Noted 

 

 



Section 4: Strategic Policy Aim for Meeting the Need 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Meeting the Need - 

Do you support the 

proposed Strategic 

Policy Aim for Primary 

Aggregate Minerals-

Meeting the Need? 

Strategic Policy Aim: Meeting the Need 

Reasons - Please outline your reasons and any 

suggested changes to the Strategic Policy Aim 

Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Partially 

We need to meet the requirement - but not at any 

cost. 
Noted 

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
Unsure   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Partially   

851741 
Mr Roger 

Clewett  
No   

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Little to disagree with Noted 

852260 
Mr Michael 

Gordon  
Partially See CRFD4 

 

852826 
Dr Paul 

Gordon  
No 

Because it included Hewelsfield (and area of 

AONB) 
Noted 

852803 
Mr Michael 

Dunwell  
Yes   

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Yes   

848193 
Mr Matthew 

Coplestone 
Earthline Ltd Partially 

Support the Council’s policy to maintain 

landbanks of 10 (limestone) and 7 (Sand and 

gravel) years. For the avoidance of doubt it 

should be made clear here that the plan will 

include provision of 7 and 10 years landbanks at 

Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Meeting the Need - 

Do you support the 

proposed Strategic 

Policy Aim for Primary 

Aggregate Minerals-

Meeting the Need? 

Strategic Policy Aim: Meeting the Need 

Reasons - Please outline your reasons and any 

suggested changes to the Strategic Policy Aim 

Officer Response 

the end of the plan period i.e. from 2030. 

802285 
Mr Ken 

Hobden 

Mineral Products 

Association 
Yes 

Paras 4.2.5 and 4.3.3 We support the 

identification of the need to make sufficient 

provision to enable maintenance of the landbanks 

throughout the Plan period including at the end of 

the Plan period at 2030. Strategic Policy Aim for 

Primary Aggregate – meeting the need We 

recommend that this policy reflects paragraphs 

4.2.5 and 4.3.3 and makes reference to the need 

to ‘maintain landbanks…. to including at 2030’. 

Support noted. These comments will be taken 

account of when finalising the strategic policy 

aim. 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
Unsure See above Noted 

793818 
Mr D K 

Symes  
Partially 

4.4.9 The Proposed Policy – ‘Meeting the Need’ 

focuses on the level of the landbank, but is silent 

on ensuring the permitted sites have the 

production capacity to maintain an adequate and 

stead supply (see NPPF para. 145). There needs 

to be recognition that a steady and adequate 

supply requires both permitted reserves and 

production capacity.4.5.1 

The issue of productive capacity is clearly 

referenced throughout the consultation 

document. For the purposes of clarity the 

supporting text to the policy will ensure that 

productive capacity will form part of the annual 

review through the plan process.  Please also 

see the site related questions in section 4 of the 

consultation summary report where this is 

discussed further. 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Yes For the next 10 years okay. Noted 

801907 Mr B Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

Yes 

1. GCC has produced calculations of demand for 

crushed rock and sand and gravel in accordance 

with current Government guidance and based on 

the average of the last 10 years’ sales figures 

(LAA process). This is in principle ‘plan, 

monitor and manage’, which, in CPRE’s view, is 

Comments noted.  Please also refer to the sites-

related questions of Section 4 of the 

consultation summary report where these issues 

are discussed in more detail. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Meeting the Need - 

Do you support the 

proposed Strategic 

Policy Aim for Primary 

Aggregate Minerals-

Meeting the Need? 

Strategic Policy Aim: Meeting the Need 

Reasons - Please outline your reasons and any 

suggested changes to the Strategic Policy Aim 

Officer Response 

a major improvement on the previous ‘predict 

and provide’ process which, almost always, over-

estimated demand. 2. For crushed rock, the 

‘demand’ has been allocated on a 70/30% basis 

to the Forest of Dean and Cotswolds respectively. 

CPRE acknowledges that this split is based on 

historic patterns of demand and that the 

Carboniferous and Jurassic limestones have 

fundamentally different properties which 

influence their potential range of uses. In any 

case, the levels of environmental constraint are 

similar in the two areas. 3. For crushed rock, the 

result of applying the LAA is a ‘shortfall’ for the 

Forest of Dean of 2.06mt by 2030, rising to 

13.26mt by 2040 (MLP period + 10 year residual 

landbank). For the Cotswolds rock resource there 

would be no shortfall within the MLP period, but 

a 1.81mt shortfall by 2040. All of this assumes 

no contribution from neighbouring MPAs 

following the DtC procedure. 4. For sand and 

gravel, the CD indicates that the great majority of 

production has come from the UTV. CPRE 

acknowledges that continuing to treat that area as 

the main future resource area is reasonable until 

adverse environmental consequences become 

unavoidable, when seeking a greater contribution 

from the Severn Vale may be appropriate. Joint 

working with neighbouring MPAs in the UTV 

resource area is essential to minimise adverse 

environmental consequences and ensuring that 

the total resource is maximised within the 

environmental constraints. 5. The Strategic 

Policy Aim for Primary Aggregate Minerals – 
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ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Meeting the Need - 

Do you support the 

proposed Strategic 

Policy Aim for Primary 

Aggregate Minerals-

Meeting the Need? 

Strategic Policy Aim: Meeting the Need 

Reasons - Please outline your reasons and any 

suggested changes to the Strategic Policy Aim 

Officer Response 

Meeting the Need (p40) is reasonable and CPRE 

supports it. 

854513 
Mr Rob 

Sneath  
Yes   

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council  
No comments Noted 

851551 
Miss Sally 

Vivian  
No 

The meeting the need assessment is based on a 

10 year sales figure for Gloucestershire which 

neglects to consider the export of aggregate from 

the country nor the significant decline in sales 

over the past 3 years. Whilst, the NPPF and 

subsequent guidance on LAAs and the Managed 

Aggregates Supply System (MASS) in general 

indicates that in the first instance the LAA should 

be based on a rolling average of 10 years’ sales 

data it does also note that it should be informed 

by other information and by the average of 3 

years’ sales data to indicate general trends. 

Taking a 10 year average does not reflect these 

latter two elements and significantly increases the 

requirements 

With regards to consideration of the latest 3 

year supply, the planning practice guidance 

(paragraph 064) clearly states that this is in 

terms of whether to increase supply.  Please 

also refer to the sites-related questions of 

Section 4 of the consultation summary report 

where this issue is discussed in more detail. 

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash  
  No observations Noted 

854690 
Mr Peter 

Stickland   

Projected Shortfall The derivation of the size of 

the landbank and additional capacity required is 

based on a well founded methodology, however 

the various assumptions used are of such 

Please refer to the sites-related questions of 

Section 4 of the consultation summary report 

where these issues are discussed further. 
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complexity that different conclusions about the 

projected shortfall can be drawn by adopting 

slightly different assumptions. The balance of 

assumptions used tend to favour a larger figure 

for the projected shortfall than the qualitative 

description in LAA2 would suggest, so the 

projected shortfall used to inform the MLP 

appears to be based on a higher figure than would 

otherwise be expected. There is little in either 

LAA or the consultation evidence to confirm the 

shortfall is projected with a high degree of 

confidence; for example by applying a sensitivity 

test with slightly different assumptions. The 

Consultation document states clearly (para 4.2.8) 

that the projected shortfall in 2030 is negative, 

0.93 Mt, but then draws the conclusion that 

because a 10 year landbank is required, the 2040 

figure of 15.07 Mt is required for the current 

MLP. (The points made about allocation between 

Cotswold and Forest of Dean is interesting, but 

not relevant, as the national apportionment is for 

the county). There is no requirement to include a 

10 year landbank through to 2040, and this 

somewhat prudent assumption, when taken with 

the detailed assumptions in LAA about demand, 

inter-regional supply balances and changes in 

intensity of use produces a projected shortfall in 

2040 which is in all probability overestimated. 

The entire MLP process is based on the Verney 

report in mid 1970s which led to the development 

of so-called 'superquarries' by the industry, with 

Glensanda being developed to meet the demand 

for low cost crushed rock, especially in South 
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East, and a strong emphasis on rail connection 

for new large quarries elsewhere. This widens 

significantly the potential market for a quarry, 

especially where sea transport is concerned, yet 

the impact of this is not developed in the 

Gloucestershire MLP beyond a short reference to 

the lack of infrastructure. It is believed, 

according to recent articles, that Glensanda is 

supplying both North America and Baltic States. 

It is difficult to believe Gloucestershire MLP 

does not propose development of better 

infrastructure in the county to take advantage of 

these changes in the UK quarrying industry, 

which could readily meet the projected shortfall 

assumed in the MLP. 1 Principally supplies to 

and from neighbouring regions, status of 

individual quarries and production rates, and 

actual demand in Gloucestershire 2 LAA First 

Baseline Report Nov 2013, especially where 

discussing the impact of policy on behaviour of 

the minerals and construction industries Duty to 

co-operate There is a duty to co-operate with 

other areas. This matches the implied dynamics 

of the market place, as the financial and 

economic need for profitable operation of 

quarries would favour fewer quarries working at 

higher production rates. The LAA states 

aggregate supply is to be considered regionally, 

and figures suggest strongly there is ample 

supply for the next 25-30 years, so the projected 

shortfall does not exist on a regional basis. It is 

particularly noticeable that the LAA3 notes the 

potential implication of supplies to and from 
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South West, South East, West Midlands and 

South Wales, yet does not develop this in 

formulation of possible supply scenarios. It is not 

clear from the evidence documents why the 

various discussions and consultations between 

MPAs failed to identify this during the period 

after work restarted on consideration of mineral 

plans following adoption of WCS in Nov 2012, 

nor why the Gloucestershire MLP document 

assumes adjacent and other MPAs of relevance 

will not have adequate capability to supply the 

projected shortfall for Gloucestershire. 

Conclusions The overall impact of the 

conclusions about both the figure for projected 

shortfall and potential sources for supply from 

outside Gloucestershire is a presumption that 

additional quarries will be required over the next 

20-30 years, leading to an unnecessarily large 

landbank. This suggests the duty to co-operate 

was not sufficiently effective. I believe the 

reserves of crushed rock, identified in First 

Baseline LAA on a regional basis, are sufficient 

to require, at the most, only a modest increase in 

additional landbank capacity (even when 

developed on prudent assumptions for 

Gloucestershie through to 2040). This will not 

require inclusion of any new quarry sites in the 

current MLP. 

854781 
Mr Derrick 

Lockey  
No   

854816 Mr Julian 
 

No   
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Ross 

854820 
Mr Michael 

Smith  
No 

I question the need to source more and more 

material to build more and more things as if the 

supply is infinite. It's difficult to address this as 

this document starts with the assumption that this 

is necessary. 

Please refer to the sites-related questions of 

Section 4 of the consultation summary report 

where these issues are discussed further. 

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
Yes   

854869 
Dr Norman 

Fry  
Partially 

This whole consideration assumes continuing 

with the historic and wasteful use and misuse of 

mineral resources in this country. I would hope 

for changes nationally that would have a 

secondary effect of reducing requirements. 

Please refer to the sites-related questions of 

Section 4 of the consultation summary report 

where these issues are discussed further. 

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
Partially   

854963 
Mr David 

Pollok  
No 

The spatial vision emphasises local resources to 

meet local needs. The meeting the need policy 

aim is about sustaining ten year average 

production. The vision and policy are misaligned, 

because the Local Aggregates Assessment shows 

(1) around half of Gloucerteshire's production is 

exported from the county, (2) the trend in 

sales/production over the last ten years is in steep 

decline and the last three years has shown 

consistent production at only threequarters of the 

10 year average. This would suggest that 

Gloucestershire needs only around 0.6 Mt/yr to 

meet its needs. If the need is to maintain or 

develop a quarrying industry, then that should be 

Noted. Although the plan is intended to be read 

in its entirety with policies in place as to how 

the vision will be delivered, it is acknowledged 

that there could be some clarity and comments 

will be considered when preparing the draft 

MLP there could be some clarity within the 

vision.  With regards to figures, please refer to 

the sites-related questions in the consultation 

summary report where this is discussed further. 
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set out in the vision and an economic argument 

presented by comparison with tourism, 

agriculture etc. 

854966 
Mr Alex 

Townshend  
No   

854967 
Miss Aimee 

Townshend  
No   
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to the Strategic Policy Aim 
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848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Partially 
 

 

 

 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Partially With reservations. Noted 

850967 

Mrs 

N 

Horrocks 
 

 

 

 

 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report. 

With regards to CRFD3 it should be 

noted that Area A is already a preferred 

area within the 2003 MLP. 

802439 

Mr 

M 

Mackey 

Hewelsfield Against 

Quarrying 

 

 

1. Hewelsfield Against Quarrying (HAQ) is 

grateful to have the opportunity to comment 

on the Minerals Local Plan (MLP) Site 

Options and Draft Policy Framework 

Consultation Document and its supporting 

documents. HAQ’s submission relates to 

those elements of the documents regarding 

the future provision of crushed rock from 

Gloucestershire, in particular from the 

Forest of Dean, and to the identification of 

Taking your points in turn. 1. Noted 2. 

There has been a dramatic change in 

policy approach both nationally and sub-

nationally since the 2008 preferred 

options consultation consideration report 

was published which have affected the 

original consideration. This includes 

disbanding of the Regional Planning 

Body, revocation of structure plans and 

RSS's and the introduction of the NPPF 
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site CRFD4: Hewelsfield (as described in 

pages 50 – 52 of the main Consultation 

Document and, more fully, in Appendix 4 of 

the Site Options Evidence Paper) as a 

possible option for a major quarry 

development for inclusion in the 

forthcoming Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

2. The issue of environmental capacity for 

supplying crushed rock from the Forest of 

Dean has been widely recognised for many 

years. As noted in para 2.1.21 of the 

Technical Evidence Paper, ‘pioneering’ 

work was being progressed by the South 

West Regional Assembly (SWRA) “on the 

possibility of resolving an expected shortfall 

in crushed rock provision in the county, by 

taking account of resources in neighbouring 

MPAs (South Gloucestershire, North 

Somerset and/or Somerset”. The Issues and 

Options Paper which was produced for 

consultation in 2006 as part of the initial 

work on a Minerals Core Strategy was 

followed by a further consultation in 2008 

which sought comment on three alternative 

“preferred options” for the provision of 

crushed rock. The Council’s detailed 

consideration of the responses to this 

consultation was set out in a report in the 

and MASS guidance. Furthermore the 

original Minerals Core Strategy was 

aiming towards a 2026 end date and now 

it will be 2032. The MPA has reviewed 

the original approach in combination 

with new policy and updated landbank 

figures and considers that the approach 

outlined in the SO&DPF consultation to 

be the most appropriate way forward for 

minerals planning in Gloucestershire at 

this point in time. Please refer to the 

sites-related questions of Section 4 of the 

consultation summary report where Duty 

to Co-operate is discussed further. See 

points 3 and 4 above 5. The technical 

guidance to the NPPF has now been 

replaced by the planning practice 

guidance. However, the MPA considers 

the approach it has taken to be consistent 

with the current national policy approach 

through the NPPF and PPG. See above 

for points 6-15. 
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summer of 2008. In summary, this 

recognised that, at that time, the existing 

landbank of permitted reserves and 

resources in unworked preferred areas were 

sufficient to meet the county’s crushed rock 

apportionment of the 2001-2016 guidelines 

to about 2024 but that, in the longer term, 

provision would be sought by a sub-regional 

assessment of resource availability in both 

Gloucestershire and the surrounding 

adjacent administrative areas. 

3. SWRA no longer exists, the Government 

has revoked the Regional Strategies and the 

work described in para 2 above was 

abandoned when the Assembly was 

abolished. However, local authorities are 

still expected to plan strategically. The 

Localism Act (2011) introduced the “Duty 

to Co-operate” whereby local planning 

authorities are required to work with 

neighbouring authorities and other 

prescribed bodies in preparing their 

development plans. 

4. As set out in para 2.3.75 of the Technical 

Evidence Paper, carboniferous limestones 

are “widely available in MPAs close to the 

county to the south of Gloucestershire 

where landbanks of permitted reserves and 
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the productive capacity of quarries are 

substantially greater than those in the 

county”. 

Furthermore, as noted in para 2.3.76 of the 

same paper: 

“Quarries in South Gloucestershire, North 

Somerset and Somerset are known to 

market aggregates in Gloucestershire and in 

other markets further afield which are also 

served by quarries in the FoD. It is therefore 

reasonable to conclude that any shortfall in 

the productive capacity of the county’s 

quarries and thereby an inability to meet a 

particular demand in Gloucestershire could 

result in quarries elsewhere, particularly 

those in nearby South Gloucestershire, 

increasing their share of supplies to the local 

construction market and also to those other 

market areas that are served by 

Gloucestershire’s quarries.” 

The issue of the relative provision of 

crushed rock from Gloucestershire and 

neighbouring counties is clearly, therefore, 

one of cross-boundary strategic 

significance. 

5. Para 1.19 of the Technical Evidence 

Paper states: 

“The introduction to the MASS guidance 
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notes that “the underpinning concept behind 

the Managed Aggregates Supply System is 

that Mineral Planning Authorities which 

have adequate resources of aggregates make 

an appropriate contribution to national as 

well as local supply, while making due 

allowance for the need to reduce 

environmental damage to an acceptable 

level”. This is reiterated in Local 

Aggregates Assessment guidance where it is 

stated that “the Government is clear that 

every MPA with mineral resources has a 

role to play in meeting national and local 

demand. However, it is recognised that in 

some areas the availability of the resource is 

affected by environmental constraints.” 

6. As set out in para 178 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF): 

“Public bodies have a duty to cooperate on 

planning issues that cross administrative 

boundaries, particularly those which relate 

to the strategic priorities set out in para 156. 

The Government expects joint working on 

areas of common interest to be diligently 

undertaken for the mutual benefit of 

neighbouring authorities.” 

Para 156 of the NPPF includes in the list of 

strategic priorities “....conservation and 
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enhancement of the natural and historic 

environment, including landscape”. 

Para 179 of the NPPF goes on to state: 

“Local planning authorities should work 

collaboratively with other bodies to ensure 

that strategic priorities across local 

boundaries are properly coordinated and 

clearly reflected in individual Local Plans. 

Joint working should enable local planning 

authorities to work together to meet 

development requirements which cannot 

wholly be met from within their own area – 

for instance, because of a lack of physical 

capacity or because to do so would cause 

significant harm to the principles and 

policies of this framework.” (HAQ 

emphasis) 

Finally, Para 181 states: 

“Local planning authorities will be expected 

to demonstrate evidence of having 

effectively cooperated to plan for issues 

with cross-boundary impacts when their 

local plans are submitted for examination.” 

(HAQ emphasis) 

7. The foregoing establishes that there is a 

statutory duty on all Councils which have 

relevant minerals resources which could 

contribute to Gloucestershire’s needs to 
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engage in effective collaborative discussion 

with Gloucestershire County Council to 

meet development requirements for crushed 

rock in their areas. This would logically 

include, in particular, South Gloucestershire 

and also North Somerset and Somerset. 

Notwithstanding this clear onus, para 4.5 of 

the Duty to Co-operate paper (also reflected 

in commentary in Appendix 3 of that paper) 

states: 

“With regards (sic) the meeting with 

officers from the West of England although 

linkages were recognised between the 

market/resource areas for crushed rock (in 

particular crushed rock in South 

Gloucestershire and the Forest of Dean); the 

West of England had established what 

partners it needed to work with under joint 

working.” 

The apparent lack of willingness of those 

bodies to fulfil the Duty to Co-operate with 

Gloucestershire is a clear breach of the 

obligations set out in the Localism Act 

(2011) and reflected in the NPPF, and all 

reasonable, including political, pressure 

needs to be brought to bear to rectify this 

situation. 

8. The current Site Options consultation 
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assumes that this breach cannot be rectified 

and identifies production and landbank 

requirements using the average of the last 

10 years’ sales figures, as determined 

through the LAA, projected forward to 2040 

(MLP period plus 10 year residual 

landbank), i.e. with no allowance for 

contribution from other MPAs. 

Para 145 of NPPF advises: 

“Minerals planning authorities should 

provide for a steady and adequate supply of 

aggregates by (inter alia) preparing an 

annual Local Aggregates Assessment, either 

individually or jointly by agreement with 

another or other mineral planning 

authorities (HAQ emphasis), based on a 

rolling average of 10 years sales data...” 

Table 7 of the Non-Technical Summary of 

the Sustainability Appraisal shows a 

significant number of negative 

environmental impacts of developments in 

the identified sites, a number of which are 

deemed to be major and, in HAQ’s view, a 

number of which are in fact major but are 

not identified as such. 

Given these environmental impacts, the 

strategic interaction between supplies from 

Gloucestershire and neighbouring counties 
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and the failure to date to achieve fulfilment 

of the Duty to Co-operate, as set out above, 

it is HAQ’s contention that the process set 

out in the Site Options Consultation Paper 

for establishing appropriate future 

production levels and, therefore, the 

necessary level of permitted reserves is 

unsound. 

9. On the basis of the 10-year average LAA 

figure for Gloucestershire of 1.6mtpa, a 

continuation of the market’s requirement for 

a 70% share of this to be satisfied by 

Carboniferous limestone from the Forest of 

Dean and the Permitted Reserves in the 

Forest of Dean of 18.10mt as at the end of 

2012, the presently permitted Forest of 

Dean reserves will sustain a landbank in 

excess of 10 years until 2018. HAQ strongly 

urges the Council that no new permitted 

reserves are agreed until all avenues have 

been pursued through that period to ensure 

that the Duty to Co-operate has been 

achieved effectively and the environmental 

constraints on production from the Forest of 

Dean been given full weight by 

neighbouring Mineral Planning Authorities. 

In addition to consideration of the statutory 

issues identified above, this approach would 
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be consistent with the decision reached by 

the Council in 2008 after consideration of 

the responses to the “Preferred Options” 

consultation. It would also be consistent 

with the “Plan, Monitor and Manage” 

approach to minerals provision as opposed 

to the “Predict and Provide” approach 

which appears to HAQ to underpin the 

present consultation by making plans for 

what is, in effect, a 25-year landbank on the 

basis of a liaison with neighbouring 

Councils which to date has been ineffective. 

15. In summary, HAQ does not believe that 

the basis on which this Site Options 

consultation paper has been prepared is 

sound, as the statutory obligation on 

neighbouring counties to co-operate with 

Gloucestershire County Council has not 

been satisfied. However if, for whatever 

reason, it is deemed that the consultation 

methodology is appropriate, HAQ believes 

that, due to the cumulative issues relating to 

the site’s designated AONB status and its 

agricultural land value and the serious 

concerns regarding material transportation, 

site CRFD4:Hewelsfield should not be 

included in the Draft Local Minerals Plan 

852145 Mr Forest of Dean  In the light of the current 70:30 split and the Please refer to question 4.4 of the 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Identifying Future 

Supply Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Primary Aggregate 

Minerals-Identifying 

Future Supply Areas? 

Strategic Policy Aim: Identifying Future 

Supply Areas Reasons - Please outline 

your reasons and any suggested changes 

to the Strategic Policy Aim 

Officer Response 

Nigel 

Gibbons 

District Council  potential availability of resources and their 

location, further information is sought as to 

the potential to use material from other 

sources (including aggregate quarries in the 

Cotswolds) as a partial substitute for the 

identification of additional preferred areas 

in the FoD. 

consultation summary report. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Partially 

We do need to identify areas to supply the 

needed minerals, but why the 70:30 split 

FOD & Cotswolds? Just cos that's how it 

has been in the past is not sufficient, we 

need to look at the best sites from all points 

of view wherever they are. 

Please refer to question 4.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

852260 

Mr 

Michael 

Gordon 
 

Partially See CRFD4 
 

 

851741 

Mr 

Roger 

Clewett 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

852826 

Dr 

Paul 

Gordon 
 

No Not with Hewelsfield Noted 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Partially 
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Council 

852803 

Mr 

Michael 

Dunwell 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

 

848193 

Mr 

Matthew 

Coplestone 

Earthline Ltd Yes 

Support the proposed split of supply 

between the Severn and the Upper Thames. 

This reflects the contribution that the Upper 

Thames needs to continue to make to supply 

within its catchment. 

Noted 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

No 

Again this seemed supply lead - driven by 

owners - rather than strategic - where are 

the transport links and low environmental 

damage 

Unfortunately minerals can only be 

worked where they are geologically 

present. The policy references the 

current strategic mineral resource areas 

in Gloucestershire. Issues related to 

transport and the environment are 

considered in other parts of the plan. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

 

 

6. With reference to the Strategic Policy 

Aim for Primary Aggregate Minerals – 

Identifying Future Supply Areas bullet point 

1 (p41) CPRE proposes that after ‘crushed 

rock’ should be inserted ‘,subject to 

environmental constraints,’. Re. bullet point 

2, CPRE proposes an addition to the first 

sentence thus:- ‘as long as this can be 

achieved without significant adverse 

environmental consequences.’ We propose 

6. Noted. These comments will form part 

of the consideration for the next stages 

of the plan. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Identifying Future 

Supply Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Primary Aggregate 

Minerals-Identifying 

Future Supply Areas? 

Strategic Policy Aim: Identifying Future 

Supply Areas Reasons - Please outline 

your reasons and any suggested changes 

to the Strategic Policy Aim 

Officer Response 

that the second sentence should be reworded 

thus:- ‘In due course a greater contribution 

from the Severn Vale may be a more 

appropriate option’. 

854513 

Mr 

Rob 

Sneath 
 

Partially 

Why is there a 70:30 split, why not 60:40 or 

50:50? There seem to be a high number of 

dormant/inactive sites within the cotswold. 

Why is this so? 

With regards to dormant/inactive sites in 

the Cotswolds. These are mainly all 

under the control of significant mineral 

operators who also have other 

operational sites within the Cotswolds. 

The reason for the dormant/inactive 

status of the sites is related to the 

operators' strategic business plans rather 

than lack of demand for minerals. This 

can have an effect on the productive 

capacity within the county. Please also 

refer to question 4.4 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854651 Respondent Oathill Quarry Ltd Yes 

We wish to support the aim to make 

provision for a supply of aggregates 

sufficient to maintain a landbank of at least 

10 years for crushed rock and 7 years for 

sand and gravel, including the maintenance 

of a landbank beyond the end of the plan 

Please refer to question 4.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Identifying Future 

Supply Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Primary Aggregate 

Minerals-Identifying 

Future Supply Areas? 

Strategic Policy Aim: Identifying Future 

Supply Areas Reasons - Please outline 

your reasons and any suggested changes 

to the Strategic Policy Aim 

Officer Response 

period. 

However, we are concerned about the 70:30 

division for crushed rock. Whilst we note 

that this represents a historical split in terms 

of production between the Forest of Dean 

and the Cotswolds, it is notable that current 

permitted reserves in fact reflect a 60:40 

split between the two areas - 18.l0mt v 

1l.63mt. Therefore, we would not wish to 

see the division enforced too rigidly as 

clearly it would be illogical if a site which 

was otherwise adjudged to be suitable to 

quarry crushed rock in the Cotswolds were 

restricted as to the amount that it could 

produce as this could have an impact on the 

economic viability of the site. We would 

therefore suggest the inclusion of the word 

'indicative' before '70:30 division' in point 1 

of the Strategic Policy Aim for Primary 

Aggregate Minerals - Identifying Future 

Supply Areas on page 41 of the consultation 

document. 

797770 

Mr 

Roger 

Cullimore 

Chairman 

Moreton C 

Cullimore (Gravels) 

Ltd 

Yes 

We wish to support the aim to make 

provision for a supply of aggregates 

sufficient to maintain a landbank of at least 

10 years for crushed rock and 7 years for 

sand and gravel, including the maintenance 

of a landbank beyond the end of the plan 

 

 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Identifying Future 

Supply Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Primary Aggregate 

Minerals-Identifying 

Future Supply Areas? 

Strategic Policy Aim: Identifying Future 

Supply Areas Reasons - Please outline 

your reasons and any suggested changes 

to the Strategic Policy Aim 

Officer Response 

period. 

794011 

Mr 

D 

Glenn 

Huntsmans Quarries 

Ltd 
Yes 

We wish to support the aim to make 

provision for a supply of aggregates 

sufficient to maintain a landbank of at least 

10 years for crushed rock and 7 years for 

sand and gravel, including the maintenance 

of a landbank beyond the end of the plan 

period. 

However, we are concerned about the 70:30 

division for crushed rock. Whilst we note 

that this represents a historical split in terms 

of production between the Forest of Dean 

and the Cotswolds, it is notable that current 

permitted reserves in fact reflect a 60:40 

split between the two areas - 18.l0mt v 

11.63mt. Therefore, we would not wish to 

see the division enforced too rigidly as 

clearly it would be illogical if a site which 

was otherwise adjudged to be suitable to 

quarry crushed rock in the Cotswolds were 

restricted as to the amount that it could 

produce as this could have an impact on the 

economic viability of the site. We would 

therefore suggest the inclusion of the word 

'indicative' before '70:30 division' in point 

1of the Strategic Policy Aim for Primary 

Aggregate Minerals - Identifying Future 

Supply Areas on page 41 of the consultation 

Please refer to question 4.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Identifying Future 

Supply Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Primary Aggregate 

Minerals-Identifying 

Future Supply Areas? 

Strategic Policy Aim: Identifying Future 

Supply Areas Reasons - Please outline 

your reasons and any suggested changes 

to the Strategic Policy Aim 

Officer Response 

document. 

798758 

Mr 

Colin 

D'Oyley 

Head of Planning & 

Estates 

Breedon Aggregates 

Yes 

Page 41 - Strategic Policy Aim for Primary 

Aggregate Minerals – Identifying Future 

Supply Areas 

11 The geographic division of the LAA 

requirement for crushed rock is supported. 

The term “appropriate areas” is vague and 

should be clarified. 

Support noted. The term appropriate 

areas refers to potential preferred site 

allocations within the MLP. However 

these comments will be taken into 

account when producing the draft MLP. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 

 

 
No comments Noted 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

851551 

Miss 

Sally 

Vivian 
 

No 

No evidence is provided for the presume 

70:30 split on future resources between 

Forest of Dean and Cotswolds beyond that 

fact that this is the historical split. This is 

not considered reasoned nor appropriate and 

no information is provided in the LAA on 

the period of time that this fact reflects. 

Please refer to question 4.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

852260 

Mr 

Michael 

Gordon 
 

Partially 

Partially, as it would be a futile exercise to 

designate a site that was geographically 

unviable, dangerous and impossible to 

develop, due to the lack of investors.That 

Noted, please see response to your 

earlier representation on CRFD4. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Identifying Future 

Supply Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Primary Aggregate 

Minerals-Identifying 

Future Supply Areas? 

Strategic Policy Aim: Identifying Future 

Supply Areas Reasons - Please outline 

your reasons and any suggested changes 

to the Strategic Policy Aim 

Officer Response 

would be the case with regard to Woodland 

Farm as detailed earlier and above 

853164 
Ms 

Waller 

Temple Guiting 

Parish Council 

 

 

The view of Temple Guiting Parish Council 

it is the inappropriate to pursue a policy of 

further and extensive quarrying of crushed 

rocks in the Cotswolds AONB and in this 

parish in particular - inappropriate in terms 

of loss of amenity (visual and noise), 

increase of commercial traffic on poorly 

maintained and sometimes inadequate rural 

roads, turning what should be a tranquil 

rural area into an industrialised one. 

Recycled materials and the sourcing of 

crushed rock from elsewhere (in and out of 

county) should feature far more strongly in 

any policy aimed at meeting perceived 

future need for aggregates. 

Please refer to question 4.4 and also the 

site-related questions of Section 4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

No 
Why for 10 years, why not 5, or assume 

after 10 years there will be no more growth. 

The maintenance of a rolling 10 year 

landbank and also the use of 10 years 

historic sales figures is consistent with 

national policy as outlined in the NPPF 

(paragraph 145). 

854781 

Mr 

Derrick 

Lockey 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

854632 Mr 
 

 No observations Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Identifying Future 

Supply Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Primary Aggregate 

Minerals-Identifying 

Future Supply Areas? 

Strategic Policy Aim: Identifying Future 

Supply Areas Reasons - Please outline 

your reasons and any suggested changes 

to the Strategic Policy Aim 

Officer Response 

Saleem 

Shamash 

 

854813 

Dr 

Vivienne 

Davies 
 

No 

There is little justification for the 70:30 

division of crushed rock supply between 

Forest of Dean and Cotwolds other than that 

having been the historic situation. 

Please refer to question 4.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854810 Respondent 

Gloucestershire 

Rural Community 

Council 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Partially 

I am not convinced by the business case for 

extracting Sand and Gravel from the Severn 

Vale. The utility of its different sand is 

variously referred to as providing building 

sand and a better chemical makeup for 

construction. I think a lot of this needs 

validating and may be based on developer 

comments in a refused application from the 

1990s. 

There is evidence from a variety of 

sources including the British Geological 

Survey to note the difference in 

composition of Severn Vale sand and 

gravel to Upper Thames sand and gravel. 

The developer for the recently refused 

application also provided updated 

geological evidence to support his 

application. This was also considered by 

a geologist acting on behalf of GCC. 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

No 

Strategic Policy Aim for Primary Aggregate 

Minerals 1 conflicts with the overarching 

aim of safeguarding valuable mineral 

resources. 

The Carboniferous limestones around the 

Forest of Dean vary widely in technical 

properties, but include much rock of high 

Please refer to question 4.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Identifying Future 

Supply Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Primary Aggregate 

Minerals-Identifying 

Future Supply Areas? 

Strategic Policy Aim: Identifying Future 

Supply Areas Reasons - Please outline 

your reasons and any suggested changes 

to the Strategic Policy Aim 

Officer Response 

and valuable specification, of which the 

most commented is the suitability of "Lower 

Dolomite" for road building. The much 

more widespread Jurassic limestones of the 

Cotswolds are generally of lower 

specifications, but are mostly suitable for 

general aggregate purposes. 

The marginal cost of additional production 

at a Carboniferous Limestone quarry is 

lower than opening a separate quarry 

elsewhere. The result is that the main waste 

of valuable Carboniferous Limestone has 

historically been not its sterilisation by other 

developments but its removal for purposes 

for which its high spec is entirely 

unnecessary. 

In the context of particular quarry proposals, 

ready-mixed concrete production, for 

example, from rock such as the Lower 

Dolomite would be a clear waste of a 

valuable resource that this Plan is supposed 

to conserve. 

In the context of this Plan, the maintenance 

of the historic 70:30 ratio of crushed rock, 

between the Carboniferous Limestone of the 

Forest of Dean district and the Jurassic 

Limestone of the Cotswolds, makes a 

laughing stock of any profession that this 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Identifying Future 

Supply Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Primary Aggregate 

Minerals-Identifying 

Future Supply Areas? 

Strategic Policy Aim: Identifying Future 

Supply Areas Reasons - Please outline 

your reasons and any suggested changes 

to the Strategic Policy Aim 

Officer Response 

Plan is safeguarding the county's most 

valuable mineral resources. 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

854875 

Mr 

Ryan 

Norman 

Dwr Cymru Welsh 

Water 
Yes 

None of the proposed site allocations will 

have an impact on Dwr Cymru Welsh 

Water's water resources. 

Noted 

854885 

Mr 

John 

Norman 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

854963 

Mr 

David 

Pollok 
 

No 

The spatial vision emphasises local 

resources to meet local needs. The 

identifying future supply policy aim is about 

sustaining ten year average production. The 

vision and policy are misaligned, because 

the Local Aggregates Assessment shows (1) 

around half of Gloucerteshire's production is 

exported from the county, (2) the trend in 

sales/production over the last ten years is in 

steep decline and the last three years has 

shown consistent production at only 

threequarters of the 10 year average. This 

would suggest that Gloucestershire needs 

only around 0.6 Mt/yr to meet its needs. 

If the need is to maintain or develop a 

Please refer to above and also to 

question 4.4 of the consultation 

summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Identifying Future 

Supply Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Strategic Policy Aim 

for Primary Aggregate 

Minerals-Identifying 

Future Supply Areas? 

Strategic Policy Aim: Identifying Future 

Supply Areas Reasons - Please outline 

your reasons and any suggested changes 

to the Strategic Policy Aim 

Officer Response 

quarrying industry, then that should be set 

out in the vision and an economic argument 

presented by comparison with tourism, 

agriculture etc. 

Furthermore, there is no argument presented 

for maintaining the historic 70:30 

FoD/Cotswolds split other than 'that's what 

it has been'. The historic ratio presumably 

reflects the economics of operation, but the 

future policy should be based on an 

integrated assessment of benefits and 

disbenefits to all interest groups, not just the 

operators. 

854966 

Mr 

Alex 

Townshend 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

854967 

Miss 

Aimee 

Townshend 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

854966 

Mr 

Alex 

Townshend 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

 



Section 4 – Supporting text 

Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 
Organisation Details 

Please outline your reasons and any suggested changes to the 

Supporting Text for Strategic Policy Aim for Primary Aggregate 

Minerals - Identifying Future Supply Areas 

4.5a Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Sand and gravel should come primarily from the UTV 
Please refer to question 4.5 of the 

consultation summary report. 

852145 

Mr 

Nigel 

Gibbons 

Forest of Dean District 

Council 

It is agreed that such safeguards (buffer zones) may be appropriate in the 

case of areas close to potential crushed rock aggregate workings. 
Noted 

852260 

Mr 

Michael 

Gordon 
 

See CRFD4 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report 

which discusses the outcome of 

the site in more detail. 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy Support 

Officer 

Stroud District Council 

We suggest amending the supporting text and other text in Chapter 4 to 

bring the way the plan deals with sand and gravel in line with the 

approach towards crushed rock. Specifically, including a table showing 

requirements and supply for sand and gravel as per the equivalent table 

Table 3 for crushed rock. Also, the requirements for crushed rock are set 

out in terms of resource per district area: i.e. Cotswold and Forest of 

Dean. However, the requirements for sand and gravel are set out in terms 

of resuorce by landscape character: Upper Thames Valley and Severn 

Vale. It is recommended for clarity and consistency purposes that sand 

and gravel resources are set out by district area. 

Please refer to question 4.5 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

Object strongly to the Hewelsfield site identified and the lack of 

exclusion on the grounds of an AONB, poor transport links, and large 

delay to any potential operation. These seemed to add up to a formidable 

barrier and so it was unhelpful to include such a site in the paper 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report 

which discusses the outcome of 

the Hewelsfield site in more 

detail. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England (Gloucestershire - 

7. With reference to the Supporting Text for Strategic Policy Aim for 

Primary Aggregate Minerals – Identifying Future Supply Areas, CPRE 

is broadly content with the draft text for crushed rock. The last sentence 

Please refer to question 4.5 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 
Organisation Details 

Please outline your reasons and any suggested changes to the 

Supporting Text for Strategic Policy Aim for Primary Aggregate 

Minerals - Identifying Future Supply Areas 

4.5a Officer Response 

Minerals) covering sand and gravel does not make sense. To read coherently 

‘either’ should be replaced with ‘also’ and ‘only’ should be deleted. 

854513 

Mr 

Rob 

Sneath 
 

don't agree with the 70:30m split, see above. 
Please see response to your earlier 

comment. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 
No comments Noted 

852260 

Mr 

Michael 

Gordon 
 

Delete Woodland Farm from further consideration it will only create 

unsolvable problems as stated above 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report 

which discusses the outcome of 

the site in more detail. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No observations Noted 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

As commented above (on the Strategic Policy Aim), the 70:30 split is 

not compatible with safeguarding valuable resources. 

See reponse to your earlier 

comments. 

 



Section 4: Preferred Areas for Aggregates 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Preferred 

Areas for 

Aggregates - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

Preferred Areas for 

Aggregates? 

Preferred Areas for Aggregates: Reason - 

Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Unsure The S&G areas are not identified. 

It was not possible to identify the S&G 

areas within the draft policy consulted 

upon because the sites were just options 

for consideration at that point in time. 

These will be identified when the draft 

MLP is produced. 

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
Partially   

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Yes   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
No   

851741 
Mr Roger 

Clewett  
No   

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
No 

Would like to see stronger reinforment here of 

the key issues affecting choices, Reuse, 

environment etc 

Noted. The key issues affecting each 

site have been summarised in the 

consultation document but are available 

in more detail in the Site Options 

Evidence Paper and also further 

explored through the Sustainability 

Appraisal Evidence Paper. 

852260 
Mr Michael 

Gordon  
Partially 

See reasons stated below CRFD$ in Site 

Option Crushed Rock .F.O.D Livox Quarry on 

See response to your comments below. 

However it should be noted that the 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Preferred 

Areas for 

Aggregates - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

Preferred Areas for 

Aggregates? 

Preferred Areas for Aggregates: Reason - 

Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

the A466 a very short distance away from 

Woodland Farm cannot be ignored, as it has an 

established and viable access to the A 48 via 

Cheptow and a free run into West 

Gloucestershire and beyond., coupled with 

Clearwell Quarry in joint ownership any stone 

aggregate deficiency can be covered . 

planning status of Livox Quarry is 

currently uncertain and Clearwell 

Quarry has also recently been sold to 

Breedon Aggregates. There was an 

application at Livox to continue 

working which was refused on 21st 

May 2013. It was refused on AONB and 

material need grounds. Even though it 

has always been located within the 

AONB it was originally permitted on 

special circumstances as there was 

originally a demonstrable national need 

for high purity limestone for the South 

Wales steelworks. This need for 

industrial flux has now gone. The 

national policy in Wales goes against 

mineral development in the AONB. 

852826 
Dr Paul 

Gordon  
No See comments below for Hewelsfield Noted 

852803 
Mr Michael 

Dunwell  
Yes   

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Partially 

We suggest amending the supporting text and 

other text in Chapter 4 to bring the way the 

plan deals with sand and gravel in line with the 

approach towards crushed rock. Specifically, 

including a table showing requirements and 

supply for sand and gravel as per the 

See above. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Preferred 

Areas for 

Aggregates - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

Preferred Areas for 

Aggregates? 

Preferred Areas for Aggregates: Reason - 

Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

equivalent table Table 3 for crushed rock. 

Also, the requirements for crushed rock are set 

out in terms of resource per district area: i.e. 

Cotswold and Forest of Dean. However, the 

requirements for sand and gravel are set out in 

terms of resuorce by landscape character: 

Upper Thames Valley and Severn Vale. It is 

recommended for clarity and consistency 

purposes that sand and gravel resources are set 

out by district area. 

848193 
Mr Matthew 

Coplestone 
Earthline Ltd Partially 

The policy as drafted suggests that permissions 

will only be granted to meet the landbank 

required through the plan. In fact, the landbank 

requirement is a minimum requirement. 

Provided that a planning application comes 

forward on an identified site that meets 

environmental and other planning standards set 

by the plan, it should be granted. This is in the 

spirit of the initial policy stating that there will 

be a presumption in favour of sustainable 

development. 

Comments noted. These will be taken 

into consideration when producing the 

draft MLP. 

802285 
Mr Ken 

Hobden 

Mineral Products 

Association  

Proposed Policy for Preferred Areas for 

Aggregates 

We recommend that clause i refers to 

‘maintaining a steady and adequate supply’ 

and ‘to maintain landbank requirements’ to 

make clear that the level of provision required 

may exceed the minimum landbank 

Comments noted and these will be taken 

into consideration when preparing the 

draft MLP. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Preferred 

Areas for 

Aggregates - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

Preferred Areas for 

Aggregates? 

Preferred Areas for Aggregates: Reason - 

Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

requirement throughout the Plan period. 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
No 

Object strongly to the Hewelsfield site 

identified and the lack of exclusion on the 

grounds of an AONB, poor transport links, and 

large delay to any potential operation. These 

seemed to add up to a formidable barrier and 

so it was unhelpful to include such a site in the 

paper 

see previous response 

854216 
Mr David 

Harris  
No   

854399 
Mr Alastair 

Madams  
Partially   

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Partially   

801907 Mr B Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

 

8. Proposed Policy for Preferred Areas for 

Aggregates (p41). CPRE’s concern with this 

policy is primarily one of prematurity. We do 

not believe that Preferred Areas should be 

identified until there has been effective liaison 

under the DtC (See CPRE’s comments under 

Section 1). We also do not consider that it is 

appropriate to identify Preferred Areas to 

cover the period to 2037 (S&G) or 2040 

(crushed rock) by extrapolating the current 

LAA figures. In effect that is falling back on a 

‘predict and provide’ policy. It might not be a 

Noted. These comments will form part 

of the consideration for the next stages 

of the plan. Please also see the sites-

related questions of Section 4 of the 

consultation summary report where the 

issue of Duty to Co-operate is discussed 

further. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Preferred 

Areas for 

Aggregates - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

Preferred Areas for 

Aggregates? 

Preferred Areas for Aggregates: Reason - 

Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

problem if there were no environmental 

constraints, but there is, in fact, a major 

problem in finding new sites in 

Gloucestershire because of the extent and 

nature of the environmental constraints. 

854513 
Mr Rob 

Sneath  
Partially   

854524 
Mr Jonjo 

O'Neill  
Partially Object to inclusion in possibilities of CRCW3 

Noted see response to your later 

comments. 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council  
No comments Noted 

798758 
Mr Colin 

D'Oyley 

Head of Planning & 

Estates Breedon 

Aggregates 
 

Page 41 - Proposed Policy for Preferred Areas 

for Aggregates 12. Part (i) of the policy should 

include a commitment to maintaining 

productive capacity in addition to a landbank. 

Further it should be made clear that 

maintenance of the landbank throughout the 

plan period will ensure a landbank remains in 

place at the end of the plan period. 13. The 

identification as Preferred Areas of the 

proposed crushed rock sites at Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell Quarry (CRFD1), Huntsmans 

Quarry (CRCW2) and Three Gates Quarry 

(CRCW3) is supported, subject to the 

comments set out below. 

Noted. These comments will be taken 

into consideration when producing the 

draft MLP. 

852260 Mr Michael 
  

This to wide a question to answer as a Yes, Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Preferred 

Areas for 

Aggregates - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

Preferred Areas for 

Aggregates? 

Preferred Areas for Aggregates: Reason - 

Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Gordon No, Partially therefore unsure could be the 

only answer 

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash   
No observations Noted 

854684 
Mr Peter 

Williams  
No 

Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield (GCC ref – 

CRFD4:Hewelsfield) I am writing to you to 

object in the strongest terms to the proposal to 

include the site at Woodlands Farm, 

Hewelsfield (GCC ref – CRFD4:Hewelsfield) 

in the Minerals Local Plan. This site lies 

entirely within the Wye Valley Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and 

therefore should not be commercially 

developed to the detriment of the surrounding 

countryside. There are a number of existing 

quarries with all the necessary infrastructure, 

albeit on the other side of the Severn Estuary, 

which are currently mothballed which should 

be re-developed before inflicting major 

environmental damage at Woodlands Farm. 

Para 115 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) states: “Great weight 

should be given to conserving landscape and 

scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads 

and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 

See response to Crushed Rock Forest of 

Dean Justification 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Preferred 

Areas for 

Aggregates - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

Preferred Areas for 

Aggregates? 

Preferred Areas for Aggregates: Reason - 

Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

which have the highest status of protection in 

relation to landscape and scenic beauty.” Also 

Para 116 states: “Planning permission should 

be refused for major developments in these 

designated areas except in exceptional 

circumstances and where it can be 

demonstrated that they are in the public 

interest.” Nowhere in the suite of documents 

associated with the Consultation are 

“exceptional circumstances” identified which 

would warrant the inclusion of the Hewelsfield 

Site in the Draft Local Minerals Plan. The site 

also consists almost entirely of what is defined 

as “Best and Most Versatile” land, with most 

being classed as Grade 2 (“Very Good”) Para 

112 of the NPPF states: “Where significant 

development of agricultural land is 

demonstrated to be necessary, local planning 

authorities should seek to use areas of poorer 

quality land in preference to that of a higher 

quality.” Once again the documents for this 

Consultation do not address this issue. Finally 

on Transportation of the quarried stone issues 

this site is heavily constrained. The site is 

situated in the country side away from major 

roads and quarry type lorries simply cannot be 

accommodated on the existing roads. The 

Consultation’s Site Options Evidence Paper 

notes: “The Highways Authority reviewed the 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Preferred 

Areas for 

Aggregates - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

Preferred Areas for 

Aggregates? 

Preferred Areas for Aggregates: Reason - 

Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

site in 2013 and (still) do not consider the 

B4228 is suitable to accommodate the type of 

traffic generated from potential quarry 

between the site in a northerly direction 

towards St Briavels as the B4228 is 

significantly restricted in terms of its width 

and alignment particularly on the approach to 

St Briavels….. This section of the B4228 is 

also restricted with several localised road 

narrowings between the site and the settlement 

of Tutshill.” The paper also comments: “… the 

highways difficulty appears to be very 

significant to overcome. While a solution via a 

new access road from the B4228 to the 

strategic road network has been suggested in 

the past, this is a significant development in its 

own right the suitability of which is 

uncertain.” There can be no confidence that 

the issues relating to material transportation 

can be solved. In conclusion therefore I submit 

that Site CRFD4: Hewelsfield should not be 

included in the Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

854781 
Mr Derrick 

Lockey  
No   

854810 Respondent 

Gloucestershire 

Rural Community 

Council 

Unsure 

Difficult to come to a conculsion when much 

of this policy will not be agreed until decisions 

re allocations and sites are made. 

Noted. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Preferred 

Areas for 

Aggregates - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

Preferred Areas for 

Aggregates? 

Preferred Areas for Aggregates: Reason - 

Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

854869 
Dr Norman 

Fry  
No 

The "landbank" requirement is essentially use 

of state power to attempt to ensure that market 

supply and demand for aggregates is always 

dominated by oversupply. This is a potentially 

wasteful distortion of the nation's use of its 

resources. (None of which is Gloucestershire's 

fault, or that of the handling of this planning 

process.) 

Noted. 

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
No   

854875 
Mr Ryan 

Norman 

Dwr Cymru Welsh 

Water 
Yes 

None of the proposed site allocations will have 

an impact on Dwr Cymru Welsh Water's water 

resources. 

Noted 

854885 
Mr John 

Norman  
No   

854963 
Mr David 

Pollok  
No 

There is no argument presented for 

maintaining the historic 70:30 FoD/Cotswolds 

split other than 'that's what it has been'. The 

historic ratio presumably reflects the 

economics of operation, but the future policy 

should be based on an integrated assessment of 

benefits and disbenefits to all interest groups - 

agriculture, tourism, the local community - not 

just the operators. 

Please see response to your earlier 

comments under Strategic Policy Aim: 

Identifying Future Supply Areas. 

854966 
Mr Alex 

Townshend  
No   



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Preferred 

Areas for 

Aggregates - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

Preferred Areas for 

Aggregates? 

Preferred Areas for Aggregates: Reason - 

Please outline the reasons for your answer 

and any suggested changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

854967 
Miss Aimee 

Townshend  
No   

 



Section 4 Construction Aggregates: Do you support the allocation of any of the following sites within the forthcoming Minerals Local 

Plan for Crushed Rock in the Forest of Dean? 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

846512 

Miss 

Fawn 

Bennett 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

 

 

 

 

846085 

Mr 

Neil 

Jones 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

 

 

 

 

847353 

Mr 

Richard 

Pennell 
 

Partially Partially 
 

 
No Partially Partially 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Partially No No Unsure Unsure No 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

No No No No Partially No 

850967 

Mrs 

N 

Horrocks 
 

No No No Unsure No Unsure 

851053 

Mrs 

Sally 

Secrett 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

801932 

Mr 

G 

Calver 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

802439 Mr Hewelsfield      No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

M 

Mackey 

Against 

Quarrying 

     

851641 

Ms 

Jane 

Withers 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

851741 

Mr 

Roger 

Clewett 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

852103 

Mr 

Peter 

Landgrebe 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

852076 

Mr & Mrs 

P 

Churchill 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

850826 

Mr 

Brian 

Colgate 
 

Yes No No Unsure Unsure Unsure 

852289 

Mrs 

Pauline 

Mohammed 
 

 

 
No No 

 

 

 

 
No 

852302 

Miss 

Jessica 

Dow 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

852260 

Mr 

Michael 

Gordon 
 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

852307 
Mrs 

Susan  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

Meehan 

852370 

Mr 

David 

Clifford 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

852826 

Dr 

Paul 

Gordon 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

852979 

Mr 

Luke 

Wilson 
 

Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure No 

802011 

Mr 

R S 

Crighton 

Newland Parish 

Council 
Yes No No No No No 

852803 

Mr 

Michael 

Dunwell 
 

Yes Yes Yes No No No 

852899 

Mr 

Malcolm 

Shergold 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

853294 
Jean 

Green  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

853326 

Mrs 

Joyce 

McKay 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

853631 

Mr 

Matthew 

Jones 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

852460 

Mr 

Francis 

MacDermot 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

801972 

Cllr 

John 

Fox 

Chairman 

Hewelsfield And 

Brockweir Parish 

Council 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

853783 

Mrs 

Susan 

Porter-

Davison 

 
No No No 

 

 
No No 

853913 

Mr 

Philip 

Hall 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

853921 
Jane 

Harvey  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

853702 

Mrs 

Sharon 

Beckett 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854373 

Mr & Mrs 

Keith 

Harvey 
 

No No 
 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854216 

Mr 

David 

Harris 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854401 

Mr 

Jon 

Wilmshurst-
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

 

 

 

 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

Smith 

854277 

Mr 

Stephen 

Morgan 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854430 
Linda 

Abolins  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

854504 

Mr 

Malcolm 

Wilson 
 

Partially No No 
 

 

 

 
No 

854513 

Mr 

Rob 

Sneath 
 

Yes No No Unsure Unsure Unsure 

854540 

Mr 

Paul 

Humphreys 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854558 
Christine 

Arno  
No No No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

854247 

Mrs 

Sarah 

Tuley 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854596 

Mrs 

Susan 

Davis 
 

 

 
No No 

 

 

 

 
No 

852260 Mr 
 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

Michael 

Gordon 

854609 
A J P 

Williams  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854406 

Dr 

Janet 

Holmes 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854753 

Mr 

Kenneth 

Padfield 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

802366 

Mr 

Dave 

Kent 

West Dean Parish 

Council 

 

 
No No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

802393 

Ms 

A 

Lapington 

Coleford Town 

Council 
No No No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

810027 Respondent 
Corporate Affairs 

Bristol Water Plc 
No No No 

 

 
Unsure No 

850881 

Mr 

Roger 

Wisenden 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

851053 

Mrs 

Sally 

Secrett 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

851551 

Miss 

Sally 

Vivian 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 
No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

851961 

Mr 

Roger 

Garbett 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 
No 

852021 

Mr & Mrs 

D 

Stephens 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

852145 

Mr 

Nigel 

Gibbons 

Forest of Dean 

District Council 
Partially Partially No Yes Yes No 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

852829 

Dr 

Andrew 

Jones 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

853175 

Mr 

Michael 

Powell 
 

No No No No No No 

853494 

Mrs 

Y J 

Rowley 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

853627 

Mr 

Matthew 

Taylor 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure No 

854213 
Ms 

Claire  
Partially No No 

 

 

 

 
No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

Nissel 

854249 

Ms 

Sussy 

Schutze 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854267 

Mr 

Nick 

Callaghan 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854496 

Miss 

Hilary 

Lee 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854497 

Mrs 

Ursula 

Williams 
 

No No No 
 

 
No No 

854621 

Ms 

Susan 

Smith 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854719 

Mr 

Tim 

Hooper 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854721 

Mrs 

Sheila 

Harris 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854729 

Dr 

Alex 

van der 

Heijden 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854730 
Mr 

Roger  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

Southee 

854754 

Dr 

John 

Foulkes 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854781 

Mr 

Derrick 

Lockey 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854795 

Mr 

Colin 

Saunders 
 

Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure No 

854813 

Dr 

Vivienne 

Davies 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854814 

Mr 

Jonathan 

Cockburn 
 

Yes Yes No Yes Yes No 

854816 

Mr 

Julian 

Ross 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854820 

Mr 

Michael 

Smith 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 
No 

854823 

Mr 

Ralph 

Yates 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854837 

Mr 

Christopher 

Brown 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

854846 

Mr 

Ian 

Storrar 
 

Yes Yes No Yes Yes No 

854854 

Mr 

Simon 

Hardacre 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

854857 

Mr 

Chris 

Comins 
 

Yes No No 
 

 

 

 

 

 

854862 

Ms 

Sally 

Willock 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854863 

Mrs 

Jaye 

Simpson 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854864 

Mr 

David 

Wedel 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854866 

Rev 

Matt 

Rees 
 

Partially No No Unsure Unsure No 

854868 

Mr 

Bruce 

Chapple 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854869 Dr 
 

Yes Unsure Unsure Partially Yes No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

Norman 

Fry 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Yes No No No Yes No 

854873 

Mr 

David 

Rees 
 

 

 
No No 

 

 

 

 
No 

854875 

Mr 

Ryan 

Norman 

Dwr Cymru 

Welsh Water 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

854885 

Mr 

John 

Norman 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854916 

Mr 

Bruce 

Livesley 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

854943 

Ms 

Alison 

Liddell 
 

No No No No No No 

854963 

Mr 

David 

Pollok 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 
No 

854966 

Mr 

Alex 

Townshend 
 

No No No No No No 

854966 
Mr 

Alex  
No No No No No No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

Townshend 

854967 

Miss 

Aimee 

Townshend 
 

No No No No No No 

854985 

Mr 

William 

Hedley-

MIller 

 
No No No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

855012 

Mr 

David 

Priddis 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855036 

Mr 

Alan 

Luke 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855047 

Mr & Mrs 

Mark 

Boughey 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855049 
Elizabeth 

Lander  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855053 

Mr 

Peter 

Davies 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855058 
Helen 

Kemp  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855061 

Mr & Mrs 

Graham 

Ellis 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

855084 

Mrs 

Vera 

Hesketh 
 

No No No No No No 

855163 

Mr 

Brian 

Jones 

Stowe Green 

Residents 

Association 

No No No 
 

 

 

 
No 

855241 

Mr 

Trevor 

Harris 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855247 
Sharon 

Freeman  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

 

 

855271 

Mr & Mrs 

S J 

Hookway 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855274 Respondent 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855275 
Gwendoline 

Nicholas  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855276 
F 

Nicholas  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855277 

Mr 

G W 

Jones 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855279 
D 

Reddihough  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855280 
T D 

Snowden  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

855281 
M C 

Walker  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855283 

Mr & Mrs 

S 

Ball 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855286 

Mr & Mrs 

John 

Stephenson 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855309 

Mr 

Colin 

Fell 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 

 

 

855314 
Gillian 

Stott  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855343 
Judy 

Lewis  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855375 

Mr & Mrs 

Ronald 

Evans 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 
No 

855379 
Claire 

Aillel  
No No 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

855380 

Mr & Mrs 

Richard 

Clayton 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 
No 

855382 

Mr 

Peter 

Kramer 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 
No 

855383 Christina 
 

No No No   No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

Solana   

855384 

Mr & Mrs 

C 

Morgan 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 
No 

855387 

Mr & Mrs 

A J 

Carss 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 
No 

855391 

Mr 

Paul 

Norris 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

856227 
Pat 

Macleod  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

856239 
Pam 

Plummer  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

856243 

Mr 

Frank 

Lander 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

856498 

Mr 

Mike 

Wilson 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

856503 

Mr & Mrs 

M 

Truman 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

856506 

Mr 

William 

Whight 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 

 

 

856509 Mr 
 

No No No   No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

Spencer 

Goodwin 

  

856510 
Lynda 

Barnes  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

856514 
Susan 

Norman  
No No No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

856515 
Jackie 

Frankish  
No No No 

 

 

 

 
No 

856518 
Karen 

Cockfield  
No No No 

 

 

 

 
No 

856521 
J 

Badham  
No No No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

856533 
Chris 

Jenkins  
No No No 

 

 

 

 
No 

856581 

Mr 

Glenn 

Redwood 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 

 

 

856594 

Mr 

Stephen 

Cockfield 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 
No 

856596 

Mr 

Adrian 

Birch 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

856600 

Mr 

Julian 

Bennett 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

856604 Catherine 
 

     No 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel B 

CRFD1 (Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell) - 

Parcel C 

CRFD2 

(Drybrook) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD3 

(Stowfield) - 

Parcel A 

CRFD4 

(Hewelsfield) - 

Parcel A 

A'Herne      

856605 
Katherine 

Parker  
No No No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

856642 
Angela 

Rimmer  
No No No 

 

 

 

 
No 

856643 

Mr 

Michael 

Rimmer 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 
No 

856672 

Mr 

C 

Barnes 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

856682 
Gillian 

Traverse  
No No No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

856686 
Kate 

Barnes  
No No No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

856691 
Judy 

Craven  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

856759 

Mr & Mrs 

Pat 

Crighton 
 

No No No 
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846512 

Miss 

Fawn 

Bennett 
 

The site(drybrook) is on the top of a hill which would cause significant visual impact on the 

landscape and the amenity use of the surrounding area which includes homes, farmland, 

equestrian use and an allotment society. Opposite the site is also the pan Tod beacon. This 

area is used by locals and tourists alike due to the breath taking views which will surely be 

ruined by a new quarry. people come to picnic there, exercise there and the local brownies 

group uses it.The noise from such an operation would be hugely detrimental. Sound echos 

up the valley more than you would believe. I can hear someone whistling on the other side 

like he was standing next to me. This would cause a problem with surrounding houses but it 

would cause a massive problem for the surrounding equestrian. I can think of 6 different 

people just on my side of the valley who keep horses. Load noises cause havoc with horses, 

they can startle easily causing damage to themselves and property and if they are being 

ridden at the time it is dangerous for the rider. Any excess noise would also reduce the 

enjoyment of the people in the allotment society. My third complaint is due to the access 

and transport. The roads through Huntley and Littlefield to gloucester are already hugely 

overwhelmed as it is, they cannot sustain more frequent traffic let alone large vehicles, there 

are also no other forms of transport such as rail or water links. On top of that access to the 

quarry though drybrook would be ridiculous the village is tiny with a small road through it 

and problems with speed and congestion in the mornings without any more lorries going 

through it. The only other access road that I could see would be the Morse road. This is 

already a dangerous road with cars picking up too much speed on the long straight. Earlier 

this year a lady flipped her car by driving into the drainage ditches on the side of the road. 

Horse riders also find this road difficult as many of them have to use it to gain access to the 

woods on ruardean hill, imagine how much worse this would be with lorries! Overall I think 

that e-learning and extending drybrook quarry is a terrible idea, it will cause an unsightly, 

noises and in practicable mess causing huge inconvenience and stress to the many varied 

people who use and love the area 

It should be noted that an 

independent inspector examined 

the site through 2003 MLP 

process and decided that the site 

should be allocated. 

Please also refer to Question 4.9 

of the consultation summary 

report. 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

I have no local knowledge and feel unqualified to comment Noted 

846085 Mr 
 

This site has been closed(mothballed) for the last five years due to lack of demand Please refer to Question 4.9 of 
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Neil 

Jones 

economics.However the latest application from the site owners and their representations to 

the County Council planning anticipate 300,000 tons per year demand!.Where is all the 

output going?.Outside of the county no doubt.The owners latest application for extension of 

time ( 10 years to extract the remaining1.82 million tons of their current permission) would 

approximate at 6 years supply at this rate which also equates to according to the owners to 

50 vehicles in and 50 vehicles out per day. 

Given that the access road to Drybrook has been relaid out to slow traffic down for safety 

reasons (new single lane system) the only reasonable access would seem to be towards the 

Lea and Ross-on-Wye .But wait isn't that the road that has been closed for the last 18 

months awaiting major repairs because of land slip and the possible rupture of the major gas 

main that is embedded in it?.As the quarry has been closed for the last five years with NO 

quarry traffic what will be the consequences of 100 passes per day of 30 ton vehicles over 

this obviously fragile road? 

the consultation summary report. 

847353 

Mr 

Richard 

Pennell 
 

I am an adjoining organic farmer with land in the proposed extension area. my objections 

are; 

(1) the site is uneconomic and the forecast for future viability is weak. 

(2) the routing of a major gas pipleline is not detailed in the mapping and the cost/challenge 

of relocation is underestimated 

(3) the supporting evidence of muchj of the environmental aspects datees from 1997 and is 

not reliable. The quality of adjoining farmland has been much improved and forms part of 

our Higher ORganic Level Stewardship scheme 

(4) the road infrastrcture is inadequate now for the level of traffic (eg weather related 

subsidence in Drybrook 2012-13-14) and could not accommodate the increased flow of 

HGVs proposed 

It should be noted that the site 

has recently been granted 

permission to extend the life of 

quarrying operations at the site 

and highways issues were 

considered through that process. 

Please also refer to Question 4.9 

of the consultation summary 

report. 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

This is a very rural area and an AONB. Transport is only available by road and the roads are 

unsuitable for HGVs. The current quarry area may need to be expanded but the proposed 

area is out of all proportion to current work and would represent a complete change to the 

area between Cling and St. Briavels. On the edge of st. Briavels we already hear quarrying 

noise all day long even when not blasting. How can this expansion (especially area C) be 

justified in terms of its affect on a conservation area? 

In the seemingly unlikely event of quarrying at the Hewelsfield site we would be surrounded 

by quarries making life and travel unbearable. 

Whilst it is acknowledged that 

Hewelsfield is within the Wye 

Valley AONB, it should be 

clarified that none of the Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell options lie within 

the AONB. Please also refer to 

Question 4.9 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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850881 

Mr 

Roger 

Wisende

n 

 

I do not support the allocation of CRFD4 (Hewelsfield) – Parcel 

Justification - Having read the history of this Option and the County Council’s own current 

appraisal of the site’s poor potential, I am surprised and disappointed that it remains as an 

option at all. 

The site is in our AONB, on good agricultural land and is served by a hazardous and 

inadequate road. The location is on the furthest western edge of the County -logistically in 

the worst place to supply Gloucestershire. The area, in and for miles around Chepstow, in 

both England and Wales, is supplied by Welsh sources - nearest being the Livox quarry. 

It is unlikely that a quarry operator will finance a new installation at Hewelsfield where the 

transport costs will be substantially greater than the competition’s, which has poor prospects 

of a planning consent and will have huge capital outlays to bring power in and for mitigation 

works to counter damage to the environment. 

The people in the “Commons” and villages of St Briavels, Brockweir, Hewelsfield and the 

Woolastons, in fact the whole of this corner of Gloucestershire, share a tranquil area with 

walkers, cyclists and holidaymakers. This CRFD4 Option will severely impact on them all. 

The area is legally protected from new development in order to sustain the rural peaceful 

environment and to maintain the character of the region. Why is this CRFD4 an Option at 

all? 

On a personal note - the existing farm machinery is clearly audible from my house on 

Hewelsfield Common – blasting and a crusher plant will be unbearable and will blight mine 

and other properties for miles around. Expect this Option to be resisted by whatever means 

are available, resistance sustained until the County Council drops it altogether. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

850963 

Mr 

Richard 

Eaves 
 

I am writing predominantly in response to the intention by Beedons, owners of Clearwell 

Quarries to extend their excavations towards the road linking Shop House to Trow Green 

(area B on the council’s plan), in terms of likely impact on local buildings. Also, I have 

some serious reservations about the proposed excavations in areas C and also B in terms of 

archaeological impact. 

My concern and possible grounds for opposition to area B is the likelihood of an increased 

impact of the blasting associated with those excavations. At present, Clearwell village 

school, of which I am Chair of Governors, as well as houses in the central area of the 

village, which is where I live, already experience the tremors associated with the shock 

waves from these blasts. At present they impact as short but significant jolts which run 

through the building, as though it has just been hit by something big. These jolts are of 

There are no official set 

guidelines for blasting distances 

from properties as the impact can 

vary greatly depending on a 

number of factors including the 

local topography and the size of 

the blast. 

Please also refer to Question 4.9 

of the consultation summary 

report. 
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course entirely tolerable at present although they seem to be gradually responsible for shifts 

in the school roofing masonry and cracks in the plaster work of the houses as walls shift 

slightly. 

As the quarry and its blasting operations come towards the village, then the concern is that 

the intensity of these tremors will therefore increase. If the intensity increases, then it 

follows that the risk increases of more significant, if gradual, structural damage to properties 

in this area, especially the older ones which have shallow foundations and have walls which 

are essentially made of rubble. 

In addition to the stronger vibrations associated with the blasts, there may be impacts which 

are harder to predict. We do not know precisely what the underlying geological structure 

comprises under the village. There are caves and mines, and the spring, and possible fault 

lines, and we do not know whether blasting at different points in the quarry’s field of 

operations, or blasting at greater depth, as proposed, may trigger fault line shifts, pollution to 

the spring or subterranean subsidence which could potentially have a more noticeable and 

immediate impact on the surroundings. 

So in essence, my concern about area B is based on two premises: the first is the reasonable 

assumption that bringing blasting nearer to the village will increase the intensity of the 

shockwaves that are already experienced, and will therefore amplify the negative effects of 

those shockwaves on buildings. 

The second is more speculative, and based on what is common knowledge about the 

geology of the area; but of course the risks, if there are any, are much more difficult to 

predict. 

With regard to the first point, there must exist independent or official guidelines which state 

exactly how far away blasting operations should be from the nearest buildings that can be 

affected by them, not just in terms of noise impact (which is not felt in the village at 

present), but seismic impact. I would expect such guidelines or rules to specify a limit on the 

extension of the quarry towards this village, at least in terms of its blasting operations, or it 

may mean that the quarry is limited to using smaller charges for smaller blasts, so that the 

felt ‘jolt’ level is not increased. 

With regard to the second point, it is my opinion that a thorough geological survey and 

impact analysis be carried out to assess the underlying geological structure of the 

surrounding area and the likely impacts of the dissipation of forces through it. 

I do not feel that any approval can be countenanced for this extension of the quarry by any 
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elected body until these matters have been investigated thoroughly. 

I also have a reservation about the archaeological impact of the proposed plans for massive 

quarrying operations (area C) to the SW of Bream Avenue, into an area known as the 

Bearse. The Bearse is a significant archaeological site in the Dean area. It is bounded by two 

straight Roman and probably pre-Roman trackways (one of which being Bream Avenue 

itself, the other being the one that links through to Roads farm). The triangle formed by 

these two ancient trackways and the Coleford-St Briavels road has produced many 

archaeological finds dating back from the Bronze Age, the Neolithic (for example a polished 

flint axe was found here) and further back into the Mesolithic. It was the site of a standing 

stone, one of the line of four marking a boundary from south of Lydney, north through the 

Forest, to Ross. The Bearse has been occupied by humanity for many thousands of years, 

and that use predates permanent settlements in the Forest of Dean. It is highly likely that 

further artefacts of archaeological significance remain to be found in soil of these ancient 

fields and the idea of destroying this tract of land for ever not only prevents further scholarly 

research into the history of our area, but is also an utterly morally reprehensible act of 

desecration in my view. 

No doubt the County archaeologist will be able to supply a more considered view about this 

proposal and I would also refer you to the Dean Archaeological Group (DAG) who have 

done more detailed work in the area, and who are also of the opinion that the Bearse is one 

of the most important local sites of prehistoric interest. The Dean Group is of similar 

opinion about the area B, in which investigators have recently found flint artefacts as well as 

evidence of Saxon iron-working sites. The sites of archaeological interest may not look like 

much, especially compared with a hill fort or a burial chamber, but in the Dean, which lacks 

such impressive monuments, these sites are still part of our heritage and our history, and no-

one has the right to just go and blast and dig a site like this, that has remained undisturbed 

for millennia into oblivion. 

I trust that these and the views of other people you will hear from, who are after all the 

primary custodians of the long-term future of this area will be intelligently balanced with the 

relatively short-term and irreversible commercial considerations associated with supplying 

stone. 

850967 

Mrs 

N 

Horrock
 

Visual impairment of area, in particular those parts in Wye Valley AONB 

Stowfield extension would adversely impact of our enjoyment of Church Farm, Staunton in 

terms of further noise, dust, vibration and potential impact on our and neighbours septic 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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s tanks and drains which may potentially cause leakage of sewage into local watercourses. 

851053 

Mrs 

Sally 

Secrett 
 

This site should not be included for the following reasons: 

1. The site is totally within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and is therefore afforded 

protection from development “except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be 

demonstrated that it is in the public interest”. Quarrying on this site is definitely not in the 

public interest and it is not an exceptional circumstance. 

2. Under the Localism Act, the planning authority has a duty to engage with neighbouring 

counties to source materials. “Local planning authority councillors and officers are 

responsible for leading discussion, negotiation and action to ensure effective planning for 

strategic matters in their Local Plans. This requires a proactive, ongoing and focussed 

approach to strategic planning and partnership working”. Aggregate can be obtained from 

elsewhere in the South West region, notably Somerset. 

2 Tourism is now of major importance to this part of Gloucestershire. The proposed site is 

around 1½ miles as the crow flies from Tintern Abbey. There are the Offa’s Dyke , Wye 

Valley and Gloucestershire Way long distance footpaths close by. Visitors come here for 

tranquillity; to escape the noise and chaos of city life, to walk peacefully, listen to the owls 

and experience clear, fresh air. Look at the website: Wyevalleyholidaycottages; there are 

twelve upmarket holiday cottages in Hewelsfield and Brockweir on this website alone 

attracting business and money into the area. The successful H&B community shop attracts 

even more visitors. A large scale quarry would severely damage this economy. 

3 Environmental constraints of SACs, SSSIs, Conservation Area etc. Quarrying is a heavy 

industry that creates noise, dust and heavy traffic, damaging natural animal and bird 

habitats. Limestone quarries are visible from long distances and permanently disfigure the 

local environment. 

4 Transport links. Roads are completely unsatisfactory and not suitable for HGVs; the B 

grade road is too narrow, too bendy and passes by schools where cars are parked one side of 

the road. There are now many cyclists using the roads. At points there is not enough road 

width for two vehicles to pass. Adequate consideration must be given to how aggregate is to 

be transported to reduce the impact on the local communities. Transport in this day and age 

should ideally be by rail or water. 

5 This agricultural land is Grade 2 land classed as very good. We need to keep land for 

growing food to feed an ever increasing population. 

6 To open a new limestone quarry in a greenfield AONB site is madness in this era when 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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use of aggregate should be diminishing due to use of recycled and sustainable materials. 

851114 

Mr & 

Mrs 

N 

Daniels 

 

I am at a loss to understand how someone, that I have never met, has the ability to deprive 

me of my right to sell my own house at a market price. This is in effect, what has happened 

to me recently, by the Gloucestershire County Council Minerals Plan Consultation. As you 

can see from my address, XXXXXXXXXXX, a seventeenth century coach house, is 

situated on the boundary of the 'Potential Site Allocation C'. This 'consultation', has put on 

the map 'potential' extensions to Clearwell / Stowe Quarry that will obviously have a 

dramatic effect on the value of my home. Whether these possible proposals take place now, 

in the future, or never, is arbitrary, the fact is, nobody is going to want to purchase my 

property, either now or in the years ahead, when there is such a potential threat to the value 

of XXXXXXX. A property that my wife and I have worked very hard to rebuild and keep in 

its original style, a piece of local history, and our home. 

Furthermore, Roads House is situated on an ancient thoroughfare of the Forest of Dean. The 

land that is in question with these proposals, backs onto this byway, the land also has many 

historical rights of way and numerous ancient hedgerows which may well be protected . It is 

believed that there are the remains of a Roman settlement within the confines of Site 

Allocation 'C', although excavations have never taken place to the best of my knowledge. 

There are certainly many signs that smelting took place in this area. 

With respect to the wildlife, there is an abundance, both fallow and red deer, brown hare (an 

animal that is declining in numbers and is endangered), Pine Marten (another animal that is 

on the decline). Birds of prey are plentiful, red kite, buzzard, barn owl, hobby, kestrel, 

peregrine falcon. As are songbirds, and a host of other visitors such as red legged partridge 

and the very rare cream browed warbler. Who could deny these innocent and defenceless 

animals the right to live in this beautiful part of the country. 

Any increase in the quarrying activities is going to have a detrimental effect on the quality 

of life for the people of the surrounding areas. Noise disturbance is already an issue, with 

early morning starts creating a background of banging and explosions, hardly a tourist 

advertisment for the tranquil Forest of Dean. Air quality must surely suffer with a wider area 

of excavation encroaching on local communities 

The volume of quarry traffic is bound to have a detrimental effect on the roadways radiating 

out from the site. Vibration and pollution from heavy road traffic has long been a point of 

controversy, any increase is certainly going to have a serious effect on local buildings, 

wildlife and people. In my opinion there are already too many heavy goods vehicles using 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 
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the B4228, making life in St. Briavels awkward and dangerous for all, especially the elderly 

citizens and the young children, an increase in this traffic would put a great strain on the 

vulnerability of the residents. 

I trust that these issues will be taken very seriously, as our future hangs in the balance. 

801932 

Mr 

G 

Calver 
 

Thank you for your letter dated 19th June 2014. I took the opportunity to visit the St. 

Briavels Pavilion on 7th July and to discuss the consultation documents with the planning 

officer present. 

I believe strongly that your option site at Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield should be omitted 

from the Minerals Local Plan. It would be a disaster for the Lower Wye Valley. Any 

quarrying at Woodlands farm would constitute an act of environmental vandalism. 

Furthermore it is unlikely limestone from the site can be delivered within the plan period. 

Will you please take into account the following : 

1. The site is entirely within the Wye Valley AONB and the environmental impact would be 

massive. 

2. Local roads that provide access in and out of the site are entirely unsuited to heavy quarry 

traffic. A new road providing direct access to the A48 would be required. 

(This would be major new development in itself) 

3. Limestone from the quarry will not be delivered within the plan period. 

4. A new quarry at Woodlands Farm would seriously impact on the Wye Valley tourist 

trade. 

5. A new quarry at woodlands farm would seriously impact on the local community. 

6. The site is entirely made up of Grade 2 agricultural land. 

7. A new quarry at Woodlands Farm would impact both local ecology and hydrology. 

8. A new quarry at Woodlands Farm would destroy this section of Offa’s Dyke path. 

Bearing in mind this site was seriously considered for inclusion within the last Minerals Plan 

- and comprehensively rejected - it is very hard to credit why it has been included within 

your options again so quickly. 

I am very concerned indeed about this issue and would ask you please to ensure I am kept 

advised. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

802439 

Mr 

M 

Mackey 

Hewelsf

ield 

Against 

1. Hewelsfield Against Quarrying (HAQ) is grateful to have the opportunity to comment on 

the Minerals Local Plan (MLP) Site Options and Draft Policy Framework Consultation 

Document and its supporting documents. HAQ’s submission relates to those elements of the 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Quarryi

ng 

documents regarding the future provision of crushed rock from Gloucestershire, in particular 

from the Forest of Dean, and to the identification of site CRFD4: Hewelsfield (as described 

in pages 50 – 52 of the main Consultation Document and, more fully, in Appendix 4 of the 

Site Options Evidence Paper) as a possible option for a major quarry development for 

inclusion in the forthcoming Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

10. HAQ also wishes to make specific comment regarding the inclusion of Site CRDF4: 

Hewelsfield as a potential site for inclusion in the Draft Minerals Local Plan. A description 

of this site and an outline of the issues related to the site are set out in pages 50-52 of the 

main Consultation Document and, more fully, in pages 45-51 of the Site Options Evidence 

paper. 

11. Both documents comment that the landowner is promoting the site but that there do not 

appear to be any minerals operators associated with the site at the present moment in time. 

Para 3.6 of the Aggregate Minerals Stakeholders and Site Deliverability Evidence paper 

addresses the issue of deliverability, stating: 

“for a site to be allocated within a plan there needs to be a certain amount of confidence that 

the site is deliverable within the timeframe. This means that there is some degree of 

certainty that (inter alia) there is either a mineral operator associated with the site or some 

mineral industry interest in the site that would allow a planning application to come forward 

within the timeframe of the plan”. 

The absence of known operator interest in the Hewelsfield site is recognised in the 

documents as being an important potential obstacle towards deliverability within the period 

up to at least 2030. 

12. However deliverability, though necessary, is far from being a sufficient criterion for 

inclusion of a site in a plan. The Hewelsfield site is positioned entirely within the Wye 

Valley Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and consists almost entirely of Best 

and Most Versatile land, predominantly of Grade 2. With regard to the latter factor, para 112 

of the NPPF states: 

“Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local 

planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a 

higher quality.” 

13. The protection given within the NPPF to sites situated within an AONB is even stronger 

and more specific. 

Para 115 of the NPPF states: 
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“Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, 

the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of 

protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty.” 

Para 116 of the NPPF states: 

“Planning permission should be refused for major developments in these designated areas 

except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the 

public interest”. 

Nowhere in the suite of documents associated with this Consultation are “exceptional 

circumstances” identified which would warrant inclusion of the Hewelsfield site in the Draft 

Minerals Local Plan. Nor could there be, given the existence elsewhere of far less 

environmentally sensitive sources. There are large scale sources of the same mineral 

material in neighbouring Counties, well sited to supply the main demand areas of 

Gloucestershire, which are currently mothballed due to lack of demand. That a greenfield 

site wholly contained within an AONB is even being considered as a future supply option in 

these circumstances is a stark illustration of HAQ’s concerns, which we set out above, 

regarding the process adopted in this Consultation. 

14. The Site Options Evidence Paper (page 47) sets out coherently the issues relating to 

accommodating the level and nature of traffic associated with a potential large scale 

limestone quarry at the Hewelsfield site. The paper comments: 

“The Highways Authority reviewed the site in 2013 and (still) do not consider the B4228 is 

suitable to accommodate the type of traffic generated from a potential quarry between the 

site in a northerly direction towards St. Briavels as the B4228 is significantly restricted in 

terms of its width and alignment particularly on the approach to St. Briavels. The restriction 

has appropriate signing advising motorists of road narrowing and that large vehicles would 

be in the middle of the road. This section of the B4228 is also restricted with several 

localised road narrowings between the site and the settlement of Tutshill. Again these 

localised road narrowings are due to the embankments, trees and adjacent land ownership. 

An alternative access would be required to link the site to the A48 if mitigation could not be 

provided along the B4228 to overcome the restrictions.” 

The paper also notes: 

“...the highways difficulty appears very significant to overcome. While a solution via a new 

access road from the B4228 to the strategic road network has been suggested in the past, this 

is a significant development in its own right, the suitability of which is uncertain”. 
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Thus there are, in GCC’s view, significant concerns as to whether the issues surrounding the 

transportation of product from the Hewelsfield site are capable of mitigation. Given that 

view, which we share, HAQ considers that the “minor negative impact” rating awarded to 

the Hewelsfield site in relation to SA Objective 17 (shown on Table 7 of the Sustainability 

Appraisal – Non-Technical Summary) is inappropriate and should be re-graded to 

“significant negative impact”. The importance of this issue should also be seen in the 

context of the Proposed Policy for Sustainable Transport given in page 105 of the main 

Consultation Document, which states: 

“Development that would have an adverse impact on the highway network (such as highway 

safety and operation, residential amenity or the local environment) which cannot be 

mitigated will not be permitted.” 

There can be no confidence that appropriate mitigation is possible in relation to the 

Hewelsfield site within the period of the next MLP. 

15. In summary, HAQ does not believe that the basis on which this Site Options 

consultation paper has been prepared is sound, as the statutory obligation on neighbouring 

counties to co-operate with Gloucestershire County Council has not been satisfied. However 

if, for whatever reason, it is deemed that the consultation methodology is appropriate, HAQ 

believes that, due to the cumulative issues relating to the site’s designated AONB status and 

its agricultural land value and the serious concerns regarding material transportation, site 

CRFD4:Hewelsfield should not be included in the Draft Local Minerals Plan. 

851641 

Ms 

Jane 

Withers 
 

I was horrified to find that Hewelsfield was included in the draft local mineral plan. There 

are a number of major reasons why Hewelsfield should NOT be included in the plan. These 

are follows: 1. The site of the Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield (GCC ref CRFD4: 

Hewelsfield) lies entirely within the Wye Valley Area of OUTSTANDING NATURAL 

BEAUTY (AONB). Para 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states: 

Great weigh should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, 

the Broads and AREAS OF OUTSTANDING NATIONAL BEAUTY which have the 

highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. Para 116 then states: 

planning permission should be refused for major developments in these designated areas 

except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the 

public interest. 

Nowhere in the suite of documents associated with the Consultation are "exceptional 

circumstances" identified which would warrant the inclusion of the Hewelsfield site the 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Draft Local Minerals Plan. This area of local beauty is enjoyed by not only the locals but 

many thousands of tourists. The latter not only include day trippers but people who stay in 

hotel, bed and breakfasts and holiday lets. There are many walks in the area to admire the 

beautiful views. My own rambling club Lower Wye Ramblers frequently walks around this 

area. The group has pubish a booklet walk for the public (of which it has sold thousands) 

which includes walks in the area. No one will be able to enjoy the AONB once a quarry is 

establish in the area. 

2. The site also consists almost entirely of what is defined as "Best and Most Versatile" land 

with most being classified as Grade 2 ("Very Good"). Para 112 of the NPPF states "where 

significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local planning 

authorities should seek to use areas of poor quality land in preference to that of a higher 

quality" 

3. Transportation of material from the site is heavily constrained. The consultation's Site 

Options Evidence Paper notes: The Highways authority reviewed the site in 2013 and (still) 

do not consider the B4228 suitable to accommodate the type of traffic generated from a 

potential quarry between the site in a northerly direction towards St Briavels as the B4228 is 

significantly restricted in terms of its width and alignment particularly on the approach to St 

Briavels. This section of the B4228 is also restricted with several localised road narrowings 

between the site and the settlement of Tutshill". The paper also comments: "the highways 

difficulty appears very significant to overcome while a solution via a new access road from 

B4228 to the strategic road network has been suggested in the past, this is a significant 

development in its own right the suitability of which is uncertain 

I put forward that that the issues relating to the material transportation cannot be solved 

851741 

Mr 

Roger 

Clewett 
 

We are writing to express our strong opposition to the proposal to include site CRF4 

Hewelsfield in the Draft Minerals Local Plan. A quarry on this site would have a massive 

detrimental impact on this area. 

My wife and I moved to a property in Hewelsfield a few months ago. One of our principle 

reasons for doing so is that our new home lies within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty (AONB). We assumed we could take it for granted that this provided us 

significant protection against any new development, let alone something as contentious as 

quarrying. 

The possible quarrying site at Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield lies entirely within the Wye 

Valley AONB. Paragraph 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states: 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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“Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, 

the Broads, and AONBs, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape 

and scenic beauty”. 

Paragraph 116 then states: 

“Planning permission should be refused for major developments in these designated areas 

except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the 

public interest”. 

I have read the documents associated with the Consultation, and nowhere do they begin to 

demonstrate the ‘exceptional circumstances’ which would warrant the inclusion of the 

Hewelsfield site in the Draft Local Minerals Plan. Indeed the main document appears to 

imply that the Hewelsfield site is only included because the landowner wanted it to be – 

which hardly seems a good basis! 

In addition to the AONB issue, the Hewelsfield site consists of very good quality 

agricultural land, whereas Paragraph 112 of the NPPF states that areas of poorer quality land 

should be used. 

Finally, there would be major transportation issues were this site to be used for a quarry, as 

the B4228 has already been deemed unsuitable for the type of traffic to be generated. 

For all these reasons we strongly urge that the CRFD4 Hewelsfield site should be excluded 

from the Draft Minerals Local Plan at the earliest opportunity. If serious consideration really 

was to be given to siting a quarry at Hewelsfield, then in our opinion the whole concept of 

‘Areas of Oustanding Natural Beauty’ should be dropped; to site a quarry in such an area in 

any circumstances, and particularly those outlined above, would make a complete mockery 

of the AONB concept. 

852021 

Mr & 

Mrs 

D 

Stephen

s 

 

This is a brief note to register our objection to Woodlands Farm being included in the Local 

Minerals Plan for Gloucestershire for the following reasons: 

1. The site is a well established AONB with businesses and lifestyles dependent on this 

status. 

2. The infrastructure does not support this type of heavy business - even if the access to the 

A48 is improved, heavy vehicles will still have to negotiate Hardwick Hill, Chepstow. 

3. There ar already two quarries within 10 miles of this site - can the area withstand an 

additional site of this kind and is there a need which cannot be satisfied by these two 

existing sites? 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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852029 

Mr 

E A 

Marshal

l 

 

The site at Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield (GCC ref – CRFD4: Hewelsfield) lies entirely 

within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 

Para 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states: “Great weight should 

be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas 

of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to 

landscape and scenic beauty.” 

Para 116 then states: “Planning permission should be refused for major developments in 

these designated areas except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be 

demonstrated that they are in the public interest.” 

Nowhere in the suite of documents associated with this Consultation are “exceptional 

circumstances” identified which would warrant the inclusion of the Hewelsfield site in the 

Draft Local Minerals Plan. 

The site also consists almost entirely of what is defined as “Best and Most Versatile” land, 

with most being classed as Grade 2 (Very Good). 

Para 112 of the NPPF states: “Where significant development of agricultural land is 

demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer 

quality land in preference to that of a higher quality.” 

Transportation of material from the site is heavily constrained. The Consultations Site 

Options Evidence Paper notes: “The Highways Authority reviewed the site in 2013 and 

(still) do not consider the B4228 is suitable to accommodate the type of traffic generated 

from a potential quarry between the site in a northerly direction towards St Briavels as the 

B4228 is significantly restricted in terms of its width and alignment particularly on the 

approach to St Briavels…….. This section of the B4228 is also restricted with several 

localised road narrowings between the site and the settlement of Tutshill.” 

The paper also comments: “…the highways difficulty appears very significant to overcome. 

While a solution via a new access road from the B4228 to the stratefic road network has 

been suggested in the past, this is a significant development in its own right the suitability of 

which is uncertain.” 

There can be no confidence that the issues relating to material transportation can be solved. 

Site CRFD4: Hewelsfield should not be included in the Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

Do not let them destroy our AONB once its gone its gone forever. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

852103 
Mr 

Peter  

The site is in an AONB right beside a busy tourist route and impossible to screen. 

The B4228 is inadequate for the current volume of traffic and cyclist safety is already a 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Landgre

be 

concern. 

The Forest of Dean and Lower Wye Valley need tourists and commuters, frankly it is 

nonsense to pretend that they don't. Yet already the prospect of a quarry has caused 

neighbours to lose a buyer for their house. 

852076 

Mr & 

Mrs 

P 

Churchil

l 

 

We are concerned to read that Woodlands Farm at Hewelsfield has been included in the 

latest Local Mineral Plan for Gloucestershire. It is very worrying if land that is totally within 

the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty is included. It rather makes a mockery 

of having legislation to protect such areas. As an area that has a high number of tourists and 

promotes its Eco status, such a development would be very detrimental. Limestone quarries 

are noisy, dirty places with a very high impact on the areas where they are sited. Although 

companies say they will use sprayers to keep the dust down, this is rarely the case and local 

fields/woods/roads and homes become encrusted with a dust that is almost impossible to 

remove. 

As this farm is above the valley the effects of dust would be considerable over a large area 

blighting Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty for local residents and tourists alike. Also 

lorries and tippers are fitted with beeping reversing alarms. This will not just affect those 

close to the quarry workings but will carry right across the valley - indeed barking dogs can 

be heard up to two miles away - so this would affect everyone within the area. Considering 

the working hours of a quarry it would make it unbearable to live with within the vicinity. 

Similarly such working would have a detrimental effect on property prices. 

The land around this area is designated as "best and most versatile" with most being classed 

as Grade 2 or very good. It is difficult to justify, therefore, ripping this productive farmland 

apart for the extraction of limestone. High quality limestone is available in many other areas 

where working quarries already exist. 

The movement of lorries to and from the site will be difficult with access roads being 

narrow and passing through St Briavels or Woodcroft. When the B4228 was reviewed by 

the Highways Authority in 2013 it was not considered suitable to accommodate the type of 

traffic a quarry would generate. It is difficult to see that anything has changed. 

A further point is the lasting effect of quarrying, notably a huge hole in the ground which 

needs to be filled. The usual result is landfill with its associated problems of noise, dust, 

smell etc. Quarry companies say they bring work to an area but in fact very few jobs are 

created as many workers move with the company or are owner drivers. 

This is not just a case of being a NIMBY, i dont live in the immediate vicinity, although 

It is first important to point out 

that the recent Site Options and 

Draft Policy Framework 

consultation document was not a 

draft plan.  Please also refer to 

Question 4.9 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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noise would be an issue. I do, however, feel very strongly that we need to protect areas that 

have already been identified for their special characteristics and the pleasure they bring to 

both local residents and visitors. I also know having been involved in fighting a campaign 

against a quarry in yorkshire (that time directly next to my house, it was taken to public 

inquiry and the local residents won) that there are arguments for and against. 

This area is clearly not suitable in a number of ways and to include it in the Mineral Plan 

would undermine the protection of the countryside for generations to come. I sincerely hope 

that sense will prevail and the correct judgement will be made. I am relying on your support 

over this matter. 

852145 

Mr 

Nigel 

Gibbons 

Forest 

of Dean 

District 

Council 

Stowe Hill- It is recommended that if this site or part of it is to be identified as capable of 

providing additional mineral then a detailed consideration of landscape constraints and a 

plan of long term advance landscaping should be considered and adopted. The area to be 

considered should be based on expansion of the existing quarry and related to its likely 

production capabilities (including a rate of extraction which can be environmentally 

acceptable. In addition normal safeguards about safeguarding protected sites and phased 

restoration should apply. The site could provide some continuity for mineral production, and 

would serve to help reduce the case for an additional (new) quarry. 

Drybrook- The identification of a “preferred area” as in the draft MLP/Options document is 

supported 

Stowfield- The identification of a “preferred area” as in the draft MLP/Options document is 

supported 

Hewelsfield- This site is not supported. The draft MLP / options consultation does identify a 

number of major constraints on this potential option. which are reasons 

Noted. Please refer to Question 

4.9 of the consultation summary 

report.. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  

All of these are extensions to existing quarries except Hewelsfield, so infrastructure exists, 

transport links exist, disruption wiull be minimal, but Hewelsfield is totally farm land, no 

infrastructure exists, no transport links, and it's in an AONB. It should not be considered just 

cos the greed of one farmer. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

852260 

Mr 

Michael 

Gordon 
 

Re: The Local Minerals Plan (MLP) up to 2030 now being Developed 

Would you kindly copy this letter to the team that are considering the above Minerals Plan, 

coupled with the site options paper that has included Woodlands Farm at Hewelsfield as a 

potential source of limestone aggregate production. Please accept this letter as a strong legal 

The consultation document 

clearly states that Clearwell has 

less than 5 years life remaining 

and it is not accepted that it has 
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and also a local protest against Woodlands Farm being included in the Local Minerals Plan 

for the following reasons: 

1(a)) There are two local quarries totally capable of producing all the necessary aggregate 

required in West Gloucestershire for the period to 2030 under consideration. These quarries 

are within the same ownership, namely Clearwell Quarry and Livox Quarry, therefore as a 

result,, both Quarries can be worked in tandem if so required to cover any or all of the area's 

demand, the details are: 

(b) Livox Quarry, This Quarry been partially closed due to lack of demand and new projects 

for several yea rs and has opened, only, as and when required, it is situated a short distance 

away on the A466 just across the River Wye (and is almost opposite to Woodland Farm). 

This source of high quality limestone with large reserves that cannot be ignored, just 

because it is in Monmouthshire, that is of no consequence, because of some arbitrary 

political boundary line that cannot be crossed. Commercially and industrially, Livox Quarry 

will cross boundaries regardless of county or country to meet a market demand. Further, the 

sheer level of output available from Livox Quarry would and could destroy any possible 

chance of commercial success that any developer of Woodlands Farm could hope to 

achieve, when and if market demands unfold in the future. 

(c) Clearwell Quarry is presently is under deployed due to lack of demand and projects 

within Gloucestershire, therefore an additional quarrying site designated at Woodland Farm 

would not only prove to be un-commercial, but also financially unviable, one instance alone 

would make it so, the insuperable cost and planning problems involved in the creation of a 

new cross country 4mile road across virgin farmland in order to gain access to the A48. 

(d) Such an access, is one that would be absolutely vital to avoid the long tortuous 

dangerous journey on the B4228 by a massive 30 ton lorry to Tutshill in order to reach the 

A48, a route, one that would entail a costly and wasted additional 10 mile' hairpin' journey 

that would undoubtedly make any payload uncompetitive against Livox 

Quarry.Undoubtedly, there could be many unwanted potential accidents on such a 

dangerous route, as is envisaged in the Consultation Paper detailed below. 

(e) The B4228 has been fully surveyed and considered in an earlier paper, namely 'The Site 

Consultation' s Options Evidence paper that notes as follows: 

(f) The Glos. Highway Authority reviewed in 2013 and (still) do not consider the B4228 is 

suitable to accommodate the type of traffic generated from a potential quarry between the 

site in a northerly direction towards St Briavels as the B4228 is significantly restricted in 

been under underutilised given 

that the quarry will run out of 

reserves before the permission 

expires. 

It is not considered that there 

would be any breaches of Article 

8 of the Human Rights Act. The 

plan would not permit anything 

and issues such as Human Rights 

would be more appropriate to 

consider through the planning 

application process when 

specifics of any proposal are 

known. 

Please also refer to Question 4.9 

of the consultation summary 

report. 
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terms of its width and alignment particularly on the approach to St Briavels ......This section 

of the B4228 is also restricted with several localised road narrowing' s between the site and 

the settlement of Tutshll. (That is going south towards Chepstow and onto the A48). 

(g) The Highways Authority final comment states " There is no confidence that the issues 

relating to material transportation can be solved. 

In consequence: 

(h) Planning Permission could not possibly be granted in the face of such emphatic 

warnings, therefore a potential Quarry designation for Woodland Farm would defy the 

transport difficulties clearly outlined by another Department of Gloucester County.Common 

sense must prevail, if not, a Judicial Review could no doubt bring some sense into such a 

fruitless proposal 

(i) Bearing in mind all of the above, is it really worthwhile worth creating for the inhabitants 

of Hewelsfield and Brockweir, an unneeded and un-necessary source of great financial and 

environmental worry, one that would overhang them for many years to come, purely as a 

result of designating Woodlands Farm as a site for a potential Quarry. 

(2(a) What would the Residents Worries be? The Brockweir & Hewelsfield Parish is 

essentially a retirement area, that by itself alone has created premium prices for property 

within the Parish. Why? because it is safe, quiet and crime free, but above all, the air is clean 

and unpolluted. 

(b) There are 212 Houses (with approx 500 residents) within the parish spaced apart largely 

by small fields, with an estimated market value of approx £85 million. The prospect or 

threat of a quarry would at a conservative estimate reduce local property valuations by at 

least -20%-25°/o, say by £17- £21 million and that would make the sale of any Village 

property that much more difficult and create a financial difficulty (if sold to cover care 

costs). Further, there would be a substantial loss of amenity and also a further substantial 

loss of a quiet and enjoyable family life as now required under Article 8 Human Rights Act 

1998 

(c) In addition, It must be considered, that the loss of Council Tax to the County, with a 

successful block appeal for a tax reduction en-mass, geared to a perceived property value 

reduction Such a Tax loss to the County, could vary between £100,000-£125,000 pa. Painful 

indeed, minds need to focus in Gloucester 

Other Negative Considerations against a Potential Quarry Designation 

(3)(a) Woodland Farm is situated within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 
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Quarrying is on par with Gas Fracking. Govt Announcement 28th July 2014 ref. Fracking, 

Paras 115 &116 NPFF will be strictly enforced, therefore Quarrying cannot therefore be 

arbitrarily excluded' that would be an abuse of the Rule of Law. 

In consequence The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF ) has to be taken strictly 

into account and not ignored. 

(b) Para 115 of the NPFF clearly indicates " great weight" must be given to AONB' s, they, 

it further states, "AONB' s must have the highest status of protection".Those Policies 

demands are being ignored by the proposal to include Woodland Farm (that is within an 

AONB) in the New MLP 

(c) Para 116 Government policy is 'No unsightly or destructive development" 

Planning permission should be allowed for major developments in these designated areas, 

except in exceptional circumstances and only where it can be demonstrated that they are in 

the public interest. 

(d) Comment: Certainly Designation and or Planning Permission would not be in the 

interests of the 500+ inhabitants of the Parish of Brockweir & Hewelsfield or those residents 

along the length of the B4228 between St Briavels and Tutshill bearing in mind the accident 

potential hinted at in the Glos. Highways 

Authority determination quoted in (1) (d)(e) &(f). Certainly not, when the wider public 

supply interests could be served by alternative Quarries as demonstrated in (l)(a)&(b) within 

this letter. 

(4)(a) My legal advice, if sought by the Hewelsfield against Quarrying Group, would be, 

that there are substantial indefensible major legal flaws in the proposal to designate. 

Woodland Farm as a potential Quarry site within the Gloucestershire Draft Minerals Plan 

(GDM) and that they, as a Protest Group should be prepared enter into direct meaningful 

discussions with appointed Glos. County representatives as soon as possible in order to have 

any such planned inclusion deleted. Secondly, not to rely entirely upon just written protests 

that are tiresome to read, these can be set aside, filed or mislaid. Thirdly, If sense does not 

prevail, then, to take any necessary legal action, such as a Judicial Review, in order to have 

such an unreasonable and unlawful proposal deleted from the Mineral Plan. 

(b) Unlawful ? insomuch it would be unlawful, for a lawfully setup Public Consultation 

Committee or person, to ignore the Rule of Law, having been provided with such 

overwhelming evidence as set out within this letter and then having reached a decision that 

is contrary to such evidence. Evidence, that has been derived from (i) Government policy in 
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defence of AONB's, (ii) By overturning or ignoring a Gloucestershire Highway Authority 

finding of a dangerous road usage for heavy transport vehicles. (iii) Ignoring a more than 

adequate aggregate supply from nearby sources (iv) Proceeding in a disruptive and 

distressing course of action against the local community and thereby breaching Article 8 

Human Rights Act 1998, all as set out in this letter. 

(c) I trust that this letter will be given its fullest weight when in reaching your Committee's 

decision, that is, to eliminate Woodlands Farm from the Minerals Plan to 2030 presently 

under consideration. That would be the most sensible and reasonable course of action., I 

await your confirmation that this will occur. 

850826 

Mr 

Brian 

Colgate 
 

The increase in area of quarrying in Clearwell is grossly excessive. The shape of the 

proposed increases (areas B and C ) would seen to suggest that the primary consideration is 

who is the owner ! 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report.. 

852289 

Mrs 

Pauline 

Moham

med 

 

1. CRFD1 / CRFD4 The impact of a substantial increase in heavy transport on local roads. 

2. CRFD1 / CRFD4 The health impact of the dust and the persistent prevailing 

southwesterly wind 

3. CRFD4 As a practical and acceptable resolution of transport issues would be extremely 

difficult and probably prohibitively expensive its 

inclusion in the MLP is questionned on these grounds. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

852302 

Miss 

Jessica 

Dow 
 

Totally within the AONB which should only be used for exceptional circumstances in the 

public interest. 

In terms of transportation the roads are not suitable for this. 

Pollution and environmental constraints. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

852260 

Mr 

Michael 

Gordon 
 

Page 51 of the Mineral Plan (MLP) Site Description clearly states that " The site was 

considered by the Inspector in 2003, but he did not recommend that the site (at Woodlands 

Farm) should be included in the MLP. Nothing has changed since 2003, that is, (A) The 

B4228 remains extremely dangerous for heavy wide bodied vehicles to gain access to the 

A48 via Tutshill or elsewhere via St Briavels. Ref. Glos Highway Authority 2013 t (B) Use 

of site would seriously infringes AONB re. Sections 115 & 116 NPPF.(C ) Other close by, 

competitive sources of Dolomite exist in sufficient quantity, see fuller details in letter, 

Michael.Gordon refgordongcc1. (D) Further, no sensible Company, or individual,l would 

dare risk a substantial long term investment, such as required for a quarry development at 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report  
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Woodlands Farm, definitely not upon such a site, so geographically misplaced, so as to be 

almost certainly uneconomical, unviable and unprofitable. I write as a retired senior partner 

of a firm of Business Consultants advising clients on new ventures and improving existing 

companies. 

Hence the lack of interest from potential operators.(E) The unnecessary financial damage 

and mental distress that would be created and thrust upon the residents within village of 

Hewelsfield, that is, if a designation of Woodlands Farm as a potential operating Quarry was 

made, bearing in mind that the site may never be developed, for the financial reasons stated 

above and also in my letter as quoted and deposited. Lastly,(F) but not least, would be the 

insuperable and unviable cost of constructing a new 4 mile access road to the A48 across 

virgin countryside. I call for Woodland Farm to be deleted from the MLP 

852307 

Mrs 

Susan 

Meehan 
 

ANOB. , policy dictates this is only to be used in exceptional circumstances which this is 

not. 

Highways. This needs an independent highways consultation. 

Tourist area. The visual impact on the quarrying needs to be considered. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

852370 

Mr 

David 

Clifford 
 

The proposed Hewelsfield site is in an area of outstanding national beauty but my main 

objection is based on the inadequacy of the local transport infrastructure. The key road, the 

B4228, is already a rather dangerous road. It is winding, undulating and, in many places, 

very narrow. 

What could be a more thoughtless notion than having a site in an AONB that is served by a 

totally inadequate and already rather dangerous road system? 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

852826 

Dr 

Paul 

Gordon 
 

The Hewelsfield site (CRFD4) lies entirely within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding 

Beauty (AONB) and planning permission should be rejected 

Poorer quality land should be used and not prime agricultural land 

The roads to and from the site (esp B4228) are restricted, narrow, and windy. Further heavy 

traffic would increase danger. 

HEWELSFIELD SHOULD NOT BE INCLUDED IN THE PLAN 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

For clarification purposes there 

isn’t currently a planning 

application being considered on 

land within CRFD4. 

852979 

Mr 

Luke 

Wilson 
 

These were outlined earlier and in summary. 

1. Within an AONB 

2. Unsuitable roads 

3. No overriding need. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

It is acknowledged that there 

were more appropriate options 
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4. Better options nearby within the consultation. 

802011 

Mr 

R S 

Crighto

n 

Newlan

d Parish 

Council 

Whilst acknowledging the county’s obligations to provide crushed rock Newland Parish 

Council, for reasons explained in this response, is of the view that the proposals in the MLP 

are too far reaching. Consequently Newland Parish Council objects to the inclusion of areas 

“B” and “C” at site CRFD1: Stowe Hill / Clearwell on the following grounds. 

1. National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

The following clauses in the NPPF are relevant here; they deal with obligations imposed on 

planning authorities which require them to adopt policies which fulfil the following criteria: 

(Clause 109) “to contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by 

• Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and soils; 

• Recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; 

• Minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, 

contributing to the government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity, 

including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and 

future pressures; 

• Preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at 

unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water 

or noise pollution or land instability”. 

(Clause 110) “in preparing plans … the aim should be to minimise pollution and other 

adverse effects on the local and natural environment”. 

(Clause 112) “where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be 

necessary, [they] should seek to use areas of poorer quality land …” 

(Clause 118) “if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided …. then 

planning permission should be refused”. “Proposed development on land … likely to have 

an adverse effect of a SSSI should not normally be permitted”. 

(Clause 122) “… local planning authorities should focus on whether the development itself 

is an acceptable use of the land, and the impact of the use, rather than the control of 

processes or emissions …” 

(Clause 123) “Planning policies and decisions should aim to avoid noise from giving rise to 

significant adverse effects on health and quality of life ...” 

(Clause 128) “Where a site on which development is proposed includes or has the potential 

to include heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should 

require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 

except where listed below. 

2.2 It is important to highlight 

that the recent Site Options and 

Draft Policy Framework 

consultation document was not a 

draft plan. 

5. The technical evidence paper 

(paragraph 2.3.29) indicates that 

Area D at CRFD1 (the existing 

quarry) has less than 5 years of 

reserves remaining and clearly 

cannot contribute to maintaining 

productive capacity throughout 

the plan period. Please also see 

summary report detailed above in 

relation to making provision 

from outside of Gloucestershire. 

Comment in regards to petition 

noted however all issues raised 

will be considered individually 

by an Independent Planning 

Inspector and any duplicated 

responses will likely be 

considered as one issue. 
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field evaluation.” 

(Clause 131) “In determining planning applications … account should be taken of the 

positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable 

communities including their economic viability.” 

(Clause 145) “Minerals planning authorities should plan … jointly ... with other mineral 

planning authorities …” 

(Clause 145) “Minerals planning authorities should plan … ensuring that large landbanks 

bound up in very few sites do not stifle competition.” 

(Clause 157) “Local Plans should be based on co-operation with neighbouring authorities 

…” 

(Clause 207) “Local planning authorities should consider publishing a local enforcement 

plan to manage enforcement proactively, in a way that is appropriate to their area. This 

should set out how they will monitor the implementation of planning permissions …” 

2. Stowe Hill / Clearwell quarry 

Our objections specific to the proposals for Stowe Hill / Clearwell quarry are: 

2.1 Land use The permanent loss of 185.5ha (445 acres) of good grade 2 agricultural land 

(area “B” and “C”) which is required to meet ever increasing demands for food is totally 

unacceptable. There is no possibility that the land would be permitted for development and 

thus no requirement at this stage to identify it as potential land for quarrying; once it is so 

designated there will be presumption that applications for quarrying will be granted. 

2.2 Need The draft MLP states that areas “A” and “B” “could be sufficient to maintain 

productive capacity….to 2030 and potentially beyond”. Any one site should not be looked at 

in isolation and account must be taken of reserves elsewhere, not only in Gloucestershire but 

other counties where we understand there are ample reserves through to 2030 and beyond 

(please para 3 below “Statistics for other authorities”). 

Clause 2.1.2 states that “there are sufficient amounts of workable crushed rock to last 18.58 

years” ie until 2033 

Clause 4.1.9 states “this could mean that landbanks may seem to contain more reserves than 

the required figure”. 

Clause 4.2.8 states that there is a “shortfall of 2mt for the Forest of Dean, but a surplus of 

3mt for the Cotswolds”. 

The 70/30 production split between the Forest of Dean and the Cotswolds is an historic ratio 

and it is important that this is tested against today’s reserves and demands to ascertain if it is 
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still valid. 

2.3 Health There are serious concerns about the effects of airborne dust particles - believed 

to be toxic - released on blasting and there is evidence of an increase in respiratory health 

issues among those living and working close to and downwind of quarries. Before any 

further land is identified in the MLP independent Health Impact Assessments should be 

undertaken for every potential site. 

Clause 2.2.5 states “Where mineral working takes place, amenity, health, quality of life and 

economic vitality will be paramount to the decision making process”. 

2.4 Transport network This site is located in a rural area served by narrow, minor, 

unclassified roads. To reach the motorway network HGV’s are required to travel on these 

roads away from the quarry, then to B roads then A roads though towns and villages and 

eventually to the motorway network. If, however, development is eventually permitted then 

it is essential that a new direct access to the B4228 is a condition, but it surely makes more 

sense environmentally to utilise stone from quarries located closer to the motorway network. 

Clause 2.1.2 states “Moving minerals by road puts a strain on an already pressurised 

highway network. It can cause adverse local impacts and contribute to climate change.” 

Clause 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic policies) states “Where transportation by road is the only 

practical option, roads unsuitable for HGVs will be avoided”. 

2.5 Water courses Quarrying can have irreversible effects on underground water courses and 

aquifers. This will lead to reduced underground storage capacity and thus to an increased 

risk of flooding given the scientifically accepted fact that climate change will lead to more 

frequent incidents of heavy rainfall. There is particular concern about the effects on Slad 

brook, Mork brook, Clearwell well and the Valley Brook. Before any land is identified as 

suitable for quarrying the County Council as the responsible authority must ensure that 

modelling for each site is undertaken correctly. 

Clause 6.2.5 states “…development will not be permitted unless appropriate measures can 

be imposed to mitigate any harmful effects [on water quality]”. 

2.6 Employment & economy Any increase in quarrying activity would be detrimental to the 

local economy, which is based largely on farming and tourism, without providing any 

significant employment opportunities. Indeed it is likely that there would be a net reduction 

in employment opportunities in the area. 

2.7 Environment and Landscape The effect of additional quarrying will have a devastating 

and permanent effect on the landscape which is a major attraction for tourists and residents 
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by virtue of the fact that the land lies within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels, is adjacent 

to the Statutory Forest and the Wye Valley AONB. 

Clause 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic Priorities) states “To protect [the environment] and where 

appropriate, enhance, the quality of landscapes, habitats, heritage and other environmental 

assets, having full regard to their international, national and local importance”. 

Clause 2.6.2 states that the Council will always work “to secure development that improves 

the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area.” 

Clause 6.3.3 states “proposals for minerals development will be permitted where they do not 

have a significant adverse effect on the local landscape or unless the impact can be 

mitigated. Where significant adverse impacts cannot be fully mitigated, the social, 

environmental and economic benefits of the proposal must outweigh any harm arising from 

the impacts”. 

2.8 Ecology and biodiversity It is inevitable that quarrying has a major impact on ecological 

services and on biodiversity which are both already under intense pressure from existing 

factors such as climate change; this is exacerbated by the intensification of quarrying 

development. 

Clause 6.5.2 states “Development will not be permitted unless avoidance, mitigation … are 

such that the net impacts are reduced to a level below which they … outweigh the benefits.” 

Clause 6.5.2 states “SSSIs will be safeguarded from inappropriate minerals development…” 

2.9 History and archaeology The effects of additional quarrying on historical artefacts, 

buildings and items of great archaeological importance are irreversible. 

Clause 2.2.5 states “Mineral working will act as a positive driver for protecting and 

enhancing the quality of environmental assets and designations such as the….Wye Valley 

AONB”. This area lies within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels, is adjacent to the 

Statutory Forest and the Wye Valley AONB. 

Clause 6.6.2 states “There will be a presumption in favour of the conservation of the 

significance of designated heritage assets and their settings, and of those non-designated 

heritage assets with archaeological interest that are demonstrably of equivalent 

significance”. 

2.10 Enforcement Experience has shown that conditions attached to existing quarrying 

permissions have been frequently and blatantly disregarded by operators and enforcement 

woefully lacking, so, until evidence is provided that a long term commitment is given to 

resource the planning authority to ensure rigid enforcement no further land should be 
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identified as a potential for quarrying. 

Clause 2.2.25 (Proposed Strategic priorities) states “to secure sound and enforceable 

working practices which will mitigate against adverse impacts on local communities and 

businesses and will be systematically monitored.” 

2.11 Cumulative impact Clause 8.2.3 states “Planning permission will be granted where the 

proposal would not have an unacceptable cumulative impact….and would include an 

assessment of noise, odour, traffic, dust, health, ecology and visual impacts”. 

3. Statistics for other authorities 

3.1 Monmouthshire County Council Local Development Plan (LDP) 2011 

(Clause 5.121) “… will address the requirements of the national policy [for the supply of 

aggregates] by ensuring that a sufficient land bank is maintained and by safeguarding known 

aggregate resources.” 

(Clause 5.122) “ … the number of years of mineral extraction that a land bank will provide 

should be based on the latest 3 years production figures” (this differs from Gloucestershire’s 

basis which is 10 years). 

(Clause 5.122) “The average crushed rock production … was 0.44mt for the years 2003-

2005; … the estimated reserves were 18.4mt, therefore, the authorities had more than 

sufficient reserves”. 

It thus appears from the LDP that Monmouthshire could make a significantly increased 

contribution to the national requirement. 

3.2 Somerset County Council Minerals Plan 

(Clause 6.23) “The South West regional “apportionment” for 2005 to 2020 was 412.73mt. 

Somerset’s recommended apportionment for 2005 to 2020 was 214.65mt which equates to a 

provision of 13.41t each year”. 

(Clause 6.26) “ …the authority should prepare an assessment based on a rolling average of 

10 years sales data…” 

(Clause 6.29) “ … average 10 year sales figures … 10.81mt…” 

(Clause 6.35) “Somerset has a land bank of approximately 451mt (2012 figure).” 

(Clause 6.36) “ … based on [the above] Somerset has sufficient reserves for the next 41 

years.” (ie 451 / 10.81) 

It is perfectly clear therefore that there are more than adequate reserves in Somerset to allow 

a significant reduction in levels of production in Gloucestershire without affecting the 

supply nationally. Furthermore, the quarries in that county are far better placed to access the 
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motorway network and indeed 4 sites have rail links direct from the quarry. 

4. Forest of Dean District Council Allocations Plan Pre Publication Draft 

This plan, currently out for consultation, quotes, in respect of Clearwell: 

Clause 17.2 “The majority of the village is a Conservation Area. There are many buildings 

of architectural and historic merit.” 

Key issues: “Maintaining the contribution of tourism is an important employer in the area”. 

At its nearest point Area “B” is only 700m from the centre of Clearwell village and within 

that area are the following listed buildings: 

St Peter’s church, Church Road - grade I 

Wellhead, Church Road - grade II 

Baynhams - grade II 

Castle Farm barn & attached cow shed, Church Road - grade II 

Clearwell Castle, Church Road - grade II* 

Clearwell Castle, Church Road - gateway, perimeter walls, iron gates - grade II 

Clearwell Castle, Church Road - gatehouse and flanking stables - grade II 

Clearwell Cross - grade II Scheduled Ancient Monument 

Cross House, Church Street - grade II 

Carthouse opp Platwell House, Church Road - grade II 

Wyndham Arms Hotel - grade II 

Properties within this area - and probably further afield - already experience vibration from 

quarry blasting and the extension of quarrying activity this much closer to the village would 

increase the incidents of vibration, dust and noise. 

5. Conclusions 

There appears no prima facie requirement in the short or medium term for the allocation of 

potential sites as in our view national demand can be achieved from the existing area “D” at 

Stowe Hill / Clearwell and by co-operation and negotiation with other authorities where 

there appear to be huge reserve available. 

As stated at the outset of this response we acknowledge an obligation on the part of the 

county to contribute to the national demand and accept that new areas for extraction will 

need to be identified in the longer term. We have no objection to the minimal allocation of 

area “A” at Stowe Hill / Clearwell quarry (approximately 10ha (24 acres)) but urge you in 

the strongest possible terms to discount the allocation of areas “B” and “C” from the MLP. 

Finally we would advise that we have organised a petition on this which closes on 10 
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August; we will forward the results to you the following day 

852803 

Mr 

Michael 

Dunwell 
 

Stowe Hill quarry is accepted by people but Hewelsfield would create much opposition; the 

assessment in the Minerals Local Plan also lists the objections to this site, all of which are 

valid. 

Noted 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 

852899 

Mr 

Malcol

m 

Shergol

d 

 

I have received notification that the Minerals Local Plan Site Options and Draft Policy 

Framework includes a site in my locality, and have been invited to comment. Having read 

the document, I believe that there are compelling reasons why site CRFD4 (Hewelsfield) 

should not be included in the Minerals Local Plan and these are outlined below. 

I would be grateful if you would acknowledge receipt of this email. 

• AONB 

The site (in its entirety) lies within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The 

designation of any area as an AONB requires that planning authorities must give “great 

weight” to the impact that development will have on the landscape and scenic beauty of the 

area, and that planning permission for major developments within the AONB can only be 

granted in exceptional circumstances. No exceptional circumstances have been identified by 

the Site Options Consultation documents in relation to site CRFD4. 

With no exceptional circumstances identified for this site, a new development within the 

AONB cannot be accepted by the planning authorities and the site should not be included in 

the Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

• Agriculture 

The site is currently productive farm land, and is largely identified as “Very Good” (Grade 

2) agricultural land. There is an onus on planning authorities within the National Planning 

Policy Framework to seek to use areas of poorer quality land where development of 

agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary. 

The quality of agricultural land does not appear to have been considered in the site options 

documentation. 

• Transport / Highways 

Access to site CRFD4 is currently via the B4228. As mentioned in the Site Options 

Consultation documents, a review by the Highways Authority in 2013 concluded that the 

B4228 would not be suitable for the traffic generated by a quarry on this site. Development 

of a quarry on this site would therefore require either upgrading of existing roads or the 

creation of a new access road. The Site Options Consultation documents also comment that 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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solution of the transport issue would be a major development in itself, and that “the 

suitability of which is uncertain”. Without a workable solution to transport issues from the 

site being identified, the appraisal of the site as a quarry is incomplete and it should 

therefore not be included in the Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

• Adjoining Farm 

Site CRFD4 adjoins Cowshill Farm, and produces mainly high quality Rare Breed Pork 

(Gloucester Old Spot). The Site Options Consultation documents do not appear have made 

any assessment of, or commented on, the environmental impact that a quarry would have on 

the neighbouring farm. Given the nature of quarrying, it seems likely that a quarry in near 

proximity would have a serious impact on the adjoining farm. 

• Airborne Dust 

Quarries create large quantities of airborne dust, and the area around Site CRFD4 is 

particularly exposed and frequently experiences windy conditions. The prevailing westerly 

west will carry any dust across the B4284 which is adjacent to the eastern border of the site. 

The Site Options paper does not include any assessment of the impact of airborne dust from 

this site. Given the unusually exposed position of the site, and the close proximity of a main 

road, this should be a consideration. 

• Deliverability 

The Site Options document itself identifies that only a “Very Optimistic” assessment of the 

time-scales if CRFD4 went forward would show any output from the site until 2030. The 

document also identifies that the highways issue is “very significant to overcome” and that 

even if a solution could be found it comments that “the suitability of which is uncertain”. So 

even if the all other issues are resolved it seems unlikely that the site will be able to deliver 

anything within the aims of the plan. 

Conclusion 

I believe that the development of a quarry at site CRFD4 would be contrary to planning 

policy, and that even if it were not a quarry could not be brought into use within the time-

scales required for the Minerals Local Plan. For these reasons I believe that site CRFD4 

should not be included in the Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

853294 
Jean 

Green  

I wish to make objections to the any possible Quarrying development (Site 

CRFD4:Hewelsfield). Not only is this an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty but it is also 

an area of very good quality farming land and should be refused any such major 

development. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Also, when the Highways Authority reviewed this site in 2013 it was considered that the 

B4228 road was not suitable to accommodate the type of heavy traffic that would be 

generated from such a development. 

Any such development would have a huge detrimental impact on local communities which 

has been made evident in a previous ML Plan. 

Please refuse any quarrying development of Site CRFD4. 

853326 

Mrs 

Joyce 

McKay 
 

I wish to lodge my strong objection to the proposed quarry application on the B4228 

(Woodlands Farm) Hewelsfield, site ref. CRFD4. I have been a resident of 

Hewelsfield/Brockweir since l969. It is a beautiful piece of our kingdom, a real area of 

outstanding natural beauty which should not be ruined by more quarrying. The area is 

attracting more tourism, which helps our local economy, I don't think many visitors would 

be attracted to visit a quarry. The present road structure will not take the necessary traffic so 

more disruption. Wild life would be affected, property prices would suffer etc. etc. I 

objected most strongly when this was proposed some years ago, nothing has changed. Do 

not wreck a wonderful area due to financial greed. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

853494 

Mrs 

Y J 

Rowley 
 

Hewelsfield against quarrying - against CRFD4 

With regards to the above i will just quote paras 115 & 116 if as stated in certain documents 

it state Hewelsfield site should not be included in the Draft Local Minerals Plan - why is this 

planning application coming up around again. Woodlands Farm (GCC ref - CRFD4) is in 

the Wye Valley on AONB. If this continues there will be little of any AONB left in this 

beautiful area. Mature and Natural life not even considered. 

The road network B4228 the road in question is certainly not suitable for the excess of 

traffic this ghastly plan will generate. It is bad enough as it is. 

It would require considerable costs (which as a council tax payer I hope our highways 

budget will not have to fund). 

As you can gather i am certainly against the new submissions. 

For clarification purposes there is 

currently no planning application 

lodged on this site. Please refer to 

Question 4.9 of the consultation 

summary report. 

853506 

Mrs 

S J 

Sperry 
 

I am writing to protest about the proposed plans for the extension of Clearwell/Stowe Hill 

quarry by Breedon Aggregates. 

Living for many many years where i do, i already suffer the effects from excessive dust, 

noise and the large volumes of lorries passing backwards and forwards. The road is already 

badly damaged and suffering from serious pot holes. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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When blasting at the quarry takes place, my whole house shakes violently leaving me 

concerned about possible structural damage. Any extension on the quarry will in my mind 

make the above issues 100% worse. 

On many occasions I have had to complain to the quarry about some lorries travelling this 

road unsheeted. As no notice has been taken by the quarry i have been forced to complain to 

the Environmental Health department. 

Any extention to the quarry to my mind would bring serious disruption to the quality of my 

life and to the environment. 

853627 

Mr 

Matthe

w 

Taylor 

 

I wish to record an objection to several parts of the Gloucestershire County Council 

Minerals Local Plan. Chiefly that SITE CRFD4 should not be included in the draft minerals 

local plan. 

The site at Woodlands Farm is in the Wye Valley AONB and should therefore be protected. 

Having had a look at the Consultation document, I cannot see why this site is being 

considered. This is good land that can be used for agricultural or other purposes. The impact 

that this quarry would have on tourism in this area would be very detrimental to the local 

economy and it will cause a wide range of issues to the many people living close by. 

I am also objecting on the grounds relating to transportation of the materials to and from the 

quarry - we don't have the infrastructure to support this on our local roads which are narrow 

country lanes. 

Thank you for your consideration of these points 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

853631 

Mr 

Matthe

w 

Jones 

 

I wish to record an objection to several parts of the Gloucestershire County Council 

Minerals Local Plan. Chiefly that SITE CRFD4 should not be included in the draft minerals 

local plan. 

The site at Woodlands Farm is in the Wye Valley AONB and having had a look at the 

Consultation document, I cannot see why this site is being considered. This is good land that 

can be used for agricultural or other purposes. The impact that this quarry would have on 

tourism in this area would be very detrimental to the local economy. 

I am also objecting on the grounds relating to transportation of the materials to and from the 

quarry - we don't have the infrastructure to support this on our local roads. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

802210 
Mr 

Ed 

Highwa

ys 

CRFD1: Stow Hill/Clearwell 

8km to A40 In Herefordshire 
Noted 
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Halford England A new access is to be constructed with permission for the quarry extension which will 

benefit the local amenity of residents in Stowe Green. To minimise the impact on the wider 

highway network the limitation to output capacity is likely to be around 600,00 tpa. 

CRFD2: Drybrook 

4km to the A40 

It is highlighted that a planning application would need to resolve highway issues. 

CRFD3: Stowfield 

4km to A40 in Herefordshire 

No Highway issues 

CRFD4: Hewelsfield 

10.6km to the M48 Severn Bridge Crossing 

This is a new quarry site where highways is considered to be difficult and appears to be very 

significant to overcome. 

853794 

Mr 

Roger 

Morgan 
 

Just a few comments here from a resident living in Newland. The quarrying industry as a 

whole does not overly protect the residents living in the area that is near to or has land 

attached to where the quarrying takes place. In Newland and especially the Cherry Orchard 

area the main issue I have with quarrying per se and not just the expansion plans proposed at 

the other end of the Parish Border of Stow and the St. Briavels and Bream End area is the 

risk of flooding from tapping into seams and water channels hitherto untouched in thousands 

of years of any sort of activity that encourages the seeping of water. We are seeing the 

effects of quarrying in the Staunton and the Scowles areas of massive uncontrolled and 

seemingly ignored flooding in this area in the winter and early Spring months of the year 

because of over filling of water courses and drains not manufactured to cope with high 

residue water coming from areas that have massive land works or alteration of the rock 

sediments found underneath. 

The area is already awash with heavy lorries, noise and infrastructure from quarrying. The 

environmental impact is impossible to evaluate on a day to day basis as there is no definite 

way of gathering important facts and evidence of local quarrying damaging the environment 

when only small and punitive measures can be put in place to safe guard local people and 

businesses in the local areas near to where mineral extraction is taking place. 

Also I wonder how health & safety can be maintained with so much quarrying going on now 

in a rural area that is heavily confined with woodland and newer housing developments. 

There seems to be a race now to build more houses in the area and expand quarrying into 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report  
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otherwise un-thought of areas just a few years back. 

Here is a link that some might find useful. 

http://www.cheshireeast.gov.uk/planning/spatial_planning/useful_links.aspx 

852460 

Mr 

Francis 

MacDer

mot 

 

I am writing to object to two proposals in the GMLP. 

The first is Hewelsfield (CRFD4). This is in an AONB and under National Policy 

Guidelines major developments of this nature should only be allowed under exceptional 

circumstances. The plan puts forward no exceptional circumstances. The area is also 

consists of best and most versatile farmland and NPPF states that local authorities should 

seek to use areas of poorer land for developments of this kind . Lastly the transport 

infrastructure of the site is appalling and sorting this out would in itself be a major 

development. Suggestions from the agent that the site might not be developed for years is all 

designed to cloud the fact that this is a proposal for a major quarry in a hitherto entirely 

rural, agricultural area. Hewelsfield should not be included in the GMLP. 

The proposal to expand Clearwell Quarry (CRFD1) is similarly flawed. Taking the quarry 

up to the B4228 (Parcel B) would industrialise this important approach to the Forest of Dean 

attractions such as Puzzlewood, Clearwell Caves, Clearwell Castle and all the cycling and 

outdoor activities that take place within the Forest. As such the expansion would be more 

likely to damage the local economy than improve it. If the Parcel C plan were approved it 

would completely change the character of the southern part of the Forest of Dean District, 

destroy much good farmland and severely impact the villages of Bream and St. Briavels. 

If more crushed rock capacity is needed it should come from quarries with good transport 

infrastructure located as near as possible to the main centres of demand - Gloucester and 

Cheltenham according to the draft plan. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

801972 

Cllr 

John 

Fox 

Chairma

n 

Hewelsf

ield And 

Brockw

eir 

Parish 

Council 

THE RESPONSE OF HEWELSFIELD & BROCKWEIR PARISH COUNCIL TO 

GLOUCESTERSHIRE MINERALS LOCAL PLAN: SITE OPTIONS AND DRAFT 

POLICY FRAMEWORK (June 2014 consultation) - Site option CRFD4 – Hewelsfield 

We understand that at this stage Gloucestershire County Council has adopted a process of 

including as options all sites which have a credible rock resource and in which landowners 

and/or mineral operators have expressed interest in working. We are grateful for the 

opportunity to express our strong opinion that site CRFD4 – Hewelsfield should not be put 

forward as a potential site and why. 

We have carefully considered the site appraisal in the Consultation Document and consider 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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it to be fair and objective. We have three main reasons for requesting that this site is not 

included as a site option and they are: 

1. The site is wholly within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and, in 

accordance with paragraphs 115 and 116 of the National Planning Policy Framework should 

only be granted consent for working in ‘exceptional circumstances and where it can be 

demonstrated they are in the public interest’. There is no evidence of such a level of need. 

Currently the Hewelsfield plateau is a peaceful landscape with dark skies at night. A new 

quarry would destroy that. Screening would not hide the noise, dust and vibration which 

inevitably accompany crushed rock operations. To allow that in a beautiful AONB, other 

than for a pressing national need, would be unjustified vandalism. 

2. The existing road infrastructure (the B4228) is acknowledged by Gloucestershire 

Highways to be inadequate to cope with new quarry traffic (Site Options document – p.47). 

Between Hewelsfield crossroads and St Briavels there are sections of the B4228 where 2 

lorries cannot pass and where even a lorry and a car have to edge carefully past each other. 

To ‘upgrade’ that section of road would require a substantial engineering operation and 

presumably implementation of compulsory purchase procedures; it would, itself, be 

environmentally disruptive. Even if such an operation were to be authorised and carried out, 

the problem would not be fully solved. New HGV traffic would still have to pass through St 

Briavels village, including directly past the local primary school. To the south there would 

remain a major bottleneck in the village of Woodcroft (where road widening is 

impracticable because of existing development). HGVs going south would also have to pass 

a substantial number of residential properties on Tidenham Chase and the large primary 

school located at Tutshill. It is clear that there is no scope to adequately mitigate the 

transport problem by modifications to the B4228. At the time of the ‘omission site’ 

representation, the landowner never provided any firm evidence that he could secure access 

to a strip of land on which a new private haul road could be constructed to link a new quarry 

at Woodlands Farm to the A48 road. We presume no such evidence is available now. Even 

if all relevant legal and engineering obstacles could be overcome, the construction of such a 

new road down the escarpment would itself have major adverse effects on landscape and 

local amenity. Even having reached the A48, lorries going south would add to the now high 

level of congestion in Chepstow. Going north they would further reduce the quality of life 

for residents in Blakeney, Newnham and Westbury. 

We, therefore, believe that an acceptable transport route to serve a new quarry at 
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Hewelsfield cannot be practically achieved, short of a major public authority led 

infrastructure project justified on the grounds of national need. Clearly there is no such case 

to be made. 

3. The site is almost all ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land; the great majority is 

grade 2. Only about 18% of agricultural land in England is grade 2 (the highest grade – 

grade 1 – makes up only 3%). The creation of a new deep rock quarry would destroy that 

block of high grade land capable of producing food which becomes a more critical factor as 

the population of the UK rises sharply. For shallow and relatively short term sand and gravel 

working it may be possible to conserve the top and subsoils on site and, subject to water-

table, to restore to something near to the original quality. No such option is available for a 

long life, deep rock quarry. A proposal for ‘offsetting’ by re-laying the soils in another 

location would be an illusion. 

In 2013 we carried out a questionnaire of all households in our Parish in order to establish a 

Parish Plan and the issue of a potential quarry was raised as an item in the questionnaire. 

The negative response was overwhelming with 94% worried about lorry traffic, 92% the 

noise, 78% the required Infrastructure e.g. new roads, 70% the impact on property value and 

92% visual/environmental impact. The local feeling is strong; there is no support for a 

quarry. 

We have set out in these three points above the specific reasons why site CRFD4 is 

unsuitable for mineral working, other than in a situation of pressing national need. For the 

sum of those reasons we see no justification for further pursuing CRFD4 as a site option. 

853783 

Mrs 

Susan 

Porter-

Davison 

 

Inclusion in the Minerals Local Plan of areas B and C of Clearwell/Stowe Hill quarry (site 

no CRFD1) as a potential allocations for quarrying will create a presumption that they are 

all available for extraction of limestone. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Stowe Hill/Clearwell (CRFD1) as indicated on pages 43-45 of the 

Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Hewelsfield (CRFD4) as indicated on pages 50 – 52 of the Draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 

Objection noted 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 

853913 
Mr 

Philip  

I wish to record an objection to several parts of the Gloucestershire County Council 

Minerals Local Plan. Chiefly that SITE CRFD4 should not be included in the draft minerals 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Hall local plan. 

The site at Woodlands Farm is in the Wye Valley AONB and having had a look at the 

Consultation document, I cannot see why this site is being considered. This is good land that 

can be used for agricultural or other purposes. The impact that this quarry would have on 

tourism in this area would be very detrimental to the local economy. 

I am also objecting on the grounds relating to transportation of the materials to and from the 

quarry - we don't have the infrastructure to support this on our local roads. 

853921 
Jane 

Harvey  

I wish to record an objection to several parts of the Gloucestershire County Council 

Minerals Local Plan. Chiefly that SITE CRFD4 should not be included in the draft minerals 

local plan. 

The site at Woodlands Farm is in the Wye Valley AONB and having had a look at the 

Consultation document, I cannot see why this site is being considered. This is good land that 

can be used for agricultural or other purposes. The impact that this quarry would have on 

tourism in this area would be very detrimental to the local economy. 

I am also objecting on the grounds relating to transportation of the materials to and from the 

quarry - we don't have the infrastructure to support this on our local roads. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

853702 

Mrs 

Sharon 

Beckett 
 

Re the Minerals Plan, please note objections to a potential quarry at Hewelsfield as follows: 

a) This is an area of outstanding natural beauty, and the Wye Valley is a major tourist 

attraction. It does not sit comfortably to have the noise, dust, heavy plant and disruption 

caused by a quarry of this size 

b) The road infrastructure is already fragile both in terms of current size of roads / lack of 

pavements / hazards to existing users and over-stretched and would not be able to absorb 

additional heavy plant such as would be required to take material from the site. 

c) The water table is variable and fluctuates because of the tidal river in the Severn estuary: 

this has proved a downfall in ongoing management of an old quarry (on the A48) now used 

– unsuitably because of the traffic access and the accidents caused at the site – as pumping 

out was expensive and unreliable. 

d) Traffic pinchpoints already exist at the Chepstow end in terms of taking material away, 

which is likely to very seriously add to an existing problem. In the mornings, there can be as 

much as a thirty minute queue to get through from the Forest of Dean to the M4 motorway. 

e) The Forest already has a truly horrendous death rate on its roads. It does not need further 

hazards including large slow moving trucks, spillages, wide loads etc. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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854249 

Ms 

Sussy 

Schutze 
 

We write this letter to reject in the strongest possible terms not only the concept of quarrying 

aggregate from the proposed site in Hewelsfield but also its inclusion in the list of possible 

sites. The sole reason for this site’s inclusion is that a money driven absentee landowner has 

bored a hole and established stone under his land. For reasons we will expand on there 

seems but a tiny prospect of this being quarried yet this area’s inclusion in the list effectively 

blights our property, which is immediately opposite, until such time as it is rejected (again). 

The area in question is part of the Wye Valley AONB an area of strategic environmental 

importance so gaining planning permission to blow up enough of it to make a viable sized 

quarry should prove very difficult if not impossible. Obviously national necessity could be 

argued but most would accept this is not the case. 

The logistics of transporting stone on the scale suggested is impossible from this area. It 

cannot go south to Chepstow via the B4228 because of historical limits ref. the disused 

quarry just south of Tidenham Church and it can’t go north because of road restrictions 

before St. Briavels. The proposal to build a new road towards the A48 is not realistic and 

would result in as much upheaval and destruction as the quarry itself plus the chance of 

securing land and planning permissions all the way to the A48 is almost zero. 

The geology of the site is highly questionable as regards quarry development. There are 

fault lines under the ground and a multitude of scowels or sinkholes. Since the landowner’s 

last proposal for the area a caving team have been busying themselves exploring the maze of 

caves and fissures starting in the front field of Cowshill Farm (next door). This has proved 

an extensive network exists extending underneath the proposed site and on towards 

Madgetts Farm to the south. As a result any quarrying / blasting would have unpredictable 

consequences for all properties around for a wide area including the ancient church at 

Hewelsfield. 

The Mineral Local Plan is something the county council is obliged to address but it is a plan 

for a limited period of 15 years. The proposed Hewelsfield site would hardly contribute any 

stone in this period. The planning process of the quarry site and transport links with all the 

myriad objections there would use up most if not all of the timescale of the plan. 

The combination of planning problems, local objections and general unlikeliness of the 

project is doubtless reflected in the fact that no mineral extraction company has registered 

any interest at all. 

The original MLP of 2003 was based on apportioning planned national stone requirement by 

county, this has now changed to a basis on historical stone sales which means the 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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requirement from the county is much less and easily provided for by enlargement of existing 

quarries. Therefore there is no actual requirement for new extraction on virgin land at the 

proposed scale especially as the area in question is prime agricultural land in a time of 

increasing concern about food security and localism. 

The site in question and the Wye Valley AONB as a whole is an important tourist and 

recreational area for the surrounding cities and is a centre for horse riding and swarms of 

cyclists. This is an important source of revenue for all local businesses and does not need a 

large quarry to send people elsewhere. The attraction of the area is that of rural tranquillity, 

the network of footpaths including Offa’s Dyke Path running just west of the proposed site, 

the biodiversity, bats, birdlife, ponds etc. A quarry is not going to help. 

The proposed area of Woodlands Farm offered up by the landowner does not seem large 

enough to justify the investment in roads etc. The area is also limited because when the land 

needed for a safety bund and screening is taken account of the remaining acreage becomes 

quite modest in quarry terms. Everyone else in the surrounding area being bitterly opposed 

to development means there’s no potential to expand. 

In conclusion all the arguments successfully employed to reject the proposed scheme last 

time still apply. There have been no material changes / improvements since 2003, the only 

difference seem to be that the area is now even more popular for recreational and road 

traffic, issues of sustainability and biodiversity have become more important, it has been 

established that caves / geology could be more of a problem and there is less need for stone 

anyway. We and many others would be most grateful if this proposal fell out at the first 

hurdle. 

854267 

Mr 

Nick 

Callagh

an 

 

We write this letter to reject in the strongest possible terms not only the concept of quarrying 

aggregate from the proposed site in Hewelsfield but also its inclusion in the list of possible 

sites. The sole reason for this site’s inclusion is that a money driven absentee landowner has 

bored a hole and established stone under his land. For reasons we will expand on there 

seems but a tiny prospect of this being quarried yet this area’s inclusion in the list effectively 

blights our property, which is immediately opposite, until such time as it is rejected (again). 

The area in question is part of the Wye Valley AONB an area of strategic environmental 

importance so gaining planning permission to blow up enough of it to make a viable sized 

quarry should prove very difficult if not impossible. Obviously national necessity could be 

argued but most would accept this is not the case. 

The logistics of transporting stone on the scale suggested is impossible from this area. It 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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cannot go south to Chepstow via the B4228 because of historical limits ref. the disused 

quarry just south of Tidenham Church and it can’t go north because of road restrictions 

before St. Briavels. The proposal to build a new road towards the A48 is not realistic and 

would result in as much upheaval and destruction as the quarry itself plus the chance of 

securing land and planning permissions all the way to the A48 is almost zero. 

The geology of the site is highly questionable as regards quarry development. There are 

fault lines under the ground and a multitude of scowels or sinkholes. Since the landowner’s 

last proposal for the area a caving team have been busying themselves exploring the maze of 

caves and fissures starting in the front field of Cowshill Farm (next door). This has proved 

an extensive network exists extending underneath the proposed site and on towards 

Madgetts Farm to the south. As a result any quarrying / blasting would have unpredictable 

consequences for all properties around for a wide area including the ancient church at 

Hewelsfield. 

The Mineral Local Plan is something the county council is obliged to address but it is a plan 

for a limited period of 15 years. The proposed Hewelsfield site would hardly contribute any 

stone in this period. The planning process of the quarry site and transport links with all the 

myriad objections there would use up most if not all of the timescale of the plan. 

The combination of planning problems, local objections and general unlikeliness of the 

project is doubtless reflected in the fact that no mineral extraction company has registered 

any interest at all. 

The original MLP of 2003 was based on apportioning planned national stone requirement by 

county, this has now changed to a basis on historical stone sales which means the 

requirement from the county is much less and easily provided for by enlargement of existing 

quarries. Therefore there is no actual requirement for new extraction on virgin land at the 

proposed scale especially as the area in question is prime agricultural land in a time of 

increasing concern about food security and localism. 

The site in question and the Wye Valley AONB as a whole is an important tourist and 

recreational area for the surrounding cities and is a centre for horse riding and swarms of 

cyclists. This is an important source of revenue for all local businesses and does not need a 

large quarry to send people elsewhere. The attraction of the area is that of rural tranquillity, 

the network of footpaths including Offa’s Dyke Path running just west of the proposed site, 

the biodiversity, bats, birdlife, ponds etc. A quarry is not going to help. 

The proposed area of Woodlands Farm offered up by the landowner does not seem large 
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enough to justify the investment in roads etc. The area is also limited because when the land 

needed for a safety bund and screening is taken account of the remaining acreage becomes 

quite modest in quarry terms. Everyone else in the surrounding area being bitterly opposed 

to development means there’s no potential to expand. 

In conclusion all the arguments successfully employed to reject the proposed scheme last 

time still apply. There have been no material changes / improvements since 2003, the only 

difference seem to be that the area is now even more popular for recreational and road 

traffic, issues of sustainability and biodiversity have become more important, it has been 

established that caves / geology could be more of a problem and there is less need for stone 

anyway. We and many others would be most grateful if this proposal fell out at the first 

hurdle. 

854373 

Mr & 

Mrs 

Keith 

Harvey 

 

I wish to record an objection to several parts of the Gloucestershire County Council 

Minerals Local Plan. Chiefly that SITE CRFD4 should not be included in the draft minerals 

local plan. 

The site at Woodlands Farm is in the Wye Valley AONB and having had a look at the 

Consultation document, I cannot see why this site is being considered. This is good land that 

can be used for agricultural or other purposes. The impact that this quarry would have on 

tourism in this area would be very detrimental to the local economy and the environment 

I am also objecting on the grounds relating to transportation of the materials to and from the 

quarry - we don't have the infrastructure to support this on our local roads. 

The proposed increase in quarrying on this scale would rip the heart out of the Wye Valley. 

Inclusion in the Minerals Local Plan of areas B and C of Clearwell/Stowe Hill quarry (site 

no CRFD1) as a potential allocations for quarrying will create a presumption that they are 

all available for extraction of limestone. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Stowe Hill/Clearwell (CRFD1) as indicated on pages 43-45 of the 

Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Hewelsfield (CRFD4) as indicated on pages 50 – 52 of the Draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854201 
Mr 

James  

Object strongly to the Hewelsfield site identified and the lack of exclusion on the grounds of 

an AONB, poor transport links, and large delay to any potential operation. These seemed to 
see previous response 
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Tuley add up to a formidable barrier and so it was unhelpful to include such a site in the paper 

854216 

Mr 

David 

Harris 
 

Hewelsfield site is a green field site and will:- 

Cause environmental damage in AONB. 

Loss of good quality agricultural land which due to the scale of the quarry is unlikely to be 

restored. 

Disturbance to settlements and possible damage to buildings including ancient church. 

Road access is poor and unsuitable for mineral transport. 

Possible link road to A48 will cause considerable environmental damage. 

Production will not start until late in the plan or after plan period so no reason to include 

now, 

There is need for this aggregate. 

There is considerable opposition to this plan as there was in the previous plan enquiry. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854401 

Mr 

Jon 

Wilmsh

urst-

Smith 

 

The issue here is that the quarry is within the village of Drybrook, which has proposed 

further housing development. The impact of quarrying operations in a busy expanding 

village is simply not appropriate in modern times. Far more consideration should be given to 

sites outside of residential areas. Having looked at the documentation available there are 

areas which give some concern (1) Traffic, (2) Dust management, (3) Notification of nearby 

residents. (1) Traffic: Firstly, the 'Cutting' route north of the quarry to the A40 collapsed and 

was closed for over a year. This route therefore cannot cope with HGV vehicles. It is 

understood that there is soon to be a weight restriction on this road. In the other direction the 

route (which due to restrictions on the aforementioned northerly access would likely be the 

only future access) has got traffic calming measures since the quarry was last operational. 

This renders the southern access unsuitable. Regardless, should all the HGV vehicles have 

to travel through the village this would be of concern to those of us with children at the 

school. This type of vehicle travelling multiple times daily past a school on a relatively 

small road is going to increase the likelihood of an accident: to mitigate against this it would 

be desirable to restrict quarry traffic from operating during school drop off and pick-up 

times. (2) Dust management: During previous operations at the quarry dust was widely 

reported to be building up on villagers cars and windows with resulting increased cleaning 

costs. This is an unfair burden on nearby residents which could be mitigated against by 

having a dedicated company and/or council contact with whom to deal with; and with 

residents cleaning costs compensated. (3) Notification of nearby residents:This quarry is 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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situated in the village of Drybook, the quarry operations will affect the majority of residents 

but to varying degrees. It is understood that only those within a small circumference where 

actually notified of this plan but this doesn't give sufficient consideration to those who will 

be affected but who might live outside this area: for example, those with children at the local 

school. 

854277 

Mr 

Stephen 

Morgan 
 

The woodlands farm site CRFD4 is entirely within the Wye valley AONB and the national 

planning framework Para 115 states that great weight should be given to conserving 

landscape..in ...AONBs which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape 

and scenic beauty. Para 116 states that planning permission should be refused for major 

developments in these designated areas except in exceptional circumstances and where it 

can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. 

CRFD4 is clearly highly protected by the national planning policy framework and the suite 

of documents associated with the consultation does not show any "exceptional 

circumstances" that would warrant the inclusion of this site in the draft local minerals plan 

CRFD4 is mainly grade 2 agricultural land and para 112 of the NPPF requires local planning 

authorities to use land of poorer grade in preference to that of higher grade. 

The highways authority recognises that the B4228 is quite unsuitable and the plan does not 

show any solution to this recognised problem 

CRFD4 should not be included in the draft minerals local plan 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854430 
Linda 

Abolins  

The site lies entirely within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in an AONB. 

Nowhere in these documents are exceptional circumstances identified which would warrant 

the inclusion of the Hewelsfield site in the Draft Mineral Plan. 

The site consists almost entirely of "Best and Most Versatile" land, most being classed as 

Grade 2 ("Very Good"). 

Local planning authorities shouls seek to use poorer quality land in preference to that of a 

higher quality. 

Transportation of material from the site is heavily constrained. 

The B4228 is unsuitable for the type of traffic that would be generated from a potential 

quarry, both in the direction of St Briavels and of Chepstow. 

We write to object to the inclusion of the site at Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield in the 

proposed GCC MLP for the period up to 2030. We believe that the site is wholly unsuitable 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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for development for quarrying and that alternative options should be further considered for 

meeting the county's minerals 

requirements. 'We are of the opinion that: 

l) The site at Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield (GCC ref CRFD4:Hewelsfield) lies entirely 

within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). 

Para 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states: 

"Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, 

the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty which have the highest status of 

protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty." 

Para 116 then states 

"Planning permission should be refused for major developments in these designated areas 

except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the 

public interest." 

Nowhere in the suite of documents associated with this Consultation are "exceptional 

circumstances" identified which would warrant the inclusion of the Hewelsfield site in the 

Draft Local Minerals Plan. 

2) The site also consists almost entirely of what is defined as "Best and Most Versatile" 

land, with most being classed as Grade 2 ('Very Good"). 

Para 112 of the NPPF states: 

"Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local 

planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a 

higher quality." 

3) Transportation of material from the site is heavily constrained. 

The Consultation's Site Options Evidence Paper notes: 

"The Highways Authority reviewed the site in 2013 and (still) do not consider theB4228 is 

suitable to accommodate the type of traffic generated from a potential quarry between the 

site in a northerly direction towards St Briavels as the 84228 is significantly restricted in 

terms of its width and 

alignment particularly on the approach to St Briavels ... .... This section of the B4228 is also 

restricted with several localised road narrowings between the site and the settlement of 

Tutshill." 

The Paper also comments: 

"..... the highways difficulty appears very significant to overcome. While a solution via a 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organis

ation 

Details 

Crushed Rock Forest of Dean Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

new access road from the B4228 to the strategic road network has been suggested in the 

past, this is a significant development in its own right, the suitability of which is uncertain." 

There can be no confidence that the issues relating to material transportation can be solved. 

851053 

Mrs 

Sally 

Secrett 
 

Planning law dictates that development should have regard of “setting”. A quarry at 

Hewelsfield is in the same sight lines as the River Wye and Wye Valley Woodlands/Gorge 

and would spoil a beautiful area of unspoilt countryside in the Lower Wye Valley, the home 

of the Picturesque movement and of the Wye Tour, made famous by William Gilpin. 

“Although tourists had been travelling down the River Wye since the middle of the 18th 

century, the Wye Tour became a must-see series of destinations after the publication of 

William Gilpin’s Observations on the River Wye and several parts of South Wales, etc. 

relative chiefly to Picturesque Beauty; made in the summer of the year 1770, which 

established the Wye Valley as an area rich in Picturesque scenes. After Observations was 

published in 1782, travellers from all across Britain flocked to Ross-on-Wye, typically used 

as a launching point for the Tour, and sailed downriver to Chepstow, the Tour's final 

destination, over a course of two days.” 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

845938 

Mrs 

Amanda 

Barnes 
 

My views of objection relate to Appendix 2: CRFD2 Drybrook. 

I have already voiced my objection to the planning application made by Hanson UK to vary 

the end date of the permission to allow for reactivation of the quarry and am awaiting an 

outcome. My concerns to Drybrook quarry being a preferred site option for extension are 

noted below. 

HIGHWAYS - The document acknowledges that "there is concern about the impact of the 

quarry traffic on the residents of Drybrook." It states that the "operators are encouraged to 

discuss the potential for a new highway access" - while this will mean "less impact on 

Drybrook" it will just be moving the high volume of traffic to another area. It does not solve 

the problem, it just relocates it affecting another group of residents in another area. 

ECOLOGY/BIODIVERSITY - I often walk the public footpaths of the area surrounding the 

quarry and have major concerns that any re-working and/or extension will have a huge 

impact on the wildlife that has settled within the quarry and surrounding area. As i am sure 

you are aware all UK bats and their roosts are protected from harm in relation to the 

Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. The site is a prime location for bat habitat and the rare 

lesser horseshoe bat has been noted in the area. I have also witnessed several birds of prey, 

including kestrels, buzzards, and little owl. There is also an abundance of the smaller garden 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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birds including house sparrows, wagtails, and starlings as well as cuckoos which are all on 

the British Trust for Ornithology Birds of Conservation Concern red list. Wild boar and 

muntjac deer are also in the surrounding areas of the quarry. 

Based on my own personal observations I question the Gloucestershire County Council 

Ecologist and the GCER whose overall comment was that the "overall impact on 

biodiversity is potentially negative, uncertain or positive". This comment seems like a 

convoluted way of saying they do not know the answer but based on my simple observations 

from walking in the area the impact would be obviously and extremely negative. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

William

s 

 
I am not familiar enough with the area to comment. Noted 

854504 

Mr 

Malcol

m 

Wilson 

 

Regarding the Hewelsfield site: 

• The location lies entirely within the Wye Valley AONB. The National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) states in para 115 that great weight should be given to conserving 

landscape and scenic beauty in these designated areas and that they have the highest status 

of protection in this regard. The NPPF also states in para 116 that planning permission 

should be refused for major developments in these areas except in exceptional circumstances 

and where the public interest can be demonstrated. No exceptional circumstances appear to 

be demonstrated in the MLP site options. 

• The farm land affected by this location is classed as Grade 2 (‘very good’), defined as ‘best 

and most versatile’. The NPPF states in para 112 that local planning authorities should seek 

to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to higher quality land (such as at the 

Hewelsfield site). 

• The MLP site options consultation evidence paper notes that the Highways Authority does 

not consider the B4228 road to be suitable to accommodate the type of traffic generated by a 

quarry operation. The road is constricted to the north towards St Briavels and to the south 

towards Tutshill with road narrowings and the paper notes that the highways difficulty 

appears very significant to overcome. 

• In summary: we object to the inclusion of the Hewlesfield site in the plan on the basis that 

the location is unsuitable due to its status as an AONB, its high quality farm land and its 

inappropriate road access. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Regarding the Stowe Hill / Clearwell site: 

• The area affected by this location is classed as Grade 2 (‘very good’), in the same way as 

for the Hewelsfield site. On the same basis, in accordance with para 112 of the NPPF the 

MLP should seek to use areas of poorer quality land. 

• The inclusion of areas “A”, “B” and “C” adjacent to Stowe Hill quarry represent a massive 

extension of this site without having any connection to the strategic road network other than 

through many miles of B class roads (or lesser minor roads) and constricted country villages 

along the route. Surely minerals extraction tonnage should be prioritised (under the 

cooperation arrangements between administrative areas) towards existing sites that have rail 

access and facilities. 

• In summary we object to the inclusion of the Stowe Hill / Clearwell site extensions in the 

plan on the basis that the destruction of good quality farm land and the lack of rail or 

strategic road network access to the site make it imperative that the tonnage requirements 

are met by more appropriate sites identified through cooperation with other administrative 

areas. 

The fundamental concern with consideration of both of these locations is that the 

requirement for GCC to cooperate with other administrative areas in order to share the 

burden of meeting the tonnage demand forecast for minerals has not been satisfied. We 

understand that this due to other areas having agreed cooperation arrangements between 

them without involving GCC. We would like to support GCC in requiring that these 

cooperation arrangements should be reopened in order that GCC can be party to the benefits 

of tonnage capacity being provided by other areas possessing huge reserves that can be 

extracted with less impact upon their respective local communities and environments. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campai

gn For 

The 

Protecti

on Of 

Rural 

England 

(Glouce

stershire 

- 

Site option CRFD1: Stowe Hill/Clearwell 

1. CPRE acknowledges that, at this stage, GCC has adopted a process of including as 

options all sites which have a credible rock resource and in which landowners and/or 

mineral operators have expressed interest in working. 

2. We consider that the site appraisal in the CD is generally fair and objective, although the 

site lies to the east, not west, of Stowe Green. 

3. For reasons given elsewhere in our representations on the CD, CPRE is challenging the 

amount of crushed rock reserves which need to be planned for. 

4. Re. Parcel A, CPRE does not have reason to oppose its selection as a Preferred Area; it 

was part of the previously designated Preferred Area, has been classified as grade 4 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Mineral

s) 

agricultural land and is generally capable of being screened effectively. 

5. Parcel B is highly visible from the B4228 road travelling south from the Orepool Inn and, 

due to the topography, would be very difficult to screen effectively. We do not have a 

detailed Agricultural Land Classification of the parcel (one should be provided before any 

further consideration is given to the parcel), but we believe it is highly probable that the 

majority of the site is at least grade 3a, possibly with areas of higher quality; ie ‘best and 

most versatile land’. It is not feasible to restore a long life, deep rock quarry back to such 

quality, so there would be a loss of good quality land for food production. Working of Parcel 

B would also result in the elimination of a productive working farmstead – Longley Farm. 

6. Parcel C is less visible from the B4228 and B4231 roads, but would be highly visible 

from the two public footpaths which cross it and the one which skirts its southern edge. The 

PROWs that cross the site would probably have to be diverted if quarrying were permitted, 

taking away some very attractive countryside walking opportunities. As with Parcel B it is 

probable that the area is predominantly of ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land quality 

and an ALC survey should be conducted. 

7. Parcels B and C are not within the Wye Valley AONB, although the boundary is close by 

at their southern edges. 

8. There are a number of individual residences around the peripheries of Parcels B and C 

which would be severely disadvantaged by new quarry workings. For residents of Stowe 

Green a key issue would be re-location of the crushing and processing plant, which has 

caused complaints about noise and dust for many years. 

9. Given the substantial adverse environmental and amenity effects which would result from 

working Parcels B and C, CPRE considers that they should not be designated as Preferred 

Areas unless and until the obligations under the DtC have been fully pursued. Even then, 

more detailed assessment is required to determine which land, if any, within the parcels 

could be worked without unacceptable environmental consequences. 

10. This raises the question of just how much capacity there is within the Forest of Dean to 

continue to supply substantial quantities of crushed rock when existing permitted reserves at 

Stowfield, Drybrook and Stowe Hill/ Clearwell are exhausted. In CPRE’s view it should be 

recognised that there is very little further resource which can be worked within acceptable 

environmental limits. 

Site option CRFD4: Hewelsfield 

1. CPRE acknowledges that, at this stage, GCC has adopted a process of including as 
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options all sites which have a credible rock resource and in which landowners and/or 

mineral operators have expressed interest in working. 

2. We consider that the site appraisal in the CD is fair and objective. 

3. For reasons given elsewhere in our representations on the CD, CPRE is challenging the 

amount of crushed rock reserves which need to be planned for, but even if GCC’s figures 

are used, that does not justify a case for taking CRFD4 forward as a Preferred Area. 

4. The site is wholly within the Wye Valley AONB and, in accordance with paragraphs 115 

and 116 of the NPPF, should only be granted consent for working in ‘exceptional 

circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they are in the public interest’. There is no 

evidence of such a level of need. 

5. Currently the Hewelsfield plateau is a peaceful landscape with dark skies at night. A new 

quarry would destroy that. Screening would not hide the noise, dust and vibration which 

inevitably accompany crushed rock operations. It would result in a major adverse effect on 

the AONB which could not be justified unless there was an overriding national need. 

6. The site is almost all ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land; the great majority is 

grade 2. Only about 18% of agricultural land in England is grade 2 (the highest grade – 

grade 1 – makes up only 3%). The creation of a new deep rock quarry would destroy that 

block of high grade land capable of producing food, which becomes a more critical factor as 

the population of the UK rises sharply. For shallow and relatively short term sand and gravel 

working it may be possible to conserve the top and subsoils on site and, subject to water-

table, to restore to something near to the original quality. No such option is available for a 

long life, deep rock quarry. A proposal for ‘offsetting’ by re-laying the soils in another 

location would be an illusion. 

7. The existing road infrastructure (the B4228) is acknowledged by Gloucestershire 

Highways to be inadequate to cope with new quarry traffic (Site Options document – p.47). 

Between Hewelsfield cross roads and St Briavels there are sections of the B4228 where two 

lorries cannot pass and where even a lorry and a car have to edge carefully past each other. 

To ‘upgrade’ that section of road would require a substantial engineering operation and 

presumably implementation of compulsory purchase procedures; it would, itself, be 

environmentally disruptive. 

8. Even if such an operation were to be authorised and carried out, the problem would not be 

fully solved. New HGV traffic would still have to pass through St Briavels village, including 

directly past the local primary school. To the south there would remain a major bottleneck in 
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the village of Woodcroft (where road widening is impracticable because of existing 

development). HGVs going south would also have to pass a substantial number of 

residential properties on Tidenham Chase + the large primary school at Tutshill. It is clear 

that there is no scope to adequately mitigate the transport problem by modifications to the 

B4228. 

9. At the time of the ‘omission site’ representation, the landowner never provided any firm 

evidence that he could secure access to a strip of land on which a new private haul road 

could be constructed to link a new quarry at Woodlands Farm to the A48 road. We presume 

no such evidence is available now. Even if all relevant legal and engineering obstacles could 

be overcome, the construction of such a new road down the escarpment would itself have 

major adverse effects on landscape and local amenity. 

10. Even having reached the A48, lorries going south would add to the now high level of 

congestion in Chepstow. Going north they would further reduce the quality of life for 

residents in Blakeney, Newnham and Westbury. 

11. From the points cited in 7-10 above, we believe that an acceptable transport route to 

serve a new quarry at Hewelsfield cannot be practically achieved, short of a major public 

authority led infrastructure project justified on the grounds of national need. Clearly there is 

no such case to be made. 

12. CPRE has set out in points 3 – 11 above the specific reasons why site CRFD4 is 

unsuitable for mineral working, other than in a situation of pressing national need. For the 

sum of those reasons we see no justification for further pursuing CRFD4 as a site option. 

When considering the options within the Jurassic limestone area it is clear from the numbers 

in paragraph 4.2.8 (Table 3) that there is no expected shortfall within the Plan period to 2030 

and only a small shortfall by 2040 and this could be met by any one of the proposed options. 

We therefore consider that only one of the options needs to be taken forward into the MLP. 

854513 

Mr 

Rob 

Sneath 
 

CRFD1 - Parcel C - Obvious concerns about pollution / dangers to health as we live within 

10 metres of the boundary. Also what would happen to the newts that live in the pond on 

this proposed site? 

CRFD1 - Parcel B - As this site is higher than the main Lydney to Coleford road which is 

the main road into the FoD from the south this will be very difficult to screen off. Also 

sound pollution will carry for miles. 

Transport infrastructure, already the existing roads are carrying a large number of heavy 

goods vehicles that are fed from the existing quarry. How is the existing infrastructure 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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supposed to support a likely increase in production as they already produce to their imposed 

limit and will likely seek an increase. 

Also related to health how will the water table be affected by the proposal to increase the 

depth of existing proposed sites by another 12m? 

I thought FoD was supposed to be encouraging tourists to the area not driving them away. 

Currently worked locations D look like wars zones, why would we want that repeated on 

scale over 3 times the size. I thought these where supposed to be managed sites. What 

happened restoring a site before moving onto the next? Uneconomical? 

854540 

Mr 

Paul 

Humphr

eys 

 

This site is within a designated AONB in the Wye Valley. Any mineral extraction activity 

would have a huge detrimental impact on the environment, local communities, tourism and 

the entire nature of the area which is why it was designated an ANOB. Any activity of this 

kind would permanently destroy an area which deserves unqualified protection. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854558 

Christin

e 

Arno 
 

These proposals are totally outrageous and opportunistic, showing no concern whatsoever 

for the nature of a locality determined by centuries of occupation, the health and well being 

of the present local population, a reckless destruction of rich farmland, a destruction of 

environment of present and potential on-going value. There is undoubtedly a health issue 

which will surely be addressed . 

There is concern for the wildlife , both flora and fauna , about the area in the outfall from 

these quarries. 

There is a further concern by those who know this land as a repository for the historical 

archive laid down and readily discovered in the soils from the pre-historic era, the Roman 

occupation and equally important finds that enlighten us as to the early anglo-norman 

settlement on the western rim, the foundation of the Constable's castle at St Briavel's while 

the ancient pre-castle earthworks are even now dangerously close to the edge of quarry 

workings. Compared with other parts of the UK the Forest Plateau has still not caught up 

with research and investigation of its unique history, not surprisingly an area of mining did 

not attract nineteeenth century scholarship of this kind, . Shall we now destroy that archive 

which has survived the waste creation of the industrial era. Has not the Dean Plateau already 

paid it dues to the bigger public good? 

The proposed project is arrogantly disproportionate to the narrow band of landscape 

between the enduring but ever shrinking much loved Forest of Dean, that now clothes spoil 

tips and wastelands of coal-mines, and the world famous wooded hills of the Lower Wye 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Valley, both areas of outstanding Natural Beauty. It is an ongoing struggle to protect what is 

left of forest and a fading rural economy, where now tourism is a major driver of any 

recovery. I would emphasize that the land designated clashes with every policy for proper 

rural development. Tourism is and will continue to be a major economic factor for this area, 

an area where workers are deprived of their traditional occupations. Tourism is governed by 

the beauty of the landscape. 

The forest plateau is now a precious if tightly contained region, it offers tranquility of 

woodland, the beauty of gleaming waters, many awesome prospects from high viewpoints, 

in all directions. South across the Severn Vale to the Cotswolds and the Quantocks, north 

across Herefordshire borderlands to blue horizons, where the Skirrid and Sugar Loaf rise to 

the Brecon Beacons and westwards are the famed views to the lower Wye valley, about 

which poets and writers have said much, indeed where tourism might be said to have started 

in the late eighteenth century. Take note, that the lovliest valley of all to run from the Forest 

plateau, by the Mork to Bigswier Bridge commences from the very edge of the present 

Stowe Quarry, it is but an enchanting mile or so between the all important vitality of surely 

one of the top ten beauty spots in the UK and bring the visitor to 470 plus acres of utter 

desolation, dirt and air pollution oh yes ...and noise. WHY ? Why here....? Why despoil the 

real international asset that we have here already. 

Has the Forest not already paid its dues. 

Fine farmland is destroyed by this proposal. Rich fertile land. Do not asset strip our grand-

children's children's sustenance from their rightful inheritance. 

Small lanes and back roads will be blighted by heavy large vehicles , cottages adjacent to 

the roadsides, villages that have always straddled the thoroughfare, because of their historic 

standing will be ruined. Any further major traffic intrusion in our rural scene will simply 

break it. And then, some will lose their homes altogether. 

With regard to the extraction of stone in this locality have we not already paid our dues ? An 

entire generation have been born, grown up and left our village, nurtured between the ever 

expanding sites at Stowefield and Stowe, with explosions, crushings, and ferrying of stone 

and atmospheric dust. Certain villages have already lived for four decades within the 

inevitable air pollution, it is always made apparent, in the opaque film of dust left across the 

windows by the first rainfall after cleaning, consistantly over parked cars. It is alarming 

when suddenly seen in a sunbeam. There is a health factor to be considered, a serious health 

factor to be considered. You may develop chronic medical conditions related to the nose and 
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throat, my husband and I, it happens, have such, but who gathers the statistics for the 

community ? 

The Dean Plateau today enjoys the spirit of a small haven, it almost presents itself as an 

island between the slow convergence of the rivers Wye and the Severn. A history of 

extraction, of coal, of lime, of iron, of timber, the plateau always delivered. 

Have we not paid our dues ? 

This is now a vulnerable area, cars have increased access to and about the area, alien traffic 

streams avoiding the the charges on the old Severn Bridge encumber the roads, the carting 

of bottles in and out of the forest, much has changed and not much more will tip the balance 

to what had become a very special aspect of beauty and historic value. 

The Forest Plateau should be seeking special status for environmental protection. 

Instead, we have this proposal. We are a dispersed community, it is more difficult to 

withstand outside interests and the exploitation of our landscape, but there are those who 

will fight tooth and nail against this appalling utterly careless but oh so easy and greedy 

scheme. Leave our fields alone, there are sites elsewhere to build the the railways...we have 

paid our dues already. 

I conclude with agreement with the following.... 

The new Gloucestershire Mineral Plan proposes Area A, B & C at Stowe Hill quarry in the 

Forest of Dean. There is sufficient mineral banks in Gloucestershire and surrounding other 

Mineral counties to not allow this to go ahead. It will destroy 470 acres of farmed land, 

affect many local jobs and farm production, destroy an idyllic tourist area, and leave a scar 

on the landscape forever. The health risks alone from quarrying so much rock and 

transporting on trucks through Gloucestershire are also a strong reason for this not going 

ahead. This is not an appropriate site . Please remove from the Stowe fields from the 

Mineral Plan. and also take this as a letter of objection from Breedon Aggregates 

forthcoming planning application to quarry the land. 

Sincerely, 

[Cristie Arno] 

Alas we have no influential resident landowners , not even a vested interest to argue our 

case....but we shall resist this absurd opportunist but lazy option with as much resource as 

can be mustered. 

854247 
Mrs 

Sarah  

Hewelsfield Proposed Quarry 

This consultation has just been pointed out to me; one very relevant to myself, and needing 

The consultation has been 

advertised in accordance with our 
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Tuley careful consideration and response. I was concerned that i heard about it only by chance and 

so i would ask that this plan and any similar plans in the future are better advertised to local 

residents than this has seemed to be. 

I live on Park Hill Road and so have a direct interest in both the quarry, and the possible exit 

route using the Forestry Commission road that branches off Park HIll Lane. 

I appreciate the need to explore possible sites for quarrying, but I also note there are sensible 

constraints on that need. Namely that the national planning framework demands a far higher 

urgency and need to justify a site within a National Park or Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty, and notes the collateral destruction of good farming land is to be avoided by 

exploring alternatives. 

The proposed site Woodlands Farm, however lies entirely within the Wye Valley Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty. It is also prime farming land. 

There, I fail to see in your consultation where you have followed the National Planning 

Policy Framework that "Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic 

beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding National Beauty, which have 

the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty" as paragraph 115. 

This seems to me a very serious omission; the policy framework is quite clear that only 

"exceptional circumstances" would warrant the inclusion of the Hewelsfield site in the Draft 

Local Minerals Plan. 

Finally, the choice of site also brings with it serious issues over moving the quarried 

material. I quote from your papers that "The Highways Authority reviewed the site in 2013 

and (Still) do not consider the B4228 is suitable to accommodate the type of traffic 

generated from a potential quarry between the site in a northerly direction towards St 

Briavels as the B4228 is significantly restricted in terms of its width and alignment 

particularly on the approach to St Briavels...... This section of the B4228 is also restricted 

with several localised road narrowings between the site and the settlement of Tutshill". The 

paper goes on to say "....the highways difficulty appears very significant to overcome. While 

a solution via a new access road from the B4228 to the strategic road network has been 

suggested in the past, this is a significant development in its own right the suitability of 

which is uncertain". 

Overall the consultation appears to neglect the requirement to properly consider the serious 

damage that siting a quarry in an AONB, and be predicated on a deficient plan to actually 

transport the output of the quarry. I therefore strongly object to the proposal for Hewelsfield 

statement of community 

involvement. 

Please also refer to Question 4.9 

of the consultation summary 

report. 
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to host a quarry. I would be grateful if you could keep me informed of subsequent public 

meetings and any further proposals so I can remain engaged as a local resident in such 

planning issues. 

794029 

Mr 

Nick 

Atkins 

Tarmac 

Ltd 

Stowfield Quarry had current reserves of just over 15 million tonnes at the start of 2014. At 

current and permitted rates of extraction this should provide sufficient reserves until the end 

of the Plan period but would leave a shortfall in a 10 year landbank for the quarry. Therefore 

Lafarge Tarmac is keen to secure the long term supply of limestone from Stowfield towards 

and beyond the end of the Plan period. 

The proposed north western allocation at Stowfield is supported – this extension has not 

been assessed for potential reserve but Lafarge Tarmac will provide this information when 

available. 

Support for CRFD3A noted. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpo

le 

Glouces

tershire 

County 

Council 

No comments Noted 

798758 

Mr 

Colin 

D'Oyley 

Head of 

Plannin

g & 

Estates 

Breedon 

Aggrega

tes 

Paragraph 4.4.10 Site Number CRFD1: Stowe Hill / Clearwell 

Site Description 

14. Area C has not been proposed by the operator as a ‘Preferred Area’. As indicated in the 

text Areas A and B are expected to extend the life of the quarry by a further period of c. 15 

years. 

Potential Yield 

15. In the absence of any detailed investigations regarding Area C and given the 

circumstances it is considered inappropriate to refer to the area. 

Environmental & other considerations 

16. In support of the allocation of areas A and B as ‘Preferred Areas’ the following are 

considered to be major factors in support: 

- The existing quarry complex is a strategic source of aggregate minerals in the county, and 

supplies c. 50% of the county’s requirements from the Forest of Dean supply area. 

- As extensions to an existing site the areas represent more acceptable options than the 

development of a new green field site. 

- The areas are not within an AONB and are not required to satisfy the tests of the proposed 

Comments regarding parcels are 

noted. Please refer to Question 

4.9 of the consultation summary 

report. 
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Landscape Policy. Consequently, they are significantly more acceptable in landscape terms 

than other sites. 

- Areas A and B are capable of being worked via the existing plant site as indicated. In 

connection with proposals to work Areas A and B it is not proposed to increase production 

levels above the limit set in existing planning conditions. The planning conditions were set 

as recently as 2007 and, therefore, the existing arrangements at the site are considered to be 

acceptable. However, it is acknowledged that environmental controls at the site have 

deteriorated and new investment is required to ensure modern standards are maintained. 

802011 

Mr 

R S 

Crighto

n 

Newlan

d Parish 

Council 

I wish to advise you that Newland Parish Council has arranged a petition with the following 

wording; 

“I/We the undersigned, being resident in Newland Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Stowe Hill / Clearwell as indicated on pages 43-45 of the draft 

Minerals Local Plan”. The petition has 117 signatures. 

St Briavels Parish Council has arranged a petition with the following wording: 

“I/We the undersigned, being resident in St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Stowe Hill / Clearwell as indicated on pages 43-45 of the draft 

Minerals Local Plan and land at Hewelsfield (CRFD4) as indicated on pages 50-52 of the 

draft Minerals Local Plan”. The petition has 140 signatures. 

An on-line petition organised by a resident has 498 signatures and he will be advising you of 

the details of this petition. 

We will be advising our County Councillor of these petitions and asking him to present 

them to the next meeting of the County Council. 

Noted. Please refer to Question 

4.9 of the consultation summary 

report. 

802203 

Cllr 

Colin 

Guyton 

County 

Councill

or 

Please find below the response of Colin Guyton County Councillor for Drybrook and 

Lydbrook and Richard Leppington County Councillor for Blakeney and Bream to the 

Minerals Local Plan Site Options and Draft Policy Framework Consultation Document. 

MINERALS LOCAL PLAN SITE OPTIONS 

CRFD1 STOWE HILL/CLEARWELL 

It is clear from listening to Parish Councils in general in the area affected and West Dean in 

particular that they have many misgivings about the proposed continuation and expansion of 

the Stowe Hill/Clearwell quarry. We believe that the Parishes affected have written 

explaining their concerns and I would ask you to consider the following concerns voiced by 

myself: 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Noise and Dust Pollution. This already seems to be considerable within the existing site and 

the previous owners were requested to site the rock crusher better to alleviate some of the 

problems. Any extension of the quarry would of course increase both the noise and dust 

pollution levels. 

Tourism. Any increase in the size of the quarry would be a considerable scar on the 

landscape affecting the views and access to Public Rights of Way. Tourism is a significant 

industry as far as the Forest of Dean is concerned and any impact upon it should be very 

carefully considered. 

Highways. Increased tonnage taken from the quarry will greatly increase the traffic impact 

on the surrounding roads, none of which are main trunk roads. As well as the massive 

increase in potential nuisance to people living in the vicinity the roads will deteriorate much 

faster than previously expected. It is clear from the current problems with various road 

slippages in the Forest of Dean area that some of the roads in and out of the Forest area are 

not particularly robustly constructed. 

Slade Brook SSSI. It would appear that the drainage of the area through various water 

courses is at best unpredictable. There are concerns that any increase in the size of the 

quarry will affect the drainage of the area and the flow of surrounding water courses. 

802231 

Mr 

Mark 

Harper 

MP 

 

I am writing to you regarding the recently published Minerals Local Plan Site Options and 

Draft Policy Framework (MLP). 

A number of my constituents have written to me to raise concerns regarding the MLP. They 

are particularly concerned about the proposals for crushed rock extraction near Clearwell 

(CRFDI) and near Hewelsfield (CRFD4). 

The types of concens that my constituents have raised include (among others): 

- The prospect of quarrying occurring within (or close to) AONBs 

- Environmental concerns 

- Impact on transport infrastructure, and the ability of roads and local communities to cope 

with increased traffrc and road usage by heavy goods vehicles 

- Loss of agricultural land 

- Health concerns due to the effect of airborne dust particles 

- Potential negative impact on tourism and detrimental to local economy 

If I receive any detailed letters that raise other matters, I may send these to you for a 

separate reply. 

So that I may provide a response to my constituents, I would appreciate if if you could 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

You would have received a 

response to your remaining 

questions in a letter from Peter 

Bungard at the end of August 

2014. 
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provide a response to the following questions: 

- Why it is important to have a Minerals Local Plan in place. 

- The timescales, and consultation periods, involved in the development of the Minerals 

Local Plan. 

- What the important uses of crushed rock, and in particular Carboniferous Limestone, in the 

local area area. 

- What the expected requirements are, in tonnage, for crushed rock, and in particular 

Carboniferous Limestone, for Gloucestershire over the plan period. 

- To what extent Gloucestershire is required to cater for its own requirements with regard to 

crushed rock and other mineral usage, rather than rely on other regional/national sources. 

- What, if any, the differences are between our position in Gloucestershire and those of 

Monmouthshire and Somerset. 

- Where in Gloucestershire crushed rock can be extracted from. 

- Where in Gloucestershire Carboniferous Limestone can be extracted from. 

- Any restrictions on any of the potential sites relating to environmental factors, including 

AONB status, and how this will be dealt with by the Council. 

-Whether the proposals are expected to result in a greater amount of crushed rock extraction 

per annum from the Forest of Dean and Gloucestershire as a whole, or whether the intention 

is merely to continue to meet existing demand at a similar level to current extraction. 

It is my understanding that the main areas of Carboniferous Limestone deposits in 

Gloucestershire 

are all located in the Forest of Dean, and that Carboniferous Limestone particularly (rather 

than 

Jurassic Limestone, as found in the Cotswolds) is required for construction, road repair and 

road 

construction. Could you confirm whether this is the case? 

It is also my understanding that if a site is allocated as a possible site for mineral extraction, 

a planning application, following the usual planning process, must still be granted before 

any quarrying can take place. Could you confirm that this is the case? If so, what factors and 

issues raised by my constituents is the planning process able to deal with satisfactorily? 

This is an issue of particular importance to a number of my constituents, and so I would 

appreciate a full response to the points raised above. 

802366 Mr West This response to the consultation was prepared following consultation with our colleagues at Please refer to Question 4.9 of 
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Dave 

Kent 

Dean 

Parish 

Council 

Newland Parish Council. West Dean Parish Council has agreed to support the Newland 

objection to the inclusion of areas B and C at site CRFD1:Stowe Hill/Clearwell. Any 

development in the Newland Parish will have a great impact upon West Dean Parish. Area C 

touches the West Dean Parish Council area at Bream Cross Farm and adjoins Bream 

Avenue, which is the major road from the north into Bream, and area B is 750 metres from 

Sling within the West Dean Parish area. As West Dean Parish Council is entirely in 

agreement with the terms of the Newland response to your consultation, you will find that 

there is a great deal of similarity between our responses to you 

1. National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (Aggregate Minerals) 

The following clauses in the NPPF are relevant here; they deal with obligations imposed on 

planning authorities which require them to adopt policies which fulfil the following criteria: 

(Clause 109) “to contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by 

- Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and soils; 

- Recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; 

- Minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, 

contributing to the government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity, 

including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and 

future pressures; 

- Preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at 

unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water 

or noise pollution or land instability”. 

(Clause 110) “in preparing plans … the aim should be to minimise pollution and other 

adverse effects on the local and natural environment”. 

(Clause 112) “where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be 

necessary, [they] should seek to use areas of poorer quality land …” 

(Clause 118) “if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided …. then 

planning permission should be refused”. “Proposed development on land … likely to have 

an adverse effect of a SSSI should not normally be permitted”. 

(Clause 122) “… local planning authorities should focus on whether the development itself 

is an acceptable use 

of the land, and the impact of the use, rather than the control of processes or emissions …” 

(Clause 123) “Planning policies and decisions should aim to avoid noise from giving rise to 

significant adverse effects on health and quality of life ...” 

the consultation summary report 

except where listed below. 

2.2 It is first important to point 

out that the recent Site Options 

and Draft Policy Framework 

consultation document was not a 

draft plan.  

5. The technical evidence paper 

(paragraph 2.3.29) indicates that 

Area D at CRFD1 (the existing 

quarry) has less than 5 years of 

reserves remaining and clearly 

cannot contribute to maintaining 

productive capacity throughout 

the plan period. Please also see 

above in relation to making 

provision from outside of 

Gloucestershire. Comment in 

regards to petition noted however 

all issues raised will be 

considered individually by an 

Independent Planning Inspector 

and any duplicated responses will 

likely be considered as one issue. 
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(Clause 128) “Where a site on which development is proposed includes or has the potential 

to include heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should 

require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a 

field evaluation.” 

(Clause 131) “In determining planning applications … account should be taken of the 

positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable 

communities including their economic viability.” 

(Clause 145) “Minerals planning authorities should plan … jointly ... with other mineral 

planning authorities …” 

(Clause 145) “Minerals planning authorities should plan … ensuring that large landbanks 

bound up in very few sites do not stifle competition.” 

(Clause 157) “Local Plans should be based on co-operation with neighbouring authorities 

…” 

(Clause 207) “Local planning authorities should consider publishing a local enforcement 

plan to manage enforcement proactively, in a way that is appropriate to their area. This 

should set out how they will monitor the implementation of planning permissions …” 

2. Stowe Hill / Clearwell quarry 

Our objections specific to the proposals for Stowe Hill / Clearwell quarry are: 

2.1 Land use The permanent loss of 185.5ha (445 acres) of good grade 2 agricultural land 

(area “B” and “C”) which is required to meet ever increasing demands for food is totally 

unacceptable. There is no possibility that the land would be permitted for development and 

thus no requirement at this stage to identify it as potential land for quarrying; once it is so 

designated there will be presumption that applications for quarrying will be granted. 

2.2 Need The draft MLP states that areas “A” and “B” “could be sufficient to maintain 

productive capacity….to 2030 and potentially beyond”. Any one site should not be looked at 

in isolation and account must be taken of reserves elsewhere, not only in Gloucestershire but 

other counties where we understand there are ample reserves through to 2030 and beyond 

(please see Para 3 below “Statistics for other authorities”). 

Clause 2.1.2 states that “there are sufficient amounts of workable crushed rock to last 18.58 

years” ie until 2033 

Clause 4.1.9 states “this could mean that landbanks may seem to contain more reserves than 

the required figure”. 

Clause 4.2.8 states that there is a “shortfall of 2mt for the Forest of Dean, but a surplus of 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organis

ation 

Details 

Crushed Rock Forest of Dean Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

3mt for the Cotswolds”. 

The 70/30 production split between the Forest of Dean and the Cotswolds is an historic ratio 

and it is important that this is tested against today’s reserves and demands to ascertain if it is 

still valid. This arbitrary production split between the Cotswolds and the Forest of Dean is 

not based upon any evidence provided, and is strongly challenged by West Dean Parish 

Council. 

2.3 Health There are serious concerns about the effects of airborne dust particles - believed 

to be toxic - released on blasting and there is evidence of an increase in respiratory health 

issues among those living and working close to and downwind of quarries. Before any 

further land is identified in the MLP independent Health Impact Assessments should be 

undertaken for every potential site. 

Clause 2.2.5 states “Where mineral working takes place, amenity, health, quality of life and 

economic vitality will be paramount to the decision making process”. 

2.4 Transport network This site is located in a rural area served by narrow, minor, 

unclassified roads. To reach the motorway network HGV’s are required to travel on these 

roads away from the quarry, then to B roads then A roads though towns and villages and 

eventually to the motorway network. If, however, development is eventually permitted then 

it is essential that a new direct access to the B4228 is a condition, but it surely makes more 

sense environmentally to utilise stone from quarries located closer to the motorway network. 

Clause 2.1.2 states “Moving minerals by road puts a strain on an already pressurised 

highway network. It can cause adverse local impacts and contribute to climate change.” 

Clause 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic policies) states “Where transportation by road is the only 

practical option, roads unsuitable for HGVs will be avoided”. 

2.5 Water courses Quarrying can have irreversible effects on underground water courses and 

aquifers. This will lead to reduced underground storage capacity and thus to an increased 

risk of flooding given the scientifically accepted fact that climate change will lead to more 

frequent incidents of heavy rainfall. There is particular concern about the effects on Slad 

brook, Mork brook, Clearwell well and the Valley Brook. West Dean Parish council wishes 

to add Oakwood Brook to the water courses already identified by Newland PC. Before any 

land is identified as suitable for quarrying the County Council as the responsible authority 

must ensure that modelling for each site is undertaken correctly. 

Clause 6.2.5 states “…development will not be permitted unless appropriate measures can 

be imposed to mitigate any harmful effects [on water quality]”. 
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2.6 Employment & economy Any increase in quarrying activity would be detrimental to the 

local economy, which is based largely on farming and tourism, without providing any 

significant employment opportunities. Indeed it is likely that there would be a net reduction 

in employment opportunities in the area. 

2.7 Environment and Landscape The effect of additional quarrying will have a devastating 

and permanent effect on the landscape which is a major attraction for tourists and residents 

by virtue of the fact that the land lies within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels, is adjacent 

to the Statutory Forest and the Wye Valley AONB. The tufa limestone formations, unique to 

Slad Brook, are fragile and rare rock formations which would be at risk if quarry working 

takes place nearby. 

Clause 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic Priorities) states “To protect [the environment] and where 

appropriate, enhance, the quality of landscapes, habitats, heritage and other environmental 

assets, having full regard to their international, national and local importance”. 

Clause 2.6.2 states that the Council will always work “to secure development that improves 

the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area.” 

Clause 6.3.3 states “proposals for minerals development will be permitted where they do not 

have a significant adverse effect on the local landscape or unless the impact can be 

mitigated. Where significant adverse impacts cannot be fully mitigated, the social, 

environmental and economic benefits of the proposal must outweigh any harm arising from 

the impacts”. 

2.8 Ecology and biodiversity It is inevitable that quarrying has a major impact on ecological 

services and on biodiversity which are both already under intense pressure from existing 

factors such as climate change; this is exacerbated by the intensification of quarrying 

development. 

Clause 6.5.2 states “Development will not be permitted unless avoidance, mitigation … are 

such that the net impacts are reduced to a level below which they … outweigh the benefits.” 

Clause 6.5.2 states “SSSIs will be safeguarded from inappropriate minerals development…” 

2.9 History and archaeology The effects of additional quarrying on historical artefacts, 

buildings and items of great archaeological importance are irreversible. 

Clause 2.2.5 states “Mineral working will act as a positive driver for protecting and 

enhancing the quality of environmental assets and designations such as the….Wye Valley 

AONB”. This area lies within the ancient Hundred of 

St Briavels, is adjacent to the Statutory Forest and the Wye Valley AONB. 
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Clause 6.6.2 states “There will be a presumption in favour of the conservation of the 

significance of designated heritage assets and their settings, and of those non-designated 

heritage assets with archaeological interest that are demonstrably of equivalent 

significance”. 

2.10 Enforcement Experience has shown that conditions attached to existing quarrying 

permissions have been frequently and blatantly disregarded by operators and enforcement 

woefully lacking, so, until evidence is provided that a long term commitment is given to 

resource the planning authority to ensure rigid enforcement no further land should be 

identified as a potential for quarrying. 

Clause 2.2.25 (Proposed Strategic priorities) states “to secure sound and enforceable 

working practices which will mitigate against adverse impacts on local communities and 

businesses and will be systematically monitored.” 

2.11 Cumulative impact Clause 8.2.3 states “Planning permission will be granted where the 

proposal would not have an unacceptable cumulative impact….and would include an 

assessment of noise, odour, traffic, dust, health, ecology and visual impacts”. 

3. Statistics for other authorities 

3.1 Monmouthshire County Council Local Development Plan (LDP) 2011 

(Clause 5.121) “… will address the requirements of the national policy [for the supply of 

aggregates] by ensuring that a sufficient land bank is maintained and by safeguarding known 

aggregate resources.” 

(Clause 5.122) “ … the number of years of mineral extraction that a land bank will provide 

should be based on the latest 3 years production figures” (this differs from Gloucestershire’s 

basis which is 10 years). 

(Clause 5.122) “The average crushed rock production … was 0.44mt for the years 2003-

2005; … the estimated reserves were 18.4mt, therefore, the authorities had more than 

sufficient reserves”. 

It thus appears from the LDP that Monmouthshire could make a significantly increased 

contribution to the national requirement. 

3.2 Somerset County Council Minerals Plan 

(Clause 6.23) “The South West regional “apportionment” for 2005 to 2020 was 412.73mt. 

Somerset’s recommended apportionment for 2005 to 2020 was 214.65mt which equates to a 

provision of 13.41t each year”. 

(Clause 6.26) “ …the authority should prepare an assessment based on a rolling average of 
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10 years sales data…” 

(Clause 6.29) “ … average 10 year sales figures … 10.81mt…” 

(Clause 6.35) “Somerset has a land bank of approximately 451mt (2012 figure).” 

(Clause 6.36) “ … based on [the above] Somerset has sufficient reserves for the next 41 

years.” (ie 451 / 10.81) 

It is perfectly clear therefore that there are more than adequate reserves in Somerset to allow 

a significant reduction in levels of production in Gloucestershire without affecting the 

supply nationally. Furthermore, the quarries in that county are far better placed to access the 

motorway network and indeed 4 sites have rail links direct from the quarry. 

4. Forest of Dean District Council Allocations Plan Pre Publication Draft 

This plan, currently out for consultation, quotes, in respect of Clearwell: 

Clause 17.2 “The majority of the village is a Conservation Area. There are many buildings 

of architectural and historic merit.” 

Key issues: “Maintaining the contribution of tourism is an important employer in the area”. 

At its nearest point Area “B” is only 700m from the centre of Clearwell village and within 

that area are the following listed buildings: 

St Peter’s church, Church Road - grade I 

Wellhead, Church Road - grade II 

Baynhams - grade II 

Castle Farm barn & attached cow shed, Church Road - grade II 

Clearwell Castle, Church Road - grade II* 

Clearwell Castle, Church Road - gateway, perimeter walls, iron gates - grade II 

Clearwell Castle, Church Road - gatehouse and flanking stables - grade II 

Clearwell Cross - grade II Scheduled Ancient Monument 

Cross House, Church Street - grade II 

Carthouse opp Platwell House, Church Road - grade II 

Wyndham Arms Hotel - grade II 

Properties within this area - and probably further afield - already experience vibration from 

quarry blasting and the extension of quarrying activity this much closer to the village would 

increase the incidents of vibration, dust and noise. 

5. Conclusions 

There appears no prima facie requirement in the short or medium term for the allocation of 

potential sites as in our view national demand can be achieved from the existing area “D” at 
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Stowe Hill / Clearwell and by co-operation and negotiation with other authorities where 

there appear to be huge reserve available. 

As stated at the outset of this response we acknowledge an obligation on the part of the 

county to contribute to the national demand and accept that new areas for extraction will 

need to be identified in the longer term. We have no objection to the minimal allocation of 

area “A” at Stowe Hill / Clearwell quarry (approximately 10ha (24 acres)) but urge you in 

the strongest possible terms to discount the allocation of areas “B” and “C” from the MLP. 

We express similar concerns for all other allocations in the Forest of Dean area in respect of 

the negative effect on tourism and the environment and the poor road infrastructure which 

will be unable to cope with the greatly increased heavy haulage traffic which will be 

generated. 

We acknowledge the research work conducted by Newland Parish Council in preparing this 

detailed response, and assert that West Dean Parish Council is in complete agreement with 

Newland Parish Council in its opposition to the allocations of areas B and C in the Minerals 

Local Plan 

802393 

Ms 

A 

Lapingt

on 

Colefor

d Town 

Council 

We therefore OBJECT to the inclusion of area A in site CRDF3 Stowfield Quarry and Areas 

B and C at site CRDFI Stowe Hill/ Clearwell. The 70/30 production split between Forest of 

Dean and the Cotswolds is an historic ratio and it is important that this is tested against 

today's reserves and demands to ascertain if it is still valid. 

1 Stowe Hill/Clearwell CRDF1 

The Council fully endorse the letter and comments of Newland Parish Council and fully 

support their actions with respect of Stowe Hill/Quarry CRDF1. 

2 Stowfield CRDF3 

The area A should not be included in the extension of the Mineral Plan. 

ln 1998 advice given in connection with the previous Plan identified a number of 

archaeological sites. These Scowles have now been designated as schedule monuments and 

appear to impinge on area A. The existing reserves at the Quarry are likely to cover the plan 

period to 2030 and beyond (subject to limitations of production) The current operator is not 

promoting this site which might suggest that this area is undeliverable. 

The existing road network is being overloaded, the 44136 (the quickest way to the 

motonrvay) has been subject to landslip and subsidence and is in constant repair The people 

of Staunton were assured that the Quarry would not get any nearer, they are still 

experiencing vibrations at times of blasting. Not to mention the Norman Church in the 

Support for Newland PC 

representation with regards to 

CRFD1 noted. 

Please also refer to Question 4.9 

of the consultation summary 

report. 
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village. 

With the vast array of protected species nearby from badger, lesser horseshoe bat, to lesser 

buttedly orchid and a rare non-flowering plant amongst others this area is singularly 

unsuitable for expansion. Furthermore should any mineral working be considered there are 

other issues which would also need to be addressed including 

Landscape, 

PRoW, 

Ecology 

Hydrology. 

CONCLUSION 

There appears to be no attention to the requirements of the Tourist lndustry in the Forest of 

Dean, This is now a vital area of employment in the area, and with the expansion of the 

quarrying will cause further noise and dust pollution and a scar on the landscape. 

As stated we acknowledge the requirement of the county to contribute to the national 

demand and feel that identification of Stowfield area A, and Stowe Hill / Clearwell Quarry 

area's B and C should be discounted from the MLP 

810027 
Respond

ent 

Corpora

te 

Affairs 

Bristol 

Water 

Plc 

Inclusion in the Minerals Local Plan of areas B and C of Clearwell/Stowe Hill quarry (site 

no CRFD1) as a potential allocations for quarrying will create a presumption that they are 

all available for extraction of limestone. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Stowe Hill/Clearwell (CRFD1) as indicated on pages 43-45 of the 

Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Hewelsfield (CRFD4) as indicated on pages 50 – 52 of the Draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 

Objections noted 

847738 

Mrs 

Janet 

Marrott 

Colefor

d Area 

MCTI 

Partners

hip 

RESPONSE TO GLOUCESTERSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL DRAFT MINERALS 

LOCAL PLAN (MLP) 2014 CONSULTATION FROM THE COLEFORD AREA MCTI 

PARTNERSHIP 

The Partnership acknowledges the obligation for Gloucestershire County Council to identify 

areas for extraction of crushed rock as a part of government requirements, but we feel that 

the proposals put forward in the Mineral Local Plan are far too extensive for the Forest of 

Dean area to be expected to tolerate. 

It should be noted that the recent 

consultation was not on a draft 

MLP, it was for site options and 

the Council was not proposing 

that all of the sites would be 

required.  

Please also refer to Question 4.9 
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In the South Forest area, we already have the largest quarry in the county at Stowfield 

(CRFD3). Not only is the surface area large but it is also very deep and already has 

permissions that will carry production through for considerably more years without the 

necessity to increase the area of operation. Your staff should also be aware of the concerns 

regarding water and the artesian effect on the nearby Rogers’ Quarry. This is similar to the 

problems experienced in the Mendips. 

We are sure that your staff and Councillors will also be well aware of the issues regarding 

transport from the site. The A4136 is used in both directions, both towards Monmouth and 

Gloucester and wear and tear of the road surfaces is only one of the issues there. On the 

Monmouth road in particular, there are regular landslips and ongoing work as a result, while 

on the Gloucester route, a great deal of heavy traffic is being directed through communities. 

With regard to Stowe Hill/Clearwell (CRFD1), the proposals contained in your Minerals 

Local Plan are even greater than the situation at Stowfield. The removal of the overload in 

this area will mean the loss of very valuable arable land which also serves as a reservoir for 

heavy rain. The rock beneath also acts as a storage medium and we are very concerned 

about the possible effect on areas at lower levels such as the Wye Valley which is an Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty and the birthplace of tourism in the country. In addition there 

would be a great loss of hedgerows and land currently used as wildlife corridors. 

The three roads affected by the proposal are the arterial routes in to the Forest of Dean from 

the south and the M5/M4 corridor. Neither of these roads is suitable for such heavy traffic as 

expected with mineral extraction of such magnitude. The village of St. Briavels has long 

suffered from the transport of aggregate from the existing quarry and ensuing dust from such 

action as has the route through the town of Coleford. The Forest of Dean is very highly 

dependent on tourism and the three roads affected by the proposals are heavily used 

especially by visitors towing caravans. 

The visual effect of such a proposal would greatly affect the physical views of the area from 

higher ground around the area. The Partnership is also deeply concerned about the 

repercussions regarding health for people within the area as the prevailing wind direction is 

south westerly. It is well known that people in the Sling area are already suffering from 

asthma and any further dust in the atmosphere would be detrimental. We are also aware of 

the ill health of people living even more locally to the existing quarry. 

The road that runs downhill from the existing quarry is currently suffering from landslip and 

there appears to be no movement in dealing with this problem. There is a constant stream of 

of the consultation summary 

report. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organis

ation 

Details 

Crushed Rock Forest of Dean Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

water running down the road, even during the recent very hot, dry weather. 

The proposal at Hewelsfield (CRFD4) is also one that causes us concern, again being on a 

major route through from Chepstow and the south. The physical aspect from the Hewelsfield 

cross roads could not be hidden by high earthworks and this, again, is valuable arable land 

which is within the high plateau and excavation could again have a detrimental effect on the 

Lower Wye Valley. 

We therefore request that Gloucestershire County Council makes every effort to ensure that, 

prior to consideration of any applications for deep quarrying within the Forest of Dean, all 

necessary investigations are thoroughly carried out at the expense of the proposers. 

Following such investigations, we must request that Gloucestershire County Council insists 

on and constantly monitors all procedures put in place for the protection of our area. 

848378 

Mr 

Andrew 

Carss 

Chairma

n 

St 

Briavels 

Parish 

Council 

1. General Statement 

1.1 St Briavels Parish Council understand the obligations placed on Gloucestershire to 

provide crushed rock for the construction industry, however it is the view of St Briavels 

Parish Council that the proposals in the MLP exceed any requirements placed on the 

authority. Consequently St Briavels Parish Council most strongly objects to the content of 

the MLP proposals regarding: 

- Area B at site CRFD1: Stowe Hill / Clearwell 

- Area C at site CRFD1: Stowe Hill / Clearwell 

- Area A at site CRFD4: Hewelsfield 

1.2 St Briavels Parish Council has worked closely with neighbouring parish councils and has 

canvassed the opinions of residents to determine the overall consensus of local residents and 

therefore objects on the following grounds. 

2. National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

2.1 The following clauses in the NPPF are relevant here; they deal with obligations imposed 

on planning authorities which require them to adopt policies which fulfil the following 

criteria: 

2.2 (Clause 109) “to contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by 

- Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and soils; 

- Recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; 

- Minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, 

contributing to the government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity, 

including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 

except where indicated below. 

3.3 It is first important to point 

out that the recent Site Options 

and Draft Policy Framework 

consultation document was not a 

draft plan.  
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future pressures; 

- Preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at 

unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water 

or noise pollution or land instability”. 

2.3 (Clause 110) “in preparing plans … the aim should be to minimise pollution and other 

adverse effects on the local and natural environment”. 

2.4 (Clause 112) “where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be 

necessary, [they] should seek to use areas of poorer quality land …” 

2.5 (Clause 118) “if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided …. 

then planning permission should be refused”. “Proposed development on land … likely to 

have an adverse effect of a SSSI should not normally be permitted”. 

2.6 (Clause 122) “… local planning authorities should focus on whether the development 

itself is an acceptable use of the land, and the impact of the use, rather than the control of 

processes or emissions …” 

2.7 (Clause 123) “Planning policies and decisions should aim to avoid noise from giving rise 

to significant adverse effects on health and quality of life ...” 

2.8 (Clause 128) “Where a site on which development is proposed includes or has the 

potential to include heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities 

should require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where 

necessary, a field evaluation.” 

2.9 (Clause 131) “In determining planning applications … account should be taken of the 

positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable 

communities including their economic viability.” 

2.10 (Clause 145) “Minerals planning authorities should plan … jointly ... with other 

mineral planning authorities …” 

2.11 (Clause 145) “Minerals planning authorities should plan … ensuring that large land 

banks bound up in very few sites do not stifle competition.” 

2.12 (Clause 157) “Local Plans should be based on co-operation with neighbouring 

authorities …” 

2.13 (Clause 207) “Local planning authorities should consider publishing a local 

enforcement plan to manage enforcement proactively, in a way that is appropriate to their 

area. This should set out how they will monitor the implementation of planning permissions 

…” 
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3. CRFD 1- Stowe Hill / Clearwell Quarry (Area B and C) 

3.1 St Briavels Parish Council specifically objects to the proposals for Stowe Hill / 

Clearwell quarry as follows: 

3.2 Land use. 

3.2.1 The permanent loss of 185.5ha (445 acres) of good grade 2 agricultural land (areas B 

and C) which is required to meet ever increasing demands for food is totally unacceptable. 

3.2.2 There is no requirement to include this agricultural land in the MLP as other forms of 

development would not be permitted. 

3.2.3 The current tenant farmer at Longley farm will lose his livelihood and home due to the 

quarry expansion. There are no farms available in the area to which he may relocate. 

3.2.4 Inclusion of these areas in the MLP will result in presumption for quarrying and future 

planning applications will be granted. 

3.3 Need. 

3.3.1 The draft MLP states that areas A and B “could be sufficient to maintain productive 

capacity….to 2030 and potentially beyond”. Any one site should not be looked at in 

isolation and account must be taken of reserves elsewhere, not only in Gloucestershire but 

other counties where we understand there are ample reserves through to 2030 and beyond. 

3.3.2 MLP, Section 2, Page 11, Drivers for change, states that “there are sufficient amounts 

of workable crushed rock to last 18.58 years” i.e. until 2033 

3.3.3 MLP, Section 2, Page 11, Drivers for change, states that “Growth is focused on urban 

areas of Gloucester and Cheltenham and will include regeneration of brown field land. This 

offers opportunities for the reuse and recycling of waste materials as a replacement for 

construction aggregates”. 

3.3.4 Para 4.2.8 states that there is a “shortfall of 2mt for the Forest of Dean, but a surplus of 

3mt for the Cotswolds”. 

3.3.5 The 70/30 production split between the Forest of Dean and the Cotswolds is an historic 

ratio and it is important that this is tested against today’s reserves and demands to ascertain 

if it is still valid. 

3.4 Health 

3.4.1 There are serious concerns about the effects of airborne dust particles - believed to be 

toxic - released on blasting, processing and transportation. There is evidence of an increase 

in respiratory health issues among those living and working close to and downwind of 

quarries. Before any further land is identified in the MLP independent Health Impact 
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Assessments (HIA) should be undertaken for every potential site. 

3.4.2 Para 2.2.5 states “Where mineral working takes place, amenity, health, quality of life 

and economic vitality will be paramount to the decision making process”. 

3.4.3 Dust reduction measures, a condition of previous planning permission granted have 

only been implemented July 14 prior to the submission of a new planning application. 

Planning conditions have been ignored and not enforced leaving residents exposed to serious 

health issues. 

3.5 Transport network 

3.5.1 This site is located in a rural area served by narrow, minor, unclassified roads. To 

reach the motorway network LGV’s are required to travel on local A and B class road which 

are not designed for such traffic. The increase in LGV’s through the local area will increase 

congestion, noise and pollution. 

3.5.2 Despite repeated requests from St Briavels Parish Council the recognised LGV route 

through the area is not signposted therefore LGV’s routinely transit through St Briavels, the 

development of sites nominated in the MLP can only add to the numbers of LGV 

movements. Sourcing stone from quarries located closer to the motorway network would be 

more environmentally friendly. 

3.5.3 Para 2.1.2 states “Moving minerals by road puts a strain on an already pressurised 

highway network. It can cause adverse local impacts and contribute to climate change.” 

3.5.4 Para 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic policies) states “Where transportation by road is the 

only practical option, roads unsuitable for LGVs will be avoided”. 

3.6 Water courses 

3.6.1 Quarrying can have irreversible effects on underground water courses and aquifers. 

This will lead to reduced underground storage capacity 

and thus to an increased risk of flooding given the scientifically accepted fact that climate 

change will lead to more frequent incidents of heavy rainfall. 

3.6.2 There is particular concern about the effects on Slade brook, Mork brook, Clearwell 

well and Valley Brook. Before any land is identified as suitable for quarrying the County 

Council as the responsible authority must ensure that modelling for each site is undertaken 

correctly. 

3.6.3 Para 6.2.5 states “…development will not be permitted unless appropriate measures 

can be imposed to mitigate any harmful effects [on water quality]”. 

3.6.4 Slade brook is a SSSI whose waters rise from springs located adjacent to area C. 
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Removal of stone from this area has potential hydrological issues which will directly impact 

on the SSSI. Slade brook is the longest tufa (travertine) stream in the UK and is of national 

importance. (see Petecost et al. The Travertine Dams of Slade Brook, Gloucestershire: their 

formation and conservation Geology Today 16 24-28). 

3.6.5 There are many springs in the area, many of which are historic and part of the areas 

rich history. Increase in either size or depth of the existing quarry may have severe impact 

on the local hydrology. 

3.7 Employment and Economy 

3.7.1 Any increase in quarrying activity would be detrimental to the local economy, which is 

based largely on farming and tourism, without providing any significant employment 

opportunities. Indeed it is likely that there would be a net reduction in employment 

opportunities in the area. 

3.7.2 Local businesses such as pubs, hotels, guest houses, shops and the youth hostel depend 

on tourists to survive. Large scale expansion would be detrimental to these businesses and 

result in loss of job and facilities for local people. 

3.8 Environment and Landscape 

3.8.1 The effect of additional quarrying will have a devastating and permanent effect on the 

landscape which is a major attraction for tourists and residents by virtue of the fact that the 

land lies within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels, is adjacent to the Statutory Forest and 

the Wye Valley AONB. 

3.8.2 Para 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic Priorities) states “To protect [the environment] and 

where appropriate, enhance, the quality of landscapes, habitats, heritage and other 

environmental assets, having full regard to their international, national and local 

importance”. 

3.8.3 Para 2.6.2 states that the Council will always work “to secure development that 

improves the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area”. 

3.8.4 Para 6.3.3 states “proposals for minerals development will be permitted where they do 

not have a significant adverse effect on the local landscape or unless the impact can be 

mitigated. Where significant adverse impacts cannot be fully mitigated, the social, 

environmental and economic benefits of the proposal must outweigh any harm arising from 

the impacts”. 

3.8.5 Due to the landscape of areas B and C it would be impossible to construct bunds of 

sufficient size to prevent oversight of quarry activities in these areas which would result in 
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considerable negative impact on the area. 

3.8.6 The bunds required to shield any quarry works from wind would themselves be an 

eyesore, impractical and prohibitively expensive to construct. Lack of suitable bunds would 

result in excessive dust being blown from the works resulting in a significant health hazard. 

3.9 History and Archaeology 

3.9.1 The effects of additional quarrying on historical artefacts, buildings and items of great 

archaeological importance are irreversible. 

3.9.2 Para 2.2.5 states “Mineral working will act as a positive driver for protecting and 

enhancing the quality of environmental assets and designations such as the….Wye Valley 

AONB”. This area lies within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels, is adjacent to the 

Statutory Forest and the Wye Valley AONB. 

3.9.3 Para 6.6.2 states “There will be a presumption in favour of the conservation of the 

significance of designated heritage assets and their settings, and of those non-designated 

heritage assets with archaeological interest that are demonstrably of equivalent 

significance”. 

3.10 Enforcement 

3.10.1 Experience has shown that conditions attached to existing quarrying permissions 

have been frequently and blatantly disregarded by operators and enforcement woefully 

lacking, so, until evidence is provided that a long term commitment is given to resource the 

planning authority to ensure rigid enforcement no further land should be identified as a 

potential for quarrying. 

3.10.2 Para 2.2.25 (Proposed Strategic priorities) states “to secure sound and enforceable 

working practices which will mitigate against adverse impacts on local communities and 

businesses and will be systematically monitored.” 

3.11 Cumulative Impact 

3.11.1 Para 8.2.3 states “Planning permission will be granted where the proposal would not 

have an unacceptable cumulative impact….and would include an assessment of noise, 

odour, traffic, dust, health, ecology and visual impacts”. 

3.11.2 Residents have raised concerns about property values in the vicinity of areas B and C. 

Due to the MLP indicating these areas as potential sites for stone extraction will result in 

any property search highlighting this fact and make those properties directly adjacent to 

these areas valueless. 

4. CRFD 4- Hewelsfield (Area A) 
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4.1 St Briavels Parish Council specifically objects to the proposals for Hewelsfield quarry as 

follows: 

4.2 Land use. 

4.2.1 The site is directly adjacent to Cowshill farm which is renowned for its beef 

production. Quarry development would impact on their reputation and destroy many years 

of development of the beef herd. 

4.2.2 Permanent loss of 36ha of good grade 2 agricultural land which is required to meet 

ever increasing demands for food is totally unacceptable. 

4.2.3 There is no requirement to include this agricultural land in the MLP as other forms of 

development would not be permitted as the site is within the AONB. 

4.2.4 Inclusion of these areas in the MLP will result in presumption for quarrying and future 

planning applications will be granted. 

4.3 Need. 

4.3.1 The draft MLP states that the site “...being within the Wye Valley AONB is a 

significant constraint and given the NPPF policy on mineral working in the AONB, very 

special circumstances need to be made to justify allocations...” These ‘very special 

circumstances’ simply do not exist. 

4.3.2 The draft MLP states that the site “...would be unlikely to contribute to the landbank 

until the very late stages of the plan period and largely contribute towards the period post 

2030”. The inclusion of Hewelsfield 

is outside the scope of the MLP and will take significant time to develop and have some 

“very significant issues to overcome”. 

4.3.3 MLP, Section 2, Page 11, Drivers for change, states that “there are sufficient amounts 

of workable crushed rock to last 18.58 years” i.e. until 2033 

4.3.4 MLP, Section 2, Page 11, Drivers for change, states that “Growth is focused on urban 

areas of Gloucester and Cheltenham and will include regeneration of brown field land. This 

offers opportunities for the reuse and recycling of waste materials as a replacement for 

construction aggregates”. Greater use of recycled materials will significantly reduce the 

need for quarries and destruction of the areas proposed in the MLP 

4.3.4 Para 4.2.8 states that there is a “shortfall of 2mt for the Forest of Dean, but a surplus of 

3mt for the Cotswolds”. 

4.3.5 The 70/30 production split between the Forest of Dean and the Cotswolds is an historic 

ratio and it is important that this is tested against today’s reserves and demands to ascertain 
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if it is still valid. 

4.4 Health 

4.4.1 There are serious concerns about the effects of airborne dust particles - believed to be 

toxic - released on blasting, processing and transportation. There is evidence of an increase 

in respiratory health issues among those living and working close to and downwind of 

quarries. Before any further land is identified in the MLP independent Health Impact 

Assessments (HIA) should be undertaken for every potential site. 

4.4.2 Para 2.2.5 states “Where mineral working takes place, amenity, health, quality of life 

and economic vitality will be paramount to the decision making process”. 

4.4.3 The prevailing wind direction would result in dust being blown directly towards St 

Briavels / St Briavels Common and have a direct impact on residents. 

4.5 Transport network 

4.5.1 This site is located in a rural area served by the B4228, a narrow road with many tight 

bends. To reach the motorway network LGV’s would be required to travel on local A and B 

class road which are not designed for such traffic. The increase in LGV’s through the local 

area will increase congestion, noise and pollution. 

4.5.2 Despite repeated requests from St Briavels Parish Council the recognised LGV route 

through the area is not signposted therefore LGV’s routinely transit through St Briavels, the 

development of sites nominated in the MLP can only add to the numbers of LGV 

movements. Sourcing stone from quarries located closer to the motorway network would be 

more environmentally friendly. 

4.5.3 Para 2.1.2 states “Moving minerals by road puts a strain on an already pressurised 

highway network. It can cause adverse local impacts and contribute to climate change.” 

4.5.4 Para 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic policies) states “Where transportation by road is the 

only practical option, roads unsuitable for HGVs will be avoided”. 

4.6 Water courses 

4.6.1 Quarrying can have irreversible effects on underground water courses and aquifers. 

This will lead to reduced underground storage capacity and thus to an increased risk of 

flooding given the scientifically accepted fact that climate change will lead to more frequent 

incidents of heavy rainfall. 

4.6.2 There is particular concern about the effects on local water courses. Before any land is 

identified as suitable for quarrying the County Council as the responsible authority must 

ensure that modelling for each site is undertaken correctly. 
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4.6.3 Para 6.2.5 states “…development will not be permitted unless appropriate measures 

can be imposed to mitigate any harmful effects [on water quality]”. 

4.7 Employment and Economy 

4.7.1 Any increase in quarrying activity would be detrimental to the local economy, which is 

based largely on farming and tourism, without providing any significant employment 

opportunities for local people. Indeed it is likely that there would be a net reduction in 

employment opportunities in the area. 

4.7.2 Local businesses such as pubs, hotels, guest houses, shops and the youth hostel depend 

on tourists to survive. Large scale expansion would be detrimental to these businesses and 

result in loss of job and facilities for local people. 

4.8 Environment and Landscape 

4.8.1 The effect of additional quarrying will have a devastating and permanent effect on the 

landscape which is a major attraction for tourists and residents by virtue of the fact that the 

land lies within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels and the Wye Valley AONB. 

4.8.2 Para 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic Priorities) states “To protect [the environment] and 

where appropriate, enhance, the quality of landscapes, habitats, heritage and other 

environmental assets, having full regard to their international, national and local 

importance”. 

4.8.3 Para 2.6.2 states that the Council will always work “to secure development that 

improves the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area”. 

4.8.4 Para 6.3.3 states “proposals for minerals development will be permitted where they do 

not have a significant adverse effect on the local landscape or unless the impact can be 

mitigated. Where significant adverse impacts cannot be fully mitigated, the social, 

environmental and economic benefits of the proposal must outweigh any harm arising from 

the impacts”. 

4.9 History and Archaeology 

4.9.1 The effects of additional quarrying on historical artefacts, buildings and items of great 

archaeological importance are irreversible. 

4.9.2 Para 2.2.5 states “Mineral working will act as a positive driver for protecting and 

enhancing the quality of environmental assets and designations such as the….Wye Valley 

AONB”. This area lies within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels and the Wye Valley 

AONB. 

4.9.3 Para 6.6.2 states “There will be a presumption in favour of the conservation of the 
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significance of designated heritage assets and their settings, and of those non-designated 

heritage assets with archaeological interest that are demonstrably of equivalent 

significance”. 

4.10 Enforcement 

4.10.1 Experience has shown that conditions attached to existing quarrying permissions 

have been frequently and blatantly disregarded by operators and enforcement woefully 

lacking, so, until evidence is provided that a long term commitment is given to resource the 

planning authority to ensure rigid enforcement no further land should be identified as a 

potential for quarrying. 

4.10.2 Para 2.2.25 (Proposed Strategic priorities) states “to secure sound and enforceable 

working practices which will mitigate against adverse impacts on local communities and 

businesses and will be systematically monitored.” 

4.11 Cumulative Impact 

4.11.1 Para 8.2.3 states “Planning permission will be granted where the proposal would not 

have an unacceptable cumulative impact….and would include an assessment of noise, 

odour, traffic, dust, health, ecology and visual impacts”. 

4.11.2 Residents have raised concerns about property values in the vicinity of the proposed 

quarry. Due to the MLP indicating these areas as potential sites for stone extraction will 

result in any property search highlighting this fact and make those properties in the area 

valueless. 

4.11.3 The MLP adopted in 2003 was subject to a public inquiry where the site was not 

recommended for inclusion by the inspector. There has been no change to the justification 

since the public inquiry. 

851551 

Miss 

Sally 

Vivian 
 

CRFD4 lies entirely within the ANOB . Paragraph 115 of the NPPF states that great weight 

should be given to conserving landscape and natural beauty in National Parks,, the Broads 

and ANOBs. Para 116 states that permission should be refused for major developments in 

these designated areas except in exceptional circumstances. These exceptional 

circumstances include (but are not limited to) national considerations including availability; 

therefore it is not appropriate to be considering development in ANOB whilst just 

considering Gloucestershire's reserves. Nowhere in the suite of documents associated with 

this Consultation are "exceptional circumstances" identified which would warrant the 

inclusion of the Hewelsfield site in the Draft Minerals Plan. 

CRFD4 also consists almost entirely of what is defined as "Best and Most Versatile" land 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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will most being classed as Grade 2 "very good". Para 112 of the NPPF states that where 

significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary authorities 

should seek to use areas of poorer qualify land in preference. 

Transportation of material from site CRFD4 is heavily constrained. The Consultation's Site 

options evidence paper notes that the Highways Authority reviewed the site in 2013 and 

(still) do not consider the B4228 is suitable to accommodate the type of traffic generated 

from a potential quarry. The paper also comments that the highways difficulty appears very 

significant to overcome. There can be no confidence that the issues relating to material 

transportation can be solved. Proposing inclusion of this site within the minerals local plan 

therefore is in direct conflict with the proposed transport policy contained on page 105 

("Development that would have an adverse impact on the highway network (such as 

highway safety and operation, residential amenity or the local environment) which cannot be 

mitigated will not be permitted.") 

851961 

Mr 

Roger 

Garbett 
 

I would like to object to the use of the proposed crushed rock sites at CRFD1: Stowe 

Hill/Clearwell, and CRFD4: Hewelsfield. 

Whilst the local difficulties of transportation have been highlighted in the report I do not 

believe that the wider impact on the area has been assessed. The two proposed areas are 

sited well away from the major transportation infrastructure outlined in your plan and will 

have to rely on B or C class roads passing through local settlements in order to reach 

appropriate highways. 

A significant portion of the B4228 between St Briavels and the Hewelsfield crossroads is 

windy, narrow and unsuitable for quarry traffic. 

Lorries traveling south towards Chepstow will impact on the settlements of St Briavels, 

Woodcroft and Tutshill and will have a negative effect on the Air Quality Management Area 

at Hardwick Hill Chepstow on the A48. Indeed the management plan states that “HGVs 

make a significantly higher local contribution to emissions than might be expected from the 

vehicle numbers and proportions”. 

Lorries travelling north will impact on the settlements of Coleford and Staunton as well as 

the Junction of the A466 and the A4136 at Monmouth Bridge. 

Lorries travelling east on the B4231 will place pressure on the settlements of Bream and 

Lydney. A further enlargement of the Stow Hill quarry would inevitably increase NOx 

PM10s and other pollutants at the junction of Bream Road, Hill Street, and High Street 

Lydney. This site is already an Air Quality Management Area. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Another reason for refusal is the potential irreversible damage to Slade Brook SSSI. The site 

is significant as tufa dams actively forming there are rare and this site has approximately 

sixty such dams. 

Slade Brook rises on Carboniferous Limestone and flows for two kilometres before joining 

the River Wye, which is also an SSSI. Approximately a kilometre section of the stream 

includes the main focus of tufa deposition and the proposed area of mineral extraction has 

the potential to completely destroy this unique habitat. 

852014 

Mr 

Piers 

Chivers 
 

CRFD1: Stowe Hill/Clearwell 

1. This is a massive increase to the existing quarry. 

2. The roads are all B class in this area and not suitable for large HGV transfers 

3. Slade Brook SSSI is nationally renowned as a site for tufa dams which are formed 

through limestone deposits. It seems highly likely that removing the limestone “up stream” 

will impact on this SSSI. 

4. The site is bordering an AONB. Dust is already a problem for people within the AONB 

e.g. at Bigsweir. The massive quarry increase may result in an area of outstanding low 

visibility 

5. As previous planning applications have indicated, 

http://glostext.gloucestershire.gov.uk/documents/s2884/Clearwell%20master%20committee

%20version%20doc.pdf 7.1, there is significant Anglo-Saxon archaeology on this site “In 

the context of the importance of the Forest of Dean area for early iron working, this activity 

is a highly important find”. It is essential that this is investigated before any further 

quarrying. 

6. The Forest of Dean Local Allocations Plan (draft) indicates for Clearwell “The settlement 

will see only small scale changes during the plan period. The Plan's policies will protect the 

village from inappropriate development” and for St Briavels “The settlement will see limited 

change during the plan period in keeping with its conservation area status and the constraints 

that apply to the surrounding countryside”. This quarry site lies between Clearwell and St 

Briavels. “inappropriate development” and “limited change” are not comments that apply to 

your proposals. You seem to be at odds with all the local authorities with this site. 

CRFD4: Hewelsfield 

1. This site is within the AONB. Same comments as above for AONB. 

2. It would be an eyesore for all traffic coming from South Wales/Bristol region to the 

Forest of Dean which is promoting itself as a tourist destination 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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3. The caving system which runs under this site must be investigated before any work is 

undertaken 

4. The B4228 is not capable of taking many HGV journeys at this point 

5. You seem to be dismissing the viability of this site but continue to include it within your 

site proposals. Why is this? 

852260 

Mr 

Michael 

Gordon 
 

Please read my detailed letter of objection to the listing of Woodland Farm Ref.gordongcc1 

and my subsequent additional later comments, plus this further and later comment dated 

13th August 2014.. Imagine this scenario, (1) Woodland Farm is placed on the MLP (2) By 

doing so the Glos. C.C would be legally obliged to inform their Insurers, that the 

scrutinising Committee had decided to ignore the warnings of the their own Highways 

Authority whom reviewed the site in 2013 and concluded that they, "do not consider that the 

B4228 is suitable to accommodate the type of traffic generated from a potential quarry 

between the site in a northerly towards St Briavels as the B4228 is significantly restricted in 

terms of its width and alignment on the approach to St Briavels...... This section of the 

B4228 is also restricted with several localised road narrowings' between the site (Quarry) 

and the settlement of Tutshill. (3) A failure to consult and obtain clearance from their 

insurers of the existence of their own Highways Authority warning, they would be 

technically creating a situation whereby the G.C.C would be uninsured and open to a claim 

of malpractice and compensation in the eventual event of death or injury upon a county 

road, to wit, the B4228, when work commenced to open up the Quarry and during the 

delivery of production. I shudder to hear a High Court judge's comment, scathing would the 

lowest estimate.. 

Please see response to your 

earlier representation. 

852452 

Dr 

Brian 

Armstro

ng 

 

As you will note from our address, we live in close proximity to the site at Woodlands Farm, 

Hewelsfield, which very importantly lies entirely within the Wye Valley Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). In addition out property lies within a Conservation 

Area. 

I am sure I do not need to rehearse the relevant paras 115 and 116 of the National Planning 

Policy Framework (NPPF), but suffice to say that nowhere in the suite of documents 

associated with this Consultation are 'exceptional circumstances 'identified, which would 

warrant the inclusion of the Hewelsfield site in the Draft Local Minerals Plan. 

The site also consists almost entirely of what is defined as 'Best and Most Versatile' Iand, 

with most classed as Grade 2 (Very good). 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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As far as I know, there has been no interest in this site from any commecial enterprise and I 

suspect that one of the primary reasons for this is almost certainly the very significant 

limitation of the local road network. The Highways Authority reviewed the site in 2013 and 

considered the B4228 unsuitable for the type of traffic generated by a quarry, which for 

anyone living in the surrounding villages is totally unsurprising. In fact the road is barely 

adequate to carry the heavy goods lorries, which currently on a regular basis cause near, or 

actual accidents at narrow points, where the road is so narrow that there is no central white 

line. The only other option of a new access road from the B4228 to the A48 would in itself 

be a costly major development, with further planning implications and no doubt 

considerable local resistance. 

Of course we might not be in this position if as I understand correctly, Gloucestershire 

County Council had participated in the wider strategic mineral planning review with other 

South West County Councils some years ago. Apparently, the funding for this was 

redirected to solving the problems of Waste Management. At that stage it might have been 

perfectly feasible for Gloucestershire to have sought assistance for the provision of it's 

Government imposed quota from another council with existing quarries, 'moth balled', or 

otherwise. Apparently, that option has now been lost, as the other councils have reached 

agreement on their approach without any input from Gloucestershire. 

On a wider issue, why is it that we cannot look beyond the constraints of the local provision 

of mineral resources. Although I do not have access to the flrgures to support my argument, 

I am led to believe that it would be more cost effective to transport stone by ship from 

Scottish Quarries, which unlike the Cotswolds have the appropriate quality of stone. Ships 

could dock at an up rated Lydney, or Barry if the former is not practical and moved from 

their by train, or road transport. 

On a final and albeit personal point, we are endeavouring to sell our property in an already 

diffrcult housing market. The uncertainty caused by having this concern constantly hanging 

over local villages is not at all helpful and indeed one could say the 'final nail in the coffin'. 

The solution required by all local inhabitants is that this site is permanently removed from 

The Local Plan for Minerals Site Options, as the site at \Moodlands Farm is not a practical, 

cost effective option, that if opened would blight the status of this beautiful part of the Wye 

Valley, as an AONB, for generations. 

852829 
Dr 

Andrew  

CRFD4-Firstly I am concerned as a local home owner who will be directly affected by noise 

and transport issues (I would be worried taking my small children in the car), Furthermore, I 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Jones would have to consider my investment in the property and also potential site based 

environmental enterprise I am considering. (I am an academic specialising in environment, 

land-use, ecology and countryside skills and am considering training courses using the 

property which has mature woodland). 

Secondly I am concerned about the position of the site in relation to significant high quality 

natural capital and potential adverse impacts. 

Thirdly, I am dubious about the benefit to the local economy which I would consider 

primarily associated with the outstanding heritage, AONB status and resulting tourism 

activity which some of my neighbours are directly supported by. 

854213 

Ms 

Claire 

Nissel 
 

see comments under Introduction Noted 

854406 

Dr 

Janet 

Holmes 
 

I have strong objections to the development of the quarry site CRFD4 fo the following 

reasons: 

1. The site at Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield lies within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty which should surely offer the area the highest degree of protection. 

2. The same site also contains land that is classed as Grade 2 (defined as "very good"). I 

understand that planning authorities have a duty to develop land of poor quality as a priority. 

3. The road which gives access to this site (B4228) is not suitable for heavy lorry traffic 

either to the north of the proposed site (towards St Briavels) nor to the south (Tutshill). 

4. The Wye Valley and the Forest of Dean enjoys considerable economic benefits from 

visitors throughout the year, and any development of quarries in the region would make a 

significant dent on the popularity of the region as a holiday destination. 

5. The impact to residents in the area must not be understated. The level of noise, increased 

traffic and disruption on the roads would certainly have a detrimental impact on the lives of 

people living in the area. 

I sincerely hope that this proposed quarry is not granted permission for development. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854496 

Miss 

Hilary 

Lee 
 

GCC ref CRFD4: Hewelsfield 

i write to express my objection to the possible inclusion of this site in the Draft Minerals 

Local Plan. 

The site is entirely within the wye valley AONB, and as such should be safe from major 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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developments as the "exceptional circumstances" which would be required to use such a site 

are not identified in the consultation documents. 

The site is almost all Grade 2 agricultural land and as such should have a presumption 

against development. 

Transportation of material to the site, and access to the site, would be rendered extremely 

difficult by the narrow and winding roads between Tutshill and St Briavels and beyond. The 

Highways Authority reviewed the B4228 in 2013 and do not considãr it a suitable road for 

the traffrc which would be generated by any such development. 

For these reasons, and because of the extremely detrimental effect that any such 

development would have on the area, I sincerely hope that this site will not be included in 

the Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

854497 

Mrs 

Ursula 

William

s 

 

Inclusion in the Minerals Local Plan of areas B and C of Clearwell/Stowe Hill quarry (site 

no CRFD1) as a potential allocations for quarrying will create a presumption that they are 

all available for extraction of limestone. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Stowe Hill/Clearwell (CRFD1) as indicated on pages 43-45 of the 

Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Hewelsfield (CRFD4) as indicated on pages 50 – 52 of the Draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 

Objections noted. Please also 

refer to Question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854596 

Mrs 

Susan 

Davis 
 

Visual and noise impact on adjacent AONB; impact on the Slade Brook SSSI, pressure on 

the B4228 which is narrow with many bends; impact on Conservation Area of St.Briavels 

and grade 1 listed castle; impact of noise, dust etc on communities of Stowe, Bream, 

St.Briavels , Clearwell, Newland. The area relies heavily on tourism and this development 

will have a serious impact on the attractiveness of the area. 

Inclusion in the Minerals Local Plan of areas B and C of Clearwell/Stowe Hill quarry (site 

no CRFD1) as a potential allocations for quarrying will create a presumption that they are 

all available for extraction of limestone. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Stowe Hill/Clearwell (CRFD1) as indicated on pages 43-45 of the 

Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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allocate additional land at Hewelsfield (CRFD4) as indicated on pages 50 – 52 of the Draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 

854609 

A J P 

William

s 
 

I am writing this letter to object to the possibility of a potential quarry site at Hewelsfield, 

my reasons being listed below: 

1. The area surrounding the potential quarry is a significant tourist area. 

2. There has been a very large increase in cycling over the last 10 years both along the 

B4228 across Tidenham Chase and the A466 along the Wye Valley. Both of these roads are 

very scenic but also very dangerous for cyclists particularly where heavy lorries are 

concerned One of the founder members of the Monmouth Cycling Club was killed by a 

lorry. 

3. St Briavels Youth Hostel is a castle built originally about 1130 and modified in the 13th 

century, which makes it one of the most popular Youth Hostels in the British Isles having 

just under 11,000 overnight stays per year. A percentage of these hostellers arrive via the 

B4228 and the A466 and those that have cars often bring their cycles and tour around the 

area. 

4. The Offa's Dyke Path is a National Footpath and would only be 800 metres from the 

potential quarry. There are two people counters located close to Devils Pulpit on the Offas 

Dyke path, last year the one counter had about 21,000 hits and the other about 25,000 hits. 

Some of these readings are from people walking from Tintern and from the B4228 side. The 

estimate given for those walking very close to the potential quarry site would be 10,000 to 

12,000 last year. 

5. At all times of the year there are cars parked in the car park on Tidenham Chase where 

walkers park, from there they can walk along Offa's Dyke Path to see Devils Pulpit, an 

interesting rock formation with a beautiful view of Tintern Abbey, returning via Oakhill 

Wood which would be adjacent to the potential quarry site. 

6. Here is an extract from the Monmouthshire Beacon "Tinterns Old Station has developed 

an excellent reputation as one of the area's top visitor centres and was voted the UK's 

favourite park in the 2011 People Choice Green Flag Award public poll. Its situated in a 

scenic wooded area next to the River Wye and is noted for its fare". The outlook from 

Tintern Old Station is directly up towards the potential quarry site. 

7. 32 years of my working life was spent in Newport South Wales where i knew many of its 

inhabitants. One of their favourite weekend pleasures was to motor up through the Wye 

Valley stopping particularly at Tintern to see the World Famous Tintern Abbey and get 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organis

ation 

Details 

Crushed Rock Forest of Dean Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

reffreshment at a choice of Hotel, Restaurant, Public House or Tea Room offered in Tintern 

or at the Old Station Tintern. Newport has a population of approximately 140.000 if the 

villages between Newport and Chepstow are included the population is approximately 

170,00 and growing fast. The beauty of the Wye Valley and its surroundings should be 

preserved so that this local large population can continue to enjoy it. 

8. Cowshill Farm is immediately adjacent to the potential quarry site and could be seriously 

affected by any quarrying activities. This farm has been in family operation since 1947 and 

supplies the whole local community with various meats including Hewelsfield and 

Brockweir Village shop, which is a magnet for tourists and local people, also St Briavels 

Local Produce Market and Taurus Crafts at Lydney. 

9. The benefit of Tourism within a 3 mile radious of the potential quarry site is 

conservatively in the order of £2 million pounds per annum for overnight stays alone and 

much more when including those visitors not staying overnight. 

854621 

Ms 

Susan 

Smith 
 

re site CRFD4;hEWELSFIELD 

I am writig to register my opposition to the proposals to use this site on the following 

grounds: 

1.on-site of ANOB 

2.uSE OF AGRICULTURAL LAND 

3. ISSUES OF POOR TRANSPORT LINKS. 

also PLEASE NOTE IT WAS IMPOSSIBLE TO USE THE ONLINE CONSOLATION 

DUE TO THE Gloucester SERVER BEING to sensitive to the poor rural broadband 

connections. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamas

h 

 
No observations Noted 

854669 

Dr 

Frank 

Anthony 

Hewitt 

 

I have a number of comments on the Draft Local Plan, especially as it relates to items 

CRFD1 and CRFD4. These are under the following headings: 

1. Inappropriate nature of further surface quarrying activity in the Wye Valley AONB. 

2. Inadequate provision for transport of crushed stone aggregate away from the site(s) 

1. Quarrying within The Wye Valley AONB 

It should be clarified that the 

consultation was an options 

paper and not a draft MLP.  

The creation of new rail facilities 

is beyond the scope of the 
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Section 2 of the Plan list Strategic Priorities. Priority 3 (Environment) is clearly not 

supported by further quarrying development. Section 4.2.3 of the Plan on crushed rock 

resources notes that the AONB is a "significant disadvantage" , to such extraction. It 

certainly is, and is intended to be. Creation of the AONB does not suggest a wider view that 

the scenery would be improved by digging it up and taking it away! Supporting document 

WCS-MCS-4 re-iterates the criteria for minerals development within an AONB. It is 

difficult to conceive of any set of circumstances which would make such extraction so 

nationally critical, without credible alternatives and so positively in the national and local 

interest that the values of the AONB should be over-ridden. 

It should be noted that all of the developments of CRFD1 and 4 are proposed for areas of 

high quality flexible use farming land. Although the report talks at length of remediation, it 

is quite clear that no genuine possibility exists of genuine remediation where deep quarrying 

has occurred over a large area such as this. 

Area B of CRFD1 will inevitably be highly visible from points within the AONB, and 

history to date offers no reason to believe that major stringent measures to limit visibility 

would actually be enforced in practice. 

Area C of CRFD1 will realistically be almost impossible to screen from view from several 

directions. Furthermore this area abuts The Bearse, and the whole area is potentially of 

significant archaeological interest due to settlement and manufacturing having been 

essentially continuously since before the Bronze Age. No thorough analysis has been made 

of the possibility of important near-surface remains in the area to be quarried, which would 

be destroyed by the activity. The supporting document WCS-MCS-6 references LIDAR 

survey work done in the general area and WCS-MCS-4 references field finds of flint tools, 

etc., but none of the supporting reports note the surface level finds already made in the area 

(summarised in Walters, B., "The Archaeology and History of Ancient Dean and the Wye 

Valley", Thornhill Press, 1992) 

The Plan notes that development of CRFD4 (Hewelsfield - Woodlands Fm) is of low 

probability before 2030. Effective screening of this area would be difficult / impossible due 

to the local landform. See also the next section. 

Transport of Crushed Stone Product from CRFD1 and 4. 

The B4228 is the only existing road available for transport of product aggregate from either 

site. Removal from CRFD1 on the B4228 Northward via Coleford is practical, though not 

desirable from the point of view of other road users. Transport Southward from CRFD1 and 

Minerals Local Plan. It is a 

matter more appropriate for 

discussion within the 

Gloucestershire Local Transport 

Plan. 

Please also refer to Question 4.9 

of the consultation summary 

report. 
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Southward or Northward from CRFD4 is highly undesirable. The road is very narrow and 

winding between St. Briavels and Hewelsfield. The road has become progressively less 

suitable for the largest lorries as the permitted size of these has steadily increased over the 

years. It is by no means clear that further increases will not occur. Already, the largest trucks 

must necessarily occupy so much of the road around some of the low-visibility bends in this 

section that there is insufficient remaining room for vehicles larger than private cars. Bad 

accidents are only avoided by the absence of high traffic density in the opposite direction 

most of the time. Basically a bad accident waiting to happen. There are other "tricky" 

sections of the road as it continues South beyond Hewelsfield to Tutshill. 

The record of the Council in maintenance and prompt repair of this road is not good, which 

can further limit the width of good surface available. 

Clearly the B4228 could be improved throughout the St. Briavels to Chepstow section to 

make it more suitable for heavy quarry traffic, but work would be required on a large 

proportion of the total length, and would clearly inconvenience much of the local populace 

for a considerable period, to no real long-term advantage for them. The road is already 

perfectly adequate for smaller vehicles. 

The Plan notes the issues relating to the road, and mentions possible strategic road access, 

and Section 6.7 talks about "sustainable transport", but nowhere in the Plan is there any 

serious analysis of what this might entail. Historically, most of the mineral extraction, 

including coal, from the FoD and surrounds was by local dedicated rail provision, never 

actually extending to the locality of CRFD1 or 4 and now all gone. Should circumstances 

arise which really mandate the extraction of material from these sites then that option should 

be considered. Dedicated industrial rail lines are typically much more quickly and 

economically constructed in more readily recycled material than roads suitable for large 

vehicles, requiring only modest width are less visually intrusive, and when no longer 

required have been "re-purposed" to good leisure effect elsewhere. The possibility of such a 

line or lines to take material out to the Severn Valley main line, or to a transfer facility in its 

vicinity, should be considered, as an alternative to major road works. 

854684 

Mr 

Peter 

William

s 

 

I am writing to you to object in the strongest terms to the proposal to include the site at 

Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield (GCC ref – CRFD4:Hewelsfield) in the Minerals Local Plan. 

This site lies entirely within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 

and therefore should not be commercially developed to the detriment of the surrounding 

countryside. There are a number of existing quarries with all the necessary infrastructure, 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 
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albeit on the other side of the Severn Estuary, which are currently mothballed which should 

be re-developed before inflicting major environmental damage at Woodlands Farm. 

Para 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states: 

“Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, 

the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of 

protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty.” 

Also Para 116 states: 

“Planning permission should be refused for major developments in these designated areas 

except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the 

public interest.” 

Nowhere in the suite of documents associated with the Consultation are “exceptional 

circumstances” identified which would warrant the inclusion of the Hewelsfield Site in the 

Draft Local Minerals Plan. 

The site also consists almost entirely of what is defined as “Best and Most Versatile” land, 

with most being classed as Grade 2 (“Very Good”) 

Para 112 of the NPPF states: 

“Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local 

planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a 

higher quality.” 

Once again the documents for this Consultation do not address this issue. 

Finally on Transportation of the quarried stone issues this site is heavily constrained. The 

site is situated in the country side away from major roads and quarry type lorries simply 

cannot be accommodated on the existing roads. 

The Consultation’s Site Options Evidence Paper notes: 

“The Highways Authority reviewed the site in 2013 and (still) do not consider the B4228 is 

suitable to accommodate the type of traffic generated from potential quarry between the site 

in a northerly direction towards St Briavels as the B4228 is significantly restricted in terms 

of its width and alignment particularly on the approach to St Briavels….. This section of the 

B4228 is also restricted with several localised road narrowings between the site and the 

settlement of Tutshill.” 

The paper also comments: 

“… the highways difficulty appears to be very significant to overcome. While a solution via 

a new access road from the B4228 to the strategic road network has been suggested in the 
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past, this is a significant development in its own right the suitability of which is uncertain.” 

There can be no confidence that the issues relating to material transportation can be solved. 

In conclusion therefore I submit that Site CRFD4: Hewelsfield should not be included in the 

Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

I am writing to you to object in the strongest terms to the proposal to include the site at 

Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield (GCC ref – CRFD4:Hewelsfield) in the Minerals Local Plan. 

This site lies entirely within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 

and therefore should not be commercially developed to the detriment of the surrounding 

countryside. There are a number of existing quarries with all the necessary infrastructure, 

albeit on the other side of the Severn Estuary, which are currently mothballed which should 

be re-developed before inflicting major environmental damage at Woodlands Farm. 

Para 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states: 

“Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, 

the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of 

protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty.” 

Also Para 116 states: 

“Planning permission should be refused for major developments in these designated areas 

except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the 

public interest.” 

Nowhere in the suite of documents associated with the Consultation are “exceptional 

circumstances” identified which would warrant the inclusion of the Hewelsfield Site in the 

Draft Local Minerals Plan. 

The site also consists almost entirely of what is defined as “Best and Most Versatile” land, 

with most being classed as Grade 2 (“Very Good”) 

Para 112 of the NPPF states: 

“Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local 

planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a 

higher quality.” 

Once again the documents for this Consultation do not address this issue. 

Finally on Transportation of the quarried stone issues this site is heavily constrained. The 

site is situated in the country side away from major roads and quarry type lorries simply 

cannot be accommodated on the existing roads. 

The Consultation’s Site Options Evidence Paper notes: 
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“The Highways Authority reviewed the site in 2013 and (still) do not consider the B4228 is 

suitable to accommodate the type of traffic generated from potential quarry between the site 

in a northerly direction towards St Briavels as the B4228 is significantly restricted in terms 

of its width and alignment particularly on the approach to St Briavels….. This section of the 

B4228 is also restricted with several localised road narrowings between the site and the 

settlement of Tutshill.” 

The paper also comments: 

“… the highways difficulty appears to be very significant to overcome. While a solution via 

a new access road from the B4228 to the strategic road network has been suggested in the 

past, this is a significant development in its own right the suitability of which is uncertain.” 

There can be no confidence that the issues relating to material transportation can be solved. 

In conclusion therefore I submit that Site CRFD4: Hewelsfield should not be included in the 

Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

Our home phone number is XXX should you wish to discuss any of the above. 

Yours Sincerely, 

Peter and Annie Williams 

854690 

Mr 

Peter 

Sticklan

d 

 

Inclusion of CRFD4 Hewelsfield 

AONB 

This site lies entirely within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The 

impact of a quarry on the landscape and scenic beauty will be significant, especially as the 

site is exposed and visible from afar in several directions. I consider inclusion of this site 

would be contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, as identified in para 115 & 

116. The documents provided as evidence do not make a case for inclusion on the criterion 

of exceptional circumstances required 

for AONBs, and the attempted justification in para 4.2.3 of the Consultation document does 

not read as a strong argument when a new site is being considered within a different AONB. 

Infrastructure 

The transport infrastructure is inadequate for a modern quarry. There is no adjacent railway, 

nor waterway, and the B4228 road which adjoins the site is not considered suitable for 

anything other than occasional HGV traffic in view of the restricted width and tight bends to 

both north, especially between Hewelsfield and St Briavels, and south through Tidenham 

Chase, Woodcroft and Tutshill. 

A dedicated link to the Severn Valley floor to access the strategic road network or the 

The plan needs to viewed as a 

whole, there are policies in place 

which will deliver the vision and 

address where there may be areas 

of potential conflict. 

Please also refer to Question 4.9 

of the consultation summary 

report. 
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railway would be needed to satisfy most requirements on grounds of safety, but this alone 

would also be a significant development. 

Spacial vision 

The Proposed Spacial Vision, outlined after para 2.2.5 in the Consultation document, 

emphasises that 'amenity, health, quality of life and economic vitality will be paramount to 

the decision process', and stresses the importance of minerals working in being a 'positive 

driver for protecting and enhancing the quality of environmental assets and designations 

such as AONB'. Development 

of a quarry at this site, with associated infrastructure, will not fulfill this vision as the 

amenity and economy of the Wye Valley AONB is becoming increasingly dependent on 

tourism in association with those environmental assets which value sustainable issues and 

agriculture above those of basic industry. 

Quality of agricultural land 

The site is mostly classified as Grade 2 agricultural land, 'very good'. The National Policy 

Planning 

Framework requires planning authorities to use areas on poorer quality land in preference. 

Conclusions on CRFD4 Hewelsfield 

The restrictions imposed on planning authorities by NPPF are difficult, if not impossible, to 

overcome, and the requirement for a significant development to provide suitable transport 

for development of the site as a quarry would make it additionally difficult. 

The evidence presented in the consultation documents makes it clear that this site ought to 

be excluded from further consideration. 

854719 

Mr 

Tim 

Hooper 
 

With regard to the current consultation for the MLP site options and draft policy framework, 

I would like to submit my personal comments and concerns. Having had discussions with 

friends colleagues and neighbours there are several issues I would like to raise with regard 

to the site at Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield(GCC ref-CRFD4: Hewelsfield). These include; 

Para 112 of the NPPF outlines the protection that should be given to high quality 

agricultural land and the guidance to seek and use in preference lower quality land. I would 

like to emphasize that the land in the case of Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield is almost 

entirely grade 2, “Best and Most Versatile” i.e. high quality. 

Para 115 of the NPPF outlines the considerations that should be afforded to protected and 

special landscapes. As the Hewelsfield site is wholly within the boundary of the Wye Valley 

AONB I would expect Para 115 to be noted with serious regard and the AONB area given 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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the protection it deserves. 

Para 116 of the NPPF also outlines the consideration that should be given to protected and 

special areas recommending that planning permission should be refused except in 

“exceptional circumstances” where it can be demonstrated that it is in “public interest”. 

Nowhere within the documents associated with consultation are “exceptional 

circumstances” identified to warrant the inclusion of the Woodlands Farm site in the Draft 

Local Minerals Plan. 

Transportation: Woodlands Farm Hewelsfield is located on the B4228 Chepstow to 

Coleford road. For those not aware of this section of road it is an extremely narrow two lane 

road (less than two lanes in some sections) with a multitude of bends, tight corners and steep 

inclines. It is in my opinion it is highly unsuitable to be the only access road for such a 

quarry operation. I believe that this factor alone should be a major concern against such a 

development 

854721 

Mrs 

Sheila 

Harris 
 

1. Green field site in area of AONB 

2. Site is of high quality agricultural land which could not be reinstated 

3. There is no need for quarried material 

4. Road access in inadequate. Previously proposed route down the escarpment to the A48 

would cause considerable environmental damage and disturbance to wildlife and local 

people. A 48 is a much busier and more dangerous road now. 

5. Local communities will suffer disturbance, dust, noise and vibration with potential 

damage 

6. There is considerable local opposition. 

7. Effect on ground water 

8. General traffic increase substantial 

9. Demand for crushed rock has reduced 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854729 

Dr 

Alex 

van der 

Heijden 

 

1. There is no proven need for the limestone. 

2. Any quarry on the site will not start producing stone within the exiting planning time. 

3. The site is currently an open green field in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

(AONB). It is prime farmland and should be used for growing food. 

4. The noise of quarrying machinery and explosives will change the character of the area 

and affect the local wildlife. 

5. The dust from quarrying operations, especially in early years, will carry on the prevailing 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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wind and affect air quality over a large area. The dust will also adversely affect the health of 

those living within the area. 

6. Local house prices, especially in Brockweir and Hewelsfield will be badly affected. 

7. The B4228 is already narrow and congested in parts and will be made dangerous by 

quarry traffic. 

8. The alternative route which is a proposed link road down to the A48. This would come 

down the escarpment onto the A48.This would pass through the most peaceful parts of High 

Woolaston and affect the quality of life massively for those living there. 

9. If a new access road is built down to the A48 for the quarry traffic then it will create extra 

hazards on the A48, which already has a bad accident record. 

10. The traffic on the A48 has increased since the last planning application and so the 

resulting problems will be greater than previously estimated. 

11. The quarry itself will be used as a refuse dump once the stone is finally gone. This will 

affect the immediate area even more than the quarrying operations. 

854730 

Mr 

Roger 

Southee 
 

* That this site is a greenfield site within an AONB on the Hewelsfield plateau. This impacts 

on the RSS and local economies of agriculture and tourism. 

* In the previous MLP, the Hewelsfield site was found at the enquiry stage to be 

'environmentally unacceptable at that time'. This statement remains valid for the same 

reasons. 

* That there would be potentially serious consequences to the existing complex hydrology 

systems through the escarpment for adjacent residential and agricultural settlements that 

would further require costly independent professional investigation. 

* The removal of high quality agricultural land and consequential damage to bordering 

farms and livestock. 

* The depth of carboniferous Limestone at the site is allegedly 90m which precedent shows 

could subsequently be used as landfill for commercial/industrial/domestic waste. 

+ A limestone quarry is a source for cement which adds considerably to aerial pollution and 

white dust would travel with the prevailing winds to cover nearby settlements, farm crops, 

grazing land and livestock with a fine white dust. 

* The existing B4228 and A48 road links are insufficient to allow any heavy crushed rock 

trucks to transport material without considerable infrastructure investment, which would 

create considerable local opposition on pollution, noise and environmental grounds. 

Increased housing in the Lydney, Coleford and Chepstow areas are already congesting the 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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road network and increasing the number of fatal accidents, particularly on the A48. 

* Blasting would create major disturbances to and for local settlements in Hewelsfield, 

Brockweir and Woolaston and nearby listed historic buildings. 

* A Habitat Regulation Assessment would be required. 

* The volume of material required in the previous MLP was overestimated, proven to be so 

and this remains the case. There was no requirement for further material as represented by 

the proposed Hewelsfield site. 

* At a local Parish Council meeting the strength of feeling in opposition to the proposed 

Hewelsfield site was such that the Woolaston against Quarrying (WAQ) was reformed to to 

research and represent the local communities against the incorporation of the Hewelsfield 

site in the MLP 

854753 

Mr 

Kenneth 

Padfield 
 

Area is within the designated AONB 
Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854754 

Dr 

John 

Foulkes 
 

The site is in AONB which should not be disturbed - these are designated to protect our 

natural heritage. 

Transport from this site would be on an unsuitable road between Chepstow and Coleford. A 

planning inspector has already disallowed an extension to Tintern quarry for this very 

reason. 

The production of rock in recent years has been below the long-term average so the 

predictions for future use are inaccurate. 

The loss of agricultural land and wildlife habitat would be permanent. 

The dust and noise will be deleterious to the amenity of properties for many miles. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854781 

Mr 

Derrick 

Lockey 
 

CRFD4 Hewelsfield is a country village and does not have the inferstructure to allow large 

movement of lorry's . 

Woolaston will be greatly affected by noice , dust and road pollution. 

THEREFORE NO QUARY IN HEWELSFIELD 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854795 

Mr 

Colin 

Saunder

s 

 

My wife and I have been resident within the Parish of Woolaston for over 30 years and 

enjoy the peace and tranquillity of this wonderful area of outstanding natural beauty. We 

strongly object to the Hewelsfield site being developed for quarrying for all the negative 

impacts previously identified which include: 1. The proposed site is greenfield. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Development of which would cause considerable environmental damage in an Area of 

Outstanding Beauty. 

2. There has not been proven need for the quarry material (limestone) in fact the demand has 

decreased. 

3. Road access is insufficient. Suggested link road to the A48 would cause considerable 

environmental damage and disturbance to people and nature and would increase the chance 

of accidents and therefore fatalities on the A48. 

4. The pressure on the ground water would be significant. The geology and hydro-geology is 

complex through the escarpment and development of the quarry would impact on the 

streams and brooks feeding through the village. 

5. The production of crushed rock is unlikely to be achieved until the end or after the plan 

period therefore it will not meet land bank needs. 

6. The quarry will cause considerable disturbance to local communities and there will be a 

potential for vibration and damage to buildings including and ancient church. 

7. Experience of one parishioner who has worked with quarries was that the impact of 

cement lorries as well as quarry lorries should be considered and that once the area has been 

quarried and a large hole dug that local councils had a tendency to use them as refuse 

dumps. 

854813 

Dr 

Vivienn

e 

Davies 

 

AONB status; According to your Proposed Landscape Policy (para 6.6.3), minerals 

development within the AONB will only be permitted where "...it can be demonstrated that: 

1. there is an overriding need for the mineral ..... it does not adversely affect the local 

economy... there are no less environmentally constrained alternative sources of supply 

which could be developed at reasonable cost...landscapes can be restored... In the case of 

major development within the AONB, a proven public interest must be demonstrated. 

Planning permission will only be granted in exceptional circumstances following the most 

rigorous examination and subject to the criteria above." 

Transport; The only exisitng transport link is the B4228 which is unsuitable for transporting 

quarry products in any significant quantity. Proposed Strategic Priority 7 states that "Where 

transportation by road is the only practicable option, roads unsuitable for HGVs will be 

avoided." In addition, according to your Proposed Policy for Sustainable Transport (para 

6.7.3) "...Development that would have an adverse impact on the highway network (such as 

highway safety and operation, residential amenity or the local environment) which cannot be 

mitigated will not be permitted." 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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854814 

Mr 

Jonatha

n 

Cockbur

n 

 

In my view quarry sites that already exist should be given priority over new sites. The 

proposed Hewelsfield site is within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, (an AONB), 

and this area is cherished and loved by locals and tourists alike because of the beautiful 

unspoilt rolling countryside, leading down to the Wye Valley. I live very close to the 

proposed site and I have a popular holiday letting property (Hopewell Barn, which is just by 

Wells Farm, which is clearly shown on the proposed plan) in Bailey Lane. My barn looks 

out across the proposed site and is one of the closest properties to it. My holiday letting 

business will be decimated if this planning application succeeds, putting me in a very 

difficult situation, as holiday makers will not want to stay next to a quarry with all the air 

pollution, sounds of vehicles and the devastation that a quarry will bring to this beautiful 

area. What is the point of designating AONBs and then granting planning permission for a 

quarry in such an area? Surely, AONBs have been identified so that they are given extra 

protection from such planning applications? I hope, therefore you will take my comments 

into consideration and I would like to thank you for taking the trouble to read them. Please 

feel free to contact me at any time about this matter. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854816 

Mr 

Julian 

Ross 
 

As it is outlined any quarry would not actually produce stone within the outlined planning 

time.... As the proposed site is already an area of outstanding natural beauty the idea that any 

planning could or should be considered is a disgrace! The noise , dust and associated activity 

of a quarry will destroy the natural wild life and culture of one of the most beautiful parts of 

England. Considering that the A48 is already one of the most dangerous roads in the UK it is 

madness to consider yet more heavy and slow traffic would do anything but make the road 

even more hazardous! The B4228 is already too narrow for most traffic and is at times 

congested and dangerous when used by HGV vehicles. The idea that any quarry traffic 

should be re routed by my front door would not only destroy the value of my house but also 

the quality of life that I have paid for to live here. The idea that money I have paid in tax has 

been spent by the council to even send this to consultation is sickening. On no level does 

this make sense !!!!... there is no proven need for the limestone, the road are inappropriate 

for use and you are destroying the lives of those you are meant to represent. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854820 

Mr 

Michael 

Smith 
 

No work like this should be done anywhere near an SSSI or AONB, as per the NPPF policy, 

and the concept of mitigation by disguising the damage along 'lines of sight' is like putting 

lipstick on a pig, and insulting to those who live locally. In particular the CRFD1 proposal 

covers an enormous area which is completely out of proportion to the local character. It's not 

CRFD1 is not within the AONB. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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fair to ask people to put up with the noise generated. Many roads in the area are unsuitable 

for huge lorries. The heavy traffic thundering through St Briavels would be unacceptable, 

especially as there is a primary school close to the road. 

The Landscape Policy on p98 says 'the social, environmental AND economic benefits of the 

proposal must outweigh any harm arising from the impacts.' These proposals may have 

economic benefits but certainly not social or environmental benefits. 

854821 

Mrs 

Mary 

Harris 
 

RESPONSE TO GLOUCESTERSHIRE MINERALS LOCAL PLAN: SITE OPTIONS 

AND DRAFT POLICY FRAMEWORK (June 2014 consultation) - Site option CRFD4 – 

Hewelsfield 

I appreciate and am grateful for the opportunity to comment on the Gloucestershire County 

Council minerals Local plan and the inclusion of Hewelsfield (CRFD4) within that policy. 

This site lies wholly within the Wye Valley AONB and as I understand from the National 

Planning Policy framework should be afforded special status regarding the conservation of 

landscape and scenic beauty.Planning permission should refused for major 

development,which this obviously would be,except in exceptional circumstances (which I 

don’t believe applies) and where they are in the public interest (again this doesn’t apply) 

The site also consists of Grade 2 land (very good) and planning authorities are encouraged 

to seek to use areas of poorer quality land 

The transportation of minerals from the site would also create many problems for the 

area.The roads around the site are narrow and in some cases extremely dangerous with 

frequent blockages where large vehicles cannot pass.Towards St Briavels there are several 

pinch points and the road to Tutshill is windy,steep in places and passes close to a large 

primary school.The road to Brockweir is single track and the bridge at the river inadequate. 

For these reasons I urge you not to include Hewelsfield-CRFD4 as a site option. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854823 

Mr 

Ralph 

Yates 
 

The inpact on the envronment is likely to impact badly on both local residents and the 

surrounding area. Increase in road transport will mean larger vehicles on small roads which 

are already in a sad state of repair and over loaded with smaller vehicles using many of the 

lanes as shortcuts. 

We also envisage increase of dust etc in the air affecting local residents. In short the site is 

too close to residential villagea and hamlets. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854827 Mrs 
 

1. There is no proven need for the limestone. Please refer to Question 4.9 of 
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Teresa 

Davies 

2. Any quarry on the site will not start producing stone within the exiting planning time. 

3. The site is currently an open green field in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

(AONB). It is prime farmland and should be used for growing food. 

4. The noise of quarrying machinery and explosives will change the character of the area 

and affect the local wildlife. 

5. The dust from quarrying operations, especially in early years, will carry on the prevailing 

wind and affect air quality over a large area. The dust will also adversely affect the health of 

those living within the area. 

6. Local house prices, especially in Brockweir and Hewelsfield will be badly affected. 

7. The B4228 is already narrow and congested in parts and will be made dangerous by 

quarry traffic. 

8. The alternative route which is a proposed link road down to the A48. This would come 

down the escarpment onto the A48.This would pass through the most peaceful parts of High 

Woolaston and affect the quality of life massively for those living there. 

9. If a new access road is built down to the A48 for the quarry traffic then it will create extra 

hazards on the A48, which already has a bad accident record. 

10. The traffic on the A48 has increased since the last planning application and so the 

resulting problems will be greater than previously estimated. 

11. The quarry itself will be used as a refuse dump once the stone is finally gone. This will 

affect the immediate area even more than the quarrying operations. 

the consultation summary report. 

854837 

Mr 

Christop

her 

Brown 

 

There is no proven need for the limestone. 

Any quarry on the site will not start producing stone within the exiting planning time. 

The site is currently an open green field in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). 

It is prime farmland and should be used for growing food. 

The noise of quarrying machinery and explosives will change the character of the area and 

affect the local wildlife. 

The dust from quarrying operations, especially in early years, will carry on the prevailing 

wind and affect air quality over a large area. The dust will also adversely affect the health of 

those living within the area. 

Local house prices, especially in Brockweir and Hewelsfield will be badly affected. 

The B4228 is already narrow and congested in parts and will be made dangerous by quarry 

traffic. 

The alternative route which is a proposed link road down to the A48. This would come 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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down the escarpment onto the A48.This would pass through the most peaceful parts of High 

Woolaston and affect the quality of life massively for those living there. 

If a new access road is built down to the A48 for the quarry traffic then it will create extra 

hazards on the A48, which already has a bad accident record. 

The traffic on the A48 has increased since the last planning application and so the resulting 

problems will be greater than previously estimated. 

The quarry itself will be used as a refuse dump once the stone is finally gone. This will 

affect the immediate area even more than the quarrying operations. 

854844 

Mr 

Andrew 

Smyth 
 

This is a greenfield site within an AONB on the Hewelsfield plateau. 

In the previous MLP, the Hewelsfield site was found to be 'environmentally unacceptable'. 

This statement remains valid for the same reasons. 

There would be potentially serious consequences to the existing complex hydrology systems 

through the escarpment for adjacent residential and agricultural settlements that would 

require costly independent professional investigation. 

The removal of high quality agricultural land and consequential damage to bordering farms 

and livestock. 

The depth of limestone at the site is around 90m which precedent shows could be used as 

landfill for commercial and domestic waste. 

A limestone quarry is a source for cement which adds considerably to aerial pollution and 

white dust would travel with the prevailing winds to cover nearby settlements, farm crops, 

grazing land and livestock with fine white dust. 

The existing B4228 and A48 road links are insufficient to allow heavy crushed rock trucks 

to transport material without considerable infrastructure investment, which would create 

considerable local opposition on pollution, noise and environmental grounds. Increased 

housing in the Lydney, Coleford and Chepstow areas are already congesting the road 

network and increasing fatal accidents, particularly on the A48. 

Blasting would create major disturbances to and for local settlements in Hewelsfield, 

Brockweir and Woolaston. 

The volume of material required in the previous MLP was overstated, proven to be so and 

remains he case. There is no requirement for further material as represented by the proposed 

Hewelsfield site. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854846 Mr 
 

Extending existing workings is admitted to be sufficient to cover needs. Please refer to Question 4.9 of 
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Ian 

Storrar 

CRFD4 would require huge infrastructure changes and gross changes in immediate locality 

CRFD1 parcel C extension would again create huge local environmental changes. 

the consultation summary report. 

854854 

Mr 

Simon 

Hardacr

e 

 

There is no proven need for the limestone. 

Any quarry on the site will not start producing stone within the exiting planning time. 

The site is currently an open green field in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). 

It is prime farmland and should be used for growing food. 

The noise of quarrying machinery and explosives will change the character of the area and 

affect the local wildlife. 

The dust from quarrying operations, especially in early years, will carry on the prevailing 

wind and affect air quality over a large area. The dust will also adversely affect the health of 

those living within the area. 

Local house prices, especially in Brockweir and Hewelsfield will be badly affected. 

The B4228 is already narrow and congested in parts and will be made dangerous by quarry 

traffic. 

The alternative route which is a proposed link road down to the A48. This would come 

down the escarpment onto the A48.This would pass through the most peaceful parts of High 

Woolaston and affect the quality of life massively for those living there. 

If a new access road is built down to the A48 for the quarry traffic then it will create extra 

hazards on the A48, which already has a bad accident record. 

The traffic on the A48 has increased since the last planning application and so the resulting 

problems will be greater than previously estimated. 

The quarry itself will be used as a refuse dump once the stone is finally gone. This will 

affect the immediate area even more than the quarrying operations. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854862 

Ms 

Sally 

Willock 
 

- contrary to tenets of AONB; 

- negative effects on tourism in the area; 

- pollution: noise; vibration; dust (on plants, animals & humans with resulting negative 

effects on growth & health); 

- effects on wildlife and other ecological disturbance; 

- important to retain high quality agricultural land for the area and the nation; 

- effects on groundwater in surrounding area resulting from disturbance of springs etc 

originating from the escarpment; 

- feed-in roading definitely unsuitable for extra traffic and vehicle types associated with 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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quarry development or operation; 

- traffic has increased but demand for aggregate has remained very low; 

- target need for material not accurately been established. 

854863 

Mrs 

Jaye 

Simpson 
 

My main reason is that the Hewelsfield site is in the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty. The far-sighted purpose of AONB designation was to conserve and enhance 

the fragile natural beauty of carefully selected areas of landscape in England and Wales and 

meet the need for quiet enjoyment of the countryside. A major industrial development like a 

quarry would defeat this objective. 

This objection is further supported by the fact that the access road has been deemed 

unsuitable for quarry traffic by Gloucestershire Highways department. The site is also 

endowed with high quality agricultural land which is needed to support the government's 

food security initiatives. 

In addition, I support any reasons against inclusion of the Hewelsfield site given by 

'Hewelsfield Against Quarrying' who are better informed on the subject than I. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854864 

Mr 

David 

Wedel 
 

Woodlands farm Hewelsfield GCC ref CRFD4 Hewelsfield lies entirely within the Wye 

valley Area of Outstanding natural Beauty 

Para 115 of the National Planning policyFramework (NPPF)states 

Great Weight should be given to conserving the Landscapeand scenic beauty in Areas of 

Outstanding Natural beauty which have the highest statusof protection in relation to 

landscape and scenic beauty 

Paragraph 116 states Planning Permission should be refused for major developments in 

these designated areas except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be argued that it 

is demonstrated to be within the Public interest 

No Where in the documents associated with this Consultation are "Exceptional 

Circumstances"identified which would warrant the the inclusion of this site in the Plan 

/Draft Local Minerals Plan 

The Site consists almost entirely of Grade 2 (very good) land 

Paragraph 112 of the NPPF states 

where significant development of Agricultural landis demonstratedto be necessary,local 

planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to to that of 

a higher quality 

Transportation of materials from the site is heavily constrained 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary 
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The Highways Authority reviewed the site in 2013 and still do not consider the B4228 

suitable to accomodate the type of traffic generated from a new quarry. 

The paper also comments that the the highways difficulty appears very significant and 

difficult to overcome 

There can be no confidence that the issues relating to material transportation can be 

overcome 

In summary site CRFD4 Hewelsfield should not be included in the Draft Minerals Local 

Plan 

854866 

Rev 

Matt 

Rees 
 

Developments at Clearwell and Hewelsfield conflict with Strategic Priority 7 (transport); the 

B4228 provides the only route from either quarry to the major road networks. This road is 

not suitable for increased usage. The lorries in St Briavels present a significant road safety 

concern to local residents. 

Developments at CRFD1 threaten the SSSI at Slade Brook, these travertine dams are of 

national importance and ought to be considered under Strategic Priority 3. 

CRFD1 is on the boundary of the Wye Valley AONB, Clearwell has a number of tourism 

businesses, development here is in conflict with strategic priorities 3 and 4. 

CRFD4 is within the Wye Valley AONB, developments like this impinge on its 

"exceptional landscape" (http://www.wyevalleyaonb.org.uk/index.php/our-countryside/). 

These developments conflict with MLP proposed policies regarding AONB, water quality 

and biodiversity. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854868 

Mr 

Bruce 

Chapple 
 

1. The site at Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield (GCC ref-CRFD4:Hewelsfield) lies entirely 

within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 

This would be a new quarry entirely within the AONB which has so designated because of 

its landscape and scenic beauty. Business and revenue have developed in conjunction with 

this designation feeding tourism based upon scenic beauty and landscape; walkers, cyclists, 

(Sustrans route), ramblers, canoists, birdwatcher and visiting ecologists, including surveyors 

off the bat populations many of whom camp within the area within or in close proximity to 

the proposed quarry site. Visiting ecologists monitor an area with a number of meadows 

which have been open to the public to view orchids/flora (In itself a fast vanishing habitat) 

which is in close proximity to the Woodlands Farm site. The Wye Valley AONB is also 

renowned for rare bat species; the proposed quarry is in the foraging range of a number of 

known roosts and there are highly likely to be others in/around the site. Visitors come to 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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camp within the area of the proposed quarry; there is a farm offering caravan pitches 

(Waycott Farm) and camping nearby (Madgetts Farm). Not only would the landscape, 

scenic quality and valuable habitat for rare species destroyed but also business integral to the 

AONB. 

Para 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states: “Great weight should 

be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas 

of Outstanding Natural Beauty which have the highest status of protection in relation to 

landscape and scenic beauty” 

A new quarry site in such a locality is unacceptable within the bounds of the AONB. 

2. The site consists almost entirely of what is defined as “Best and Most Versatile” land, 

with most being classed as Grade 2 (“Very Good”) 

Closely linked to the above is the fact that the quarry would destroy, for ever, Grade 2 “Best 

and Most Versatile Land”. A quarry would also render nearby farmland unusable and 

therefore a much greater area of Grade 2 land would in fact be lost .including high quality 

pasture used by possibly the largest herd of rare breed Gloucester cattle. 

Para 112 of the NPPF states: “Where significant development of agricultural land is 

demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer 

quality land in preference to that of a higher quality” 

Local farm produce is a part of the local economy including attractions for visitors and 

tourists, such as the food festivals at Beechenhurst. 

3. Transportation of material from the site is heavily constrained. 

The existing transport network would not support quarry traffic and would be both difficult 

and expensive to alter/upgrade. 

The Consultation’s Site Options Evidence Paper notes: 

“The Highways Authority reviewed the site in 2013 and (still)do not consider the B4228 is 

suitable to accommodate the type of traffic generated from a potential quarry between the 

site in a northerly direction towards St Briavels as the B4228 is significantly restricted in 

terms of its width and alignment particularly on the approach to St Briavels…….This 

section of the B4228 is also restricted with several localised road narrowings between the 

site and the settlement of Tutshill.” 

The paper also comments: 

“…the highways difficulty appears very significant to overcome. While a solution via a new 

access road from the B4228 to the strategic road network has been suggested in the past, this 
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is a significant development in its own right the suitability of which is uncertain” 

“There can be no confidence that the issues relating to material transportation can be 

solved.” 

Conclusion 

Therefore the proposed quarry would destroy, for ever, scenic landscape within an AONB 

and also destroy Grade 2 farmland both of which would have a significant negative impact 

on local tourism and revenue. 

Finally the infrastructure for transport is not present and would be difficult and very costly 

to resolve leading to further significant development in its own right which leads to the 

conclusion that an area should be sought: 

a. Outside the AONB 

b. Not on Grade 2 land 

c. Having an existing suitable road transport structure 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

CFRD1 needs more information about what is there and how it might be quarried. 

CFRD4:Hewelsfield should not be supported as a Site Option. 

1. The northern boundary of this Site abutts Cowshill Farm, a specialist livestock 

breeder/producer of repute. Cowshill's buildings - dwellings, animal housing and locus of 

most employment - all lie within 70metres of the proposed Site boundary. 

It would be appropriate to have a Buffer Zone to protect breeding animals, residents and 

employees from the air and ground shock of blasting, as well as dust and mud drift from 

lorries and equipment. 

I do understand that there is pressure for existing quarries to encroach on their neighbouring 

properties, but this is a greenfield site. From its inception, this Site proposes quarrying an 

area, no part of which is more than 500metres from the Cowshill boundary. 

2. It was recognised in the previous Minerals Local Plan that no suitable road for transport 

of aggregates away from this Site exists. Construction of a new route from this Site to the 

A48 road would give access almost at the furthest point in the county from the main loci of 

economic activity, and cause increased continual lorry traffic through Woolaston, 

Alvington, Aylburton, Blakeney, Newnham, Westbury and Minsterworth. In addition to 

contravening Strategic Priority 7 that "... roads unsuitable for HGVs will be avoided ...", this 

conflicts with the Proposed Spatial Vision of "stricter haulage routes" and the intention to 

minimise nuisance of quarry traffic. 

The Site Options and Draft 

Policy Framework consultation 

document did contain a proposed 

policy for buffer zones but this 

was not carried forward into the 

draft MLP – please refer to 

question 8.18 of the consultation 

summary report. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Stowe Hill/ Clearwell parcel A would be increase the capacity of the mineral site without 

impacting on the local area due to the natural aspect and screening of the wood. Next to 

exsisting quarry so easy to work. Area B would have a significant impact on the local area. 

The area is owned by the Crown estate and existing development of the site has only 

impacted on estate properties. Area B would impact on a number of private properties and 

remove a farm currently located in the middle of the site. The site would require significant 

work in an attempt to screen the operations and protect the local people and create a 'blot' on 

the local landscape. The screen and quarry working will devalue property and increase road 

movements. Materials would need to be imported to the site further increasing movements. 

Tourist visit the area for the natural beauty and local attractions and do not wish to see a 

working quarry. The effect on ground water from the site is not yet known. This could 

impact upon the SSSI area Slade brook and the water source for the pond at Noxon Farm. 

This is the source of the river Lyd and could cause a number of environmental concerns. 

Parcel C would raise similar concerns to parcel B and lead to the demolision of another 2 

properties. Drybrook would cause similar problems with screening and the affect on local 

people and properties. Stowfield development would have less impact it is just extending 

exist quarry face into the hillside. Hewelfield would have significant impact on the transport 

network. Two mineral sites would be using the same main transport link (B4228). 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854873 

Mr 

David 

Rees 
 

I understand the obligations placed on Gloucestershire to provide crushed rock for the 

construction industry, however it is myview that the proposals in the MLP exceed any 

requirements placed on the authority. Consequently I most strongly objects to the content of 

the MLP proposals regarding: 

- Area B at site CRFD1: Stowe Hill / Clearwell 

- Area C at site CRFD1: Stowe Hill / Clearwell 

- Area A at site CRFD4: Hewelsfield 

I do not believe that the Council has examined closely enough the alternatives available 

which I believe to be 

1) A reduction in demand. 

2) better use of recycled aggregates 

3) Use of alternative materials e.g. crushed glass. (The authority should be lobbying central 

Government for increased research in this area) 

In addition the plan does not seem to acknowledge that quarrying is not a sustainable 

activity. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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In addition the report does not appear to address the impact of the proposed sites on 

agriculture and tourism. 

854875 

Mr 

Ryan 

Norman 

Dwr 

Cymru 

Welsh 

Water 

None of the proposed site allocations will have an impact on Dwr Cymru Welsh Water's 

water resources. 
Noted 

854885 

Mr 

John 

Norman 
 

I strongly oppose the inclusion of Woodlands Farm (CRF D4) as Preferred Area for 

Aggregates. This site lies within the Wye Valley AONB and there is, at this time, no 

overriding reason or exception to include it in the MLP. I agree with the comments put 

forward by the Hewelsfield and Brockweir Parish Council and by HAQ (Hewelsfield 

Against Quarrying). I urge you not to allow this environmental vandalism. This may be our 

"back yard" but it is the country's front garden and should be protected for future 

generations. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854916 

Mr 

Bruce 

Livesley 
 

CRFD$: Hewelsfield should not be included in the draft minerals local plan for the 

following reasosn. 

1. The site is entirely within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

Para 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that great weight should be 

given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National parks, the Broads and areas of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty , which have the highest status of protection in relation to 

landscape and scenic beauty. 

Para 116 also states. Planning permission should be refused for major developments in these 

designated areas except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that 

they are in the public interest. 

Nowhere in the documents associated with this Consultation are ''exceptional circumstances'' 

identified which would warrant the inclusion of the Hewelsfield site in the Draft Local 

Minerals Plan 

2. The site also consist almost entirely of what is defined as ''Best and Most Versatile'' land 

with most being classed as Grade 2 (Very Good) 

Para 112 of the NPPF states ''Where significant development of agricultural is demonstrated 

to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in 

preference to that of a higher quality'' 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organis

ation 

Details 

Crushed Rock Forest of Dean Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

3. The transportation of material from the site is very heavily constrained. 

The Consultation's Site Options Evidence paper notes : ''The Highways Authority reviewed 

the site in 2013 and (still) do not consider the B4228 is suitable to accommodate the type of 

traffic generated from a potential quarry between the site in a northerly direction towards St 

Briavels as the B4228 is significantly restricted in terms of its width and alignment 

particularly on the approach to St Briavels. This section of the B4228 is also restricted with 

several localised road narrowings between the site and Tutshill''. The paper also commented 

that ''the highways difficulties appear very significant to overcome. While a solution via a 

new access road from the B4228 to the strategic road network has been suggested in the 

past, this is a significant development in its own right the suitability of which is uncertain''. 

There can be confidence that the issues relating to material transportation can be resolved. 

Acceptance of any one of these objections should be sufficient to not include the 

Hewelsfield site in the Draft Minerals Local Plan 

854943 

Ms 

Alison 

Liddell 
 

I oppose these developments for mainly health reasons, inadequate road infrastructure, 

safety for the villagers and children when crossing the school, destruction of AONB sites, 

destroying livelihoods and destroying healthy land which grows crops. Health reasons: 

many respiratory diseases such as asthma and bronchitis in the elderly and children will be 

affected by the increase in the quarry dust produced by the quarries and by the increase in 

lorries. we moved from a polluted environment for the sake of the children's health and 

could potentially be living in a more dangerous environment for our children. The roads find 

it difficult to cope with the lorries which hurtle through these narrow roads without care for 

walkers, cyclists or even car drivers; they do not slow down. In these villages there is no 

calming methods so crossing the road would become dangerous for the children going to 

school. The Beeches campsite would loose a great deal of trade from the tourism it receives 

as the Hewelsfield proposed site is very close by and the Brockweir shop would also be 

affected if the campsite lost it's trade; local business could be destroyed. The land that is 

being proposed is healthy land for farming and as it becomes more sensible to grow locally 

it seems like madness to eradicate this potential forever. As an AONB site at Hewelsfield 

rare and interesting plants would be lost forever. The Bream site and the huge expanse in 

Stowfield/Clearwell would also lose many acres of good farming land etc.... The blasting 

could affect the stability of some houses so costs to the home owner would increase, the 

value of properties in the area would diminish and communities will die in the areas. The 

noise from the blasting and lorries would increase and the roads, which are already in bad 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organis

ation 

Details 

Crushed Rock Forest of Dean Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

repair would soon become more dangerous for all road users. These reasons are why I 

oppose these huge plans. There is a viable option for recycled rocks to be used in driveways 

and on roads. 

854963 

Mr 

David 

Pollok 
 

CRFD4: (1) CRFD4 Hewelsfield is entirely in an AONB, whereas the NPPF states that 

'great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty ... in AONBs', and 

also (2) that 'planning permission should be refused for major developments in these 

designated areas except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstarted that 

they are in the public interest'. The principal argument presented in the MLP draft policy 

framework is effectively maintenance of the historic status quo of production, though that is 

demonstably not required to meet local needs according to the supporting evidence. There is 

no integrated assessment presented of the relative economic, amenity or other benefit with 

or without more quarrying. There is certainly no demonstration of exceptional circumstances 

or overall public interest in developing this site. 

(3) there would be a significant loss of Grade 2 agricultural land. (4) the Highways 

Authority does not consider the B4228 suitable to accomodate the traffic required by the 

proposed quarry. Developing the road to accomodate the traffic would have signifcant 

adverse effects in itself and is a highly uncertain contingency on which to assume CRFD4 

could be developed. Development of CRFD4 would be contrary to the proposed policy for 

sustainable transport in the MLP: 'Development that would have an adverse impact on the 

highway network (such as highway safety and operation, residential amenity or the local 

environment) which cannot be mitigated will not be permitted'. 

CRFD1 is immediately adjacent to the AONB and its development would adversely affect 

the AONB. The arguments that the need for future production is over-stated apply also to 

this site. it would involve the loss of good quality agricultural land. In particular CRFD1 'C' 

is a massive proposal which would have a permanant and substantial detrimental effect on 

the landscape and visual amenity. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 

854967 

Miss 

Aimee 

Townsh

end 

 
Noise, dust, destruction of area of natural beauty, roads not suitable for lorries. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854985 Mr 
 

I am writing to object to any extension to the existing operations at Clearwell Quarry. Please refer to Question 4.9 of 
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William 

Hedley-

MIller 

I refer to the letter dated 4 August 2014 from Newland Parish Council addressed to you 

objecting to the addition to the Minerals Local Plan of areas “B” and “C” at Clearwell 

Quarry. 

I doubt whether such a comprehensive, well reasoned and workmanlike argument was made 

from within the existing knowledge of members of that parish council. 

Rather, the quality of the reseach and level of care taken in producing such a letter bears 

eloquent testimony to the scale of the threat to the neighbourhood which the above extension 

of Clearwell Quarry would pose. 

It is a perception which I share and I fully endorse the views expressed in that letter. 

I am not sure, however, that the letter fully conveys the full impact from existing. 

There is no indication that the public nuisance caused by the operations of Clearwell Quarry 

has been mitigated now that it is under the stewardship of Breedon Aggregates Limited. 

Indeed, since the quarry was taken over by it there has already been a dramtic increase in the 

level of operations at the quarry, making living anywhere near the area an unpleasant 

experience. 

The effect of this step change in quarrying operations has had a very visible effect on the 

half mile of Stowe Road going from the quarry to Clearwell, which is permanently filthy 

and the number of lorries going down that road now is oppressive. 

There is a compelling case for not authorising any extension of the operations of Clearwell 

Quarry, indeed, as stated above, in my view a good one for curbing the existing capacity in 

view of the public nuisance being caused. 

I would therefore ask that no extension is granted in the MLP to Clearwell Quarry. 

the consultation summary report. 

855012 

Mr 

David 

Priddis 
 

1. I am writing with comments on the Minerals Local Plan Site Options and Draft Policy 

Framework. I am a resident at Woolaston and I am also making comment based on my 37 

years conservation and research work on bats, mainly on horseshoe bats. 

2. Most of the bat SSSI’s within the Forest of Dean and one in Monmouthshire, were 

Notified by Natural England based largely or wholly on my data. Initial SSSI’s were 

maternity sites but were later supplemented by a large number of hibernacula. These SSSI’s 

were subsequently designated as the Wye Valley and Forest of Dean Bat SAC. 

3. Having looked at available documents, I wish to make comment, as below. 

4. Your documents state that most of the bat SAC sites are maternity roosts. However the 

SAC also contains complexes of underground hibernacula used by the horseshoe bats for 

hibernation. Your summary description of the SAC needs amending. Some hibernacula also 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 

except where detailed below. 

4. The observations are duly 

noted but it is disagreed that the 

description of the SAC needs 

amending. Comments on bat 

flyways are considered at 5 and 

other items below. The ‘HRA 

Main Report’ should be read in 

conjunction with the ‘HRA 
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known to be used by both horseshoe bats and many other species, including the rare 

Bechstein’s and Barbastelle bats, as Autumn Swarming sites. It is believed that some 

animals may travel long distances, > 10km, perhaps far longer, to reach these Swarming 

Sites. 

5. In addition to the designated SSSI’s, there are also some large maternity roosts of lesser 

horseshoe bats deemed necessary by Natural England as being necessary to the well-being 

of the SAC. Flyway connectivity to these must be maintained. 

6. There are, also, a very large number of hibernacula not designated as SSSI’s but which 

are important as sites for horseshoe bats. Most notable of these is the complex of sites within 

Noxon Park, Bream. This was not originally Notified as a SSSI , due, possibly, to a mis-

interpretation of data. Since these 25+ old mine workings within Noxon Park now regularly 

have over 150 hibernating lesser horseshoe and over 10 greater horseshoe bats hibernating, 

they are necessary to the maintenance of the SAC and therefore should be regarded as being 

already designated. The Complex certainly well qualifies as SSSI standard. Connectivity to 

these mines and maintenance of feeding around the area is vital. (Ref: Updated Database of 

Horseshoe Bat sites in Forest of Dean commissioned by Natural England – David J. Priddis, 

March 2013) 

7. In this context the inclusion of areas ‘B’ and ‘C’ within CRFD1 are very worrying and I 

believe your Assessment of the impacts on the bat SAC needs review and is currently 

incorrect. 

8. It should also be noted that the locations of maternity sites are not, in many instances, 

very close to large known hibernacula. Currently almost no work has been carried out on 

flyways used by bats between sites within the Forest of Dean. Since horseshoe bats are very 

specific, and quite different from other species, in their flight habits, tending to only follow 

linear landscape features, connecting hedgerows, tree lines, etc. are vital to their success. 

9. The inclusion of CRFD4 and areas ‘B’ and ‘C’ of CRFD1 are of particular concern since 

there are large Maternity Roosts SSSI site in the Tidenham area which may rely on Noxon 

Park, Bream Scowles SSSI and the Old Bow / Old Ham SSSI, or other sites for hibernation. 

Flyways between sites are not known but may well cross proposed quarry sites. 

10. The CRFD4 site at Cowshill, Hewelsfield may also currently be an important feeding 

area for horseshoe bats. Much of this proposed site is high quality farming and pasture land, 

some currently grazed by cattle, important in connection with bat feeding because of dung 

beetles. Such land also produces many other flying insects such as craneflies, an important 

Baseline Report’ and this is 

clearly stated at paragraphs 2.2 & 

4.6 of the ‘HRA Main Report’. 

The detailed descriptions of 

European Sites are also 

signposted at paragraph 6.4.11 of 

the ‘Planning & Environmental 

Considerations’ document. The 

description of the SAC in the 

‘HRA Baseline Report’ (pages 

17 to 19) was approved by 

Natural England and is 

appropriate (paragraph 3.2 of the 

‘HRA Main Report’). The 

description in the ‘HRA Baseline 

Report’ mentions underground 

hibernacula and that the SAC is 

used for both winter and summer 

roosting by bats. It also refers to 

bat flyways and feeding areas 

outside of the SAC and 

designated sites. It is therefore 

concluded that the description of 

the SAC does not need 

amending. 

5. The observations are duly 

noted. Bat flyways (whether 

between designated sites or not) 

have been considered by the 

MLP however it is agreed that 

this could have been made 

clearer in the ‘HRA Main 

Report’. It is acknowledged that 
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high protein food resource to bats just prior to hibernation. I believe that the impacts of the 

proposed CRFD4 site on the bat SAC needs re-assessment. Extensive survey work would be 

required to establish patterns of bat use prior to any firm decisions being made to include 

this site. 

11. It is noted that “in combination” effects are recorded briefly within the documents, 

including large new areas of development and housing, e.g. at Lydney and at Cinderford 

Northern Quarter and St. White’s Road. At Cinderford there is a lesser horseshoe bat 

maternity roost on the CNQ site. At Lydney there are also horseshoe bat roosts, both within 

proposed development areas and close by. All these and other developments ‘chip away at 

the edges’ or are likely to have significant direct impact. Far more careful assessment of the 

total effects of these ‘in combination’ impacts is required. 

12. When considering the impacts on SAC roosts, a 10km radius should be looked at. The 

documents need re-assessment on this basis. 

13. Key Radial Zones (ref: A review of horseshoe bats flight lines and feeding areas. G. 

Billington & M.D Rawlinson CCW Science Report No. 755) should be taken into account. 

14. I believe the impact of dust from quarrying operations and road transport of materials 

has not been properly considered on the bat SAC. Dust is likely to significantly reduce 

insect populations, particularly on woodland and hedgerow leaves. Since lesser horseshoe 

bats feed, to a large extent, from ‘gleaning’ insect prey directly off the surface of leaves, this 

is likely to be a significant impact which needs assessment. I have no knowledge of the 

effects of limestone dust ingestion by bats. 

15. I also wish to make further comments as a resident at Woolaston. As a Chartered Civil 

Engineer, now retired, I fully understand an on-going need for construction materials and 

stone and I am also aware that the Forest of Dean has a great resource of rock. However, 

such need and resource should be more carefully considered in relation to the isolated nature 

of the Forest of Dean, transport-wise. 

16. The road network within the Forest of Dean is poor. Additional housing, with little local 

requirement and without corresponding job creation, means the population is rising and 

‘out-commuting’ is also increasing. With the main routes out being by the A48 at Chepstow 

and the A48/A40 via Highnam and Gloucester, congestion and road safety and traffic 

accidents seem to be becoming significantly and rapidly worse. 

17. It is believed that all quarried products would need to travel by road, most of it being 

transported to outside the Dean via these poor road links. This will make current problems 

some large maternity (and 

hibernation/swarming) roosts 

occur outside of the SAC area 

that are important to the well-

being of the SAC. These aspects 

have been considered in the 

‘HRA Main Report’ as have all 

potential impacts on bats whether 

associated with the SAC or not. 

The references are to be found 

within the ‘HRA Baseline 

Report’ on page 17 and also in 

the ‘HRA Main report’ at Table 

3, paragraphs 5.2.10, 5.2.12, 

5.2.28, 5.2.29 & 5.2.34; 

‘Planning & Environmental 

Considerations’ at paragraphs 

6.4.2, 6.4.20, 6.6.22, 6.6.28, ‘Site 

Options’ document on pages 24 

to 26, 48 to 49; and finally within 

the main ‘Consultation 

Document’ at paragraph 6.5.2. 

However to make it clearer to the 

reader that this matter has been 

taken into account changes to the 

text of the ‘HRA Main Report’ 

(Version 1.1) have been made at 

paragraphs 5.2.10, 5.2.29 and 

5.2.41. 

6. The observations are duly 

noted and comments at 5 above 

and 7, 8, 12 & 13 below are also 

relevant here. It is agreed that, 
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even worse. To propose a large increase in quarrying, in isolation, without provision for 

major new road improvements, which would be damaging in themselves to the 

Environment, Is not acceptable. 

18. The requirement for the amount of stone to be supplied from this area needs to be 

reviewed in the light of the very poor and poorly maintained, roads and road links. 

19. In 1997, on behalf of ‘Woolaston Against Quarrying’, a group which was re-formed last 

week, I queried the predictions of the quantity of stone needed nationally on which 

requirements for this area were based. I was proved correct in that Government predictions 

were considerably too high at that time. I believe this is the case, again, now, too. Please 

review the requirements realistically and also the ‘share’ to come from the Forest of Dean in 

the light of this and the comments above on the poor road links. 

20. In relation to the Hewelsfield Site CRFD4, there is no satisfactory or easy solution to the 

need to transport stone away from a quarry, should it be proceeded with. The existing roads 

are simply not suitable. I object strongly to the idea of a new road link down the escarpment 

to the A48. This would be very visible, damaging to the environment and would only add 

considerably to the already bad congestion and road safety, especially at Chepstow. 

21. Little has been said in the consultation documents about the watercourses in the 

Hewelsfield / Woolaston area. The Clanna resurgence runs underground from Hewelsfield 

before running down through trout ponds at Clanna and Smallbrook. This constant water 

source is high quality and the brook supports game fish, kingfisher, dipper, etc. I believe 

potable water abstraction still takes place from this underground source near to Rodmore 

Mill. The effect of the proposed Hewelsfield CRFD4 site would need considerable 

investigation to understand how it would affect the Clanna and Black Brooks together with 

the other Spring lines along the escarpment. 

In conclusion, I feel there are many significant bat issues which are not yet properly 

assessed. 

I am very concerned at the inclusion of Areas ‘B’ and particularly ‘C’ for CRFD1 since the 

effects on the Noxon park bat sites has not been considered and those on the Bream Scowles 

SSSI SAC Site has not been correctly assessed. I wish to object to the inclusion of Area ‘C’. 

I am also very concerned and wish to object to the inclusion of the Hewelsfield site CRFD4, 

on the grounds of impacts on bat feeding and flightlines (not currently correctly assessed), 

hydrogeology and transport 

provided Parcel B within CRFD1 

Stowe Hill is still included in the 

MLP, Noxon Park, Bream should 

be referred to within key 

development criteria/site profiles 

for Parcels A and B in CRFD1. It 

is also agreed that lesser and 

greater horseshoe bats would be 

usefully listed under as ‘nearby 

protected & priority species’ for 

CRFD1. These species were 

erroneously not listed in the ‘Site 

Options’ document (they did 

come up with a species and sites 

search with GCER the Local 

Biological Records Centre). 

7. The view is duly noted but the 

view is disagreed with. 

Comments made at 5 & 6 above 

are deemed to be relevant here. 

Carried out sensitively phased 

minerals development could 

avoid significant effects on bats 

including in the short-term at 

CRFD1. There is potential in the 

medium to long term to restore 

the land at CRFD1 to an 

improved condition with a better 

network of habitats including 

more intact hedgerows, tree belts, 

new grassland and small 

wetlands or ponds. This would be 

beneficial to bats using the site 
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from the surrounding areas and 

associated with protected sites 

such as the SAC. A 

precautionary approach is being 

adopted including an over-riding 

safeguarding policy covering on 

biodiversity and geodiversity 

(page 100 of the ‘Consultation 

Document’). This would include 

HRA screening at the planning 

application stage for CRF1. At 

this stage in the planning process 

the MPA does not agree that the 

HRA conclusions concerning 

CRDF1 in relation to European 

Sites including the Wye Valley 

and Forest of Dean Bat SAC are 

incorrect. The site can still be 

included in the new MLP 

because with the precautionary 

approach adopted in the ‘HRA 

Main Report’ at Table 7 would 

mean there could be no likely 

significant effect on the SAC 

(European Site). Natural England 

has not come to a view that the 

HRA is inadequate in its 

assessment of CRFD1 and the 

SAC. Please note that for a 

number of reasons Parcel C 

within CRFD1 (which is nearest 

Noxon Park) is no longer 

included as part of the new MLP. 
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Currently in respect of CRDF1 

(Parcels A and B) a planning 

application has been received 

which is under careful 

consideration by the MPA (Ref. 

15/0108/FDMAJM). This will 

include an assessment of impacts 

on bat populations including but 

not exclusively to the well-being 

of the SAC. Natural England are 

a statutory consultee in respect to 

this application and the MPA will 

give due regard of the views of 

Natural England and others on 

European Sites and to the well-

being of species and populations 

of bats. 

8. The observations are duly 

noted and the comments made at 

5, 6 & 7 above and 13 below are 

deemed to be relevant here. This 

specific concern relating to 

habitat and landscape features 

and their use by bats as flyways 

etc. cannot be addressed fully 

except at the planning application 

stage where detailed bat survey 

information and assessment 

would be required. 

9. The view and observations are 

duly noted and the comments 

made at 5, 6, 7 and 8 above are 

deemed to be relevant here. This 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organis

ation 

Details 

Crushed Rock Forest of Dean Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

specific concern relating to 

surrounding SSSIs and bat 

flyways cannot be addressed 

fully except at the planning 

application stage where detailed 

bat survey information and 

assessment would be required. 

The HRA recommended a 

precautionary approach to 

minerals development at CRFD4 

Hewelsfield to avoid a likely 

significant effect on the Wye 

Valley & Forest of Dean Bat 

Sites SAC. In relation to CRFD1 

and CRFD4 the MLP has an 

over-riding safeguarding policy 

covering on biodiversity and 

geodiversity (page 100 of the 

‘Consultation Document’). 

However for a number of reasons 

Parcel C within CRFD1 and 

CRFD4 are no longer included as 

part of the new MLP. 

10. The observations are duly 

noted and the comments made at 

5, 6, 7, 8 & 9 above are deemed 

to be relevant here. The HRA 

recommended a precautionary 

approach to minerals 

development at CRFD4 

Hewelsfield to avoid a likely 

significant effect on the Wye 

Valley & Forest of Dean Bat 
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Sites SAC. In relation to CRFD1 

and CRFD4 the MLP has an 

over-riding safeguarding policy 

covering on biodiversity and 

geodiversity (page 100 of the 

‘Consultation Document’). 

However for a number of reasons 

CRFD4 is no longer included as 

part of the new MLP. See above 

11. The observations are duly 

noted. To improve clarity and 

completeness it is agreed to make 

some small amendments to the 

HRA documentation for the 

MLP. The in-combination 

assessment in the HRA for this 

level and type of strategic plan 

(the new MLP) is of sufficient 

detail (see paragraph 4.3 of the 

‘HRA Main Report’). The 

assessment of ‘in-combination’ 

effects cannot be totally 

exhaustive; the list of other plans 

and projects has to be workable 

for the HRA of a strategic plan. 

Table 6 and paragraph 5.2.41 of 

the ‘HRA Main Report’ (Version 

1.1) have been expanded to make 

explicit reference to the AA for 

the approved hybrid planning 

application at Cinderford 

Northern Quarter and also the 

process of confirming Forest of 
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Dean Site Allocations in the 

Local Development Framework. 

A minor additional phrase to 

mention major planning 

applications arising from the 

Cinderford Northern Quarter 

Area Action Plan has been added 

to the ‘HRA Baseline Report’ 

under ‘Relevant plans or 

projects’ on page 19. 

In relation to CRFD1 and 

CRFD4 the MLP has an over-

riding safeguarding policy 

covering on biodiversity and 

geodiversity (page 100 of the 

‘Consultation Document’). Any 

HRA required at the planning 

application stage will look again 

at in-combination effects and will 

be able to be more detailed and 

be relevant to the actual plans 

and projects being implemented 

elsewhere when the planning 

application comes forward. 

12. This information is duly 

noted as relevant but it is 

disagreed that the MLP 

documents need re-assessment on 

this basis. Comments made at 13 

below and 5, 6, 7 & 8 are also 

relevant here. The MPA also has 

the following additional 

comments to make. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organis

ation 

Details 

Crushed Rock Forest of Dean Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

The HRA screened all European 

Sites in Gloucestershire and 

15km from its administrative 

boundary against all policy 

options and site options 

(paragraph 4.6 of the ‘HRA Main 

Report’). The initial outcome of 

this is shown in Table 3 and the 

test is aspects of the plan which 

would not be likely to have a 

significant effect on a European 

Site following methodology 

agreed with Natural England and 

the Environment Agency and in 

compliance with the Habitats 

Regulations and Habitats 

Directive. Tables 4 to 7 

summarise the results of the steps 

following Table 3. Natural 

England has not come to a view 

that the HRA is inadequate on 

this specific matter. 

13. This reference is duly noted. 

Comments made at 5 to 12 above 

are deemed to be relevant here. 

This useful reference may be a 

useful at the planning application 

stage. To assist in signposting 

this reference it has been agreed 

to add the research paper as a 

reference to the ‘HRA Main 

Report’ (under End Notes). 

The new MLP does not permit 
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minerals development and this 

research at page 18 indicates that 

before a planning application is 

consented a detailed study to 

consider impacts to horseshoe 

species should be made. The 

paper also refers to enhancements 

to hedgerows, tree lines and 

linkages that good mineral 

developments can achieve when 

restoring relatively degraded sites 

for bats. Site CRFD1 in 

particular has potential to deliver 

some long-term benefits for bats. 

14. The comments made at 7 

above are deemed to be relevant 

here. The MPA also has the 

following additional comments to 

make. 

Dust can be managed by relevant 

controls as required and 

significant harm must be avoided 

otherwise a development would 

be refused consent. In absence of 

detailed development proposals 

(alongside bat survey data and 

assessment) dust impact and 

control measures cannot be fully 

assessed at this stage of the 

planning process. An over-riding 

safeguarding policy covering on 

biodiversity and geodiversity 

(page 100 of the ‘Consultation 
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Document’) covers such matters 

so that development causing a 

significant effect on biodiversity 

(including bats) would not be 

permitted. There is also a policy 

on Cumulative Impact, Buffer 

Zones and Mitigation of 

Environmental Effects that will 

ensure dust impacts are not 

adversely significant on sensitive 

receptors and land uses which 

would include use by habitats 

features used by bats and the 

health of bats themselves. 

855036 

Mr 

Alan 

Luke 
 

I wish to object to the proposed Minerals Development Plan in Hewelsfield on the grounds 

of traffic, greenfield site & the effects on the water table. 

I live on the road below the site. It is a very narrow road & has many dog walkers & cyclists 

using it. A minerals site would be a scar on the landscape 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

855042 

Mr 

John 

Claydon 
 

I am very concerned about the inevitably damaging consequences to the whole local area 

should the minerals allocation plan with regard to Hewelsfield be put into operation. 

It is surprising to say the least that this proposal should be raised again so relatively soon 

after it was thrown out after an exhaustive and extremely time-consuming consultation. This 

is particularly the case in that one of the main considerations at that time, the issue of road 

access, is quite evidently of even greater concern now than it was then. The massively 

increased traffic load and the building of the proposed link road to the A48 would cause 

consternation through the local area at a time when the casualties on this notoriously 

dangerous road have already spiralled well out of control. Current road access is obviously 

inadequate for the plan to be put into operation, and a link road and its impact on traffic flow 

would have wholly disproportionate consequences on road safety. The damaging impact on 

the environment and the lives of local people continue to be of very significant concern as 

they were at the previous consultation. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organis

ation 

Details 

Crushed Rock Forest of Dean Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

855047 

Mr & 

Mrs 

Mark 

Boughe

y 

 

I am a resident of Woolaston Common and I object to the proposed quarry at Hewelsfield 

being included in the Minerals plan for Gloucesteshire for the following reasons : 

1. It is a greenfield site 

2. I would be very concerned about road access. The current road system consists of narrow 

country lanes and is totally unsuitable for large vehicles. Building a new road system would 

cause considerable upheaval and disturbance to local residents and wildlife. 

3. I would be very concerned about impact to the area and in particular the local 12th 

century church. 

4. We have 3 young children and would be concerned about the impact of dust from the 

quarry and further traffic fumes on their health. This is a rural area with residents moving 

here to be in a quiet countryside location - it is not suitable for a quarry with its associated 

high traffic and duet etc. 

5. It may adversely effect house prices. 

We should be grateful if you could strongly note our objection to the proposal. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

855049 

Elizabet

h 

Lander 
 

I have strong objections to the proposed quarry at Hewelsfield being included in the 

Minerals Development Plan. 

The area is a greenfield site and any development would cause major environmental damage 

and disturbance to people and nature in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

A road link to the A48, already a very busy road, would increase the chance of accidents. 

Development would impact on the streams and brooks feeding through the village. 

There would be considerable disturbance to local communities, vibration damage to 

building, including an ancient church and also dust from blasting. 

I would be grateful for these objections to be taken into account when considering the plan. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

855053 

Mr 

Peter 

Davies 
 

I write with reference to the above as a local resident in the area. 

Having previously lived in North Wales close to Llanddulas limestone quarry I am all too 

aware how a quarry can affect the local environment. 

I would like to object to the proposed Hewlesfield being included in your plan for the 

following reasons: 

- The site is greenfield and will cause environmental damage to an area of natural beauty. 

- A quarry will require heavy lorries to transport materials as the quarry is not near the coast 

that could be transported by boat (as it does in Llanddulas). There will be an increased in 

heavy traffic in an area that has poor road; this will cause pollution. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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- Negative Impact on wildlife 

- If further roads are built to facilitate transportation of materials this will further damage the 

environment 

- The need for increased limestone has not been sufficiently evidenced 

- The harm caused to the local community will outweigh the potential benefits 

- There is a need for eco friendly materials from waste products rather than extraction of raw 

materials. 

- From my experience a large proportion of limestone is exported out of the UK and not 

used in the UK. How can this benefit the UK. 

855058 
Helen 

Kemp  

1. The site at Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield (GCC ref-CRFD4:Hewelsfield) lies entirely 

within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 

This would be a new quarry entirely within the AONB which has so designated because of 

its landscape and scenic beauty. Business and revenue have developed in conjunction with 

this designation feeding tourism based upon scenic beauty and landscape; walkers, cyclists, 

(Sustrans route), ramblers, canoists, birdwatcher and visiting ecologists, including surveyors 

off the bat populations many of whom camp within the area within or in close proximity to 

the proposed quarry site. Visiting ecologists monitor an area with a number of meadows 

which have been open to the public to view orchids/flora (In itself a fast vanishing habitat) 

which is in close proximity to the Woodlands Farm site. The Wye Valley AONB is also 

renowned for rare bat species; the proposed quarry is in the foraging range of a number of 

known roosts and there are highly likely to be others in/around the site. Visitors come to 

camp within the area of the proposed quarry; there is a farm offering caravan pitches 

(Waycott Farm) and camping nearby (Madgetts Farm). Not only would the landscape, 

scenic quality and valuable habitat for rare species destroyed but also business integral to the 

AONB. 

Para 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states: “Great weight should 

be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas 

of Outstanding Natural Beauty which have the highest status of protection in relation to 

landscape and scenic beauty” 

A new quarry site in such a locality is unacceptable within the bounds of the AONB. 

2. The site consists almost entirely of what is defined as “Best and Most Versatile” land, 

with most being classed as Grade 2 (“Very Good”) 

Closely linked to the above is the fact that the quarry would destroy, for ever, Grade 2 “Best 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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and Most Versatile Land”. A quarry would also render nearby farmland unusable and 

therefore a much greater area of Grade 2 land would in fact be lost .including high quality 

pasture used by possibly the largest herd of rare breed Gloucester cattle. 

Para 112 of the NPPF states: “Where significant development of agricultural land is 

demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer 

quality land in preference to that of a higher quality” 

Local farm produce is a part of the local economy including attractions for visitors and 

tourists, such as the food festivals at Beechenhurst. 

3. Transportation of material from the site is heavily constrained. 

The existing transport network would not support quarry traffic and would be both difficult 

and expensive to alter/upgrade. 

The Consultation’s Site Options Evidence Paper notes: 

“The Highways Authority reviewed the site in 2013 and (still)do not consider the B4228 is 

suitable to accommodate the type of traffic generated from a potential quarry between the 

site in a northerly direction towards St Briavels as the B4228 is significantly restricted in 

terms of its width and alignment particularly on the approach to St Briavels…….This 

section of the B4228 is also restricted with several localised road narrowings between the 

site and the settlement of Tutshill.” 

The paper also comments: 

“…the highways difficulty appears very significant to overcome. While a solution via a new 

access road from the B4228 to the strategic road network has been suggested in the past, this 

is a significant development in its own right the suitability of which is uncertain” 

“There can be no confidence that the issues relating to material transportation can be 

solved.” 

Conclusion 

Therefore the proposed quarry would destroy, for ever, scenic landscape within an AONB 

and also destroy Grade 2 farmland both of which would have a significant negative impact 

on local tourism and revenue. 

Finally the infrastructure for transport is not present and would be difficult and very costly 

to resolve leading to further significant development in its own right which leads to the 

conclusion that an area should be sought: 

a. Outside the AONB 

b. Not on Grade 2 land 
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c. Having an existing suitable road transport structure 

855061 

Mr & 

Mrs 

Graham 

Ellis 

 

We would like to inform you that the Woolaston against quarrying group was has been re-

instated at a community meeting. 

All objections that were previously stated for a new quarry at Hewelsfield still stand. 

Since then local traffic has increased greatly. There are already long delays and bottlenecks 

on the approach road to Chepstow, daily. 

In the past month the A48 has been closed three times and sadly one closure was due to a 

fatality. Any link road would increase heavy traffic and the risk of further accidents. 

Over the past few years the area has expanded as a tourist location and for those seeking 

peace and beauty in the Forest and Wye valley any quarry would be covered in a fine dust 

and dramatically alter the beautiful landscape. Also especially with the vast increase in 

people viewing the internet for local comments on the area, this would be highlighted. 

In addition the noise of contant blasting would completely distroy peace and quiet for 

residence and wildlife. 

Finally the stone form the proposed quarry is not necessary in order to meet the forthcoming 

Mimerals Local Plan, and any new quarry would not produce stone before the Plan runs out. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

855163 

Mr 

Brian 

Jones 

Stowe 

Green 

Resident

s 

Associat

ion 

As the closest properties to Clearwell and Stowe Hill Quarry a lot of this response is based 

on the true facts of living next to such an obtrusive and health damaging facility. In fact, Mr 

& Mrs Hall have had to endure the problems with this quarry for the last 37 years. 

I refer to the letter dated 4 August 2014 from Newland Parish Council and the letter dated 

14th August from St Briavels Parish council, both addressed to you objecting to the addition 

to the Minerals Local Plan of areas “B” and “C” at Clearwell Quarry. 

Having been involved in the formulation of both of these responses I can say that they are 

born of a growing feeling of anger and distaste at the proposals in the MLP of Areas B & C 

at the Stowe Hill Quarry. This quarry has managed to grow, by stealth, and in despite of 

more refusals in the past than permissions, into the super quarry it is today and the future 

plans in the MLP will take this quarry to a huge and unhealthy blot on the landscape and 

disruptive health risk to the wider community. By the fact that both Newlands and St 

Briavels Parish councils have taken the time to write such a damning and emotional 

response, whereas in previous applications there was little objection, shows the growing 

anger at the proposals in the MLP. This is now one uneccessary step too far for the area. To 

this I fully endorse ALL the views expressed in both letters from Newland Parish Council 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 

except where referenced below. 

3. Noted, however this guidance 

was replaced by the new 

planning practice guidance please 

see 

https://www.gov.uk/government/

publications/national-planning-

policy-framework-technical-

guidance . 

5.3 It is important to point out 

that the recent Site Options and 

Draft Policy Framework 

consultation document was not a 

draft plan.  
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and St Briavels Parish council. 

In my response below, I will however look at covering more information on certain points in 

both letters, and as I said earlier, give you a local perspective of the quarry, on the health 

issues, the disruption to the close proximity locals and due to many reasons, the actual lack 

of control and enforcement. It is hoped that such a local view of living next to a quarry will 

go a long way to highlighting the real issues of living in the shadow of such facilities. 

It should actually be noted at this point that the inclusion of Areas A, B & D in the mineral 

plan are actually quite futile in the fact that a planning application for expansion by the 

operator at Clearwell, due in the very near future, will be covering Areas A, B & D and as 

such a decision on these areas will have been done and dusty by the time the MLP is 

published in 2016. (N.B. I purposely use the word dusty as it is quite befitting the situation). 

It should also be noted that areas B & C of the Stowe Hill plan are listed as “Potential Site 

Allocations” and NOT “Preferred Areas Nominated by Government” as was in the 2003 

MLP Area D which has now been virtually exhausted. Areas B & C never even fared in the 

2003 MLP at all.... Therefore any “assumption” of planning rights to a preferred area 

nominated by government are not applicable and any application for expansion into areas B 

& C should be considered as a Green Field application based on owner/operator nomination. 

Note from the current MLP “It must be stressed that no decisions have been taken as yet as 

to which site options should be taken forward into the plan as preferred site allocations.“ 

I would therefore ask that no extension is granted in the MLP on areas A, B or C to 

Clearwell Quarry and that they be removed from the MLP. I have set out below, our 

reasoning for this objection: 

1. General Statement 

1.1 Although we understand the obligations placed on Gloucestershire to provide crushed 

rock for the construction industry, it is our view that the proposals in the MLP exceed any 

requirements placed on the authority. Consequently we most strongly object to the content 

of the MLP proposals regarding: 

- Area A at site CRFD1: Stowe Hill / Clearwell 

- Area B at site CRFD1: Stowe Hill / Clearwell 

- Area C at site CRFD1: Stowe Hill / Clearwell 

- Area A at site CRFD4: Hewelsfield 

1.2 Having spoken at depth with many local residents, farmers, local businesses, and from 

the online petition now heading toward 500 signatures, the overall consensus of local 

5.5 The creation of new road 

schemes or alternative transport 

networks are beyond the scope of 

the MLP and more appropriate 

for consideration within the 

Local Transport Plan. 

7. Noted, however 

Gloucestershire has adopted an 

approach of preparing their LAA 

in accordance with paragraph 145 

of the NPPF which clearly 

discusses a 10 year average. 

Paragraph: 064 of the planning 

practice guidance does discuss 

the additional consideration of 

three year averages but this is in 

the context of whether it would 

be appropriate to increase supply. 

It is not considered that there is 

any evidence to suggest that 

Gloucestershire should deviate 

from the NPFF. 
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residents and petition signatories is one of objection and therefore we strongly object to the 

above areas on the following grounds. 

2. National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

2.1 The following clauses in the NPPF are relevant here; they deal with obligations imposed 

on planning authorities which require them to adopt policies which fulfil the following 

criteria: 

2.2 (Clause 109) “to contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by 

- Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and soils; 

- Recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; 

- Minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, 

contributing to the government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in 

biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient 

to current and future pressures; 

- Preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at 

unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, 

air, water or noise pollution or land instability”. 

2.3 (Clause 110) “in preparing plans … the aim should be to minimise pollution and other 

adverse effects on the local and natural environment”. 

2.4 (Clause 112) “where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be 

necessary, [they] should seek to use areas of poorer quality land …” 

2.5 (Clause 117) To minimise impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity, planning policies 

should: 

- promote the preservation, restoration and re-creation of priority habitats, ecological 

networks and the protection and recovery of priority species populations, linked to national 

and local targets, and identify suitable indicators for monitoring biodiversity in the plan; 

- aim to prevent harm to geological conservation interests; and 

2.6 (Clause 118) “if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided …. 

then 

planning permission should be refused”. “Proposed development on land … likely to have 

an adverse effect of a SSSI should not normally be permitted”. 

2.7 (Clause 120) To prevent unacceptable risks from pollution and land instability, planning 

policies and decisions should ensure that new development is appropriate for its location. 

The effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, the natural environment or 
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general amenity, and the potential sensitivity of the area or proposed development to adverse 

effects from pollution, should be taken into account. 

2.8 (Clause 122) “… local planning authorities should focus on whether the development 

itself is an acceptable use of the land, and the impact of the use, rather than the control of 

processes or emissions …” 

2.9 (Clause 123) “Planning policies and decisions should aim to avoid noise from giving rise 

to significant adverse effects on health and quality of life ...” 

2.10 (Clause 124) Planning policies should sustain compliance with and contribute towards 

EU limit values or national objectives for pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air 

Quality Management Areas and the cumulative impacts on air quality from individual sites 

in local areas. 

2.11 (Clause 128) “Where a site on which development is proposed includes or has the 

potential to include heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities 

should require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where 

necessary, a field evaluation.” 

2.12 (Clause 131) “In determining planning applications … account should be taken of the 

positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable 

communities including their economic viability.” 

2.13 (Clause 144) When determining planning applications, local planning authorities 

should: “ensure, in granting planning permission for mineral development, that there are no 

unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural and historic environment, human health or 

aviation safety, and take into account the cumulative effect of multiple impacts from 

individual sites and/or from a number of sites in a locality; 

2.14 (Clause 145) “Minerals planning authorities should plan … jointly ... with other 

mineral planning authorities …” 

2.15 (Clause 145) “Minerals planning authorities should plan … ensuring that large land 

banks bound up in very few sites do not stifle competition.” 

2.16 (Clause 157) “Local Plans should be based on co-operation with neighbouring 

authorities …” 

2.17 (Clause 207) “Local planning authorities should consider publishing a local 

enforcement plan to manage enforcement proactively, in a way that is appropriate to their 

area. This should set out how they will monitor the implementation of planning permissions 

…” 
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3. Technical Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework Minerals Policy 

Proximity of mineral workings to communities 

3.1 (Clause 20) As set out in the National Planning Policy Framework, minerals planning 

authorities are expected to ensure that plan proposals do not have an unacceptable adverse 

effect on the natural or historic environment or human health. Residents living close to 

mineral workings may be exposed to a number of environmental effects and particular care 

should be taken in respect of any conditions they attach to a grant of permission for working 

in proximity to communities. 

3.2 (Clause 21) A programme of work should be agreed which takes account, as far as is 

practicable, of the potential impacts on the local community over the expected duration of 

operations. The programme of work and/or the location of plant within the mineral working 

should take account of the proximity to occupied properties, as well as legitimate 

operational considerations. 

3.3 (Clause 22) In some circumstances, new or extended permissions for minerals extraction 

close to residential property may not provide adequate protection. In such cases, it may be 

justified to consider adequate separation distances. 

Health effects of dust 

3.4 (Clause 26) The relationship of the activities within mineral workings to surrounding 

land uses will vary from site to site. Since the nature of those land uses varies, so will their 

sensitivity to dust. Table 7 below gives broad categories of uses in terms of their sensitivity 

to nuisance dust. (see attached doc) 

3.5 (Clause 27) In line with research carried out by Arup Environmental/Ove Arup and 

Partners13 and the University of Newcastle upon Tyne14 in 1995 and 1999 respectively, 

additional measures to control PM10 might be necessary if, within a site, the actual source 

of emission (e.g. the haul roads, crushers, stockpiles etc.) is within 1,000m of any residential 

property or other sensitive use. 

4. NPPF Planning Practice Guidance: 

Air Quality 

Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 32-001-20140306 

Action to manage and improve air quality is largely driven by EU legislation. The 2008 

Ambient Air Quality Directive sets legally binding limits for concentrations in outdoor air of 

major air pollutants that impact public health such as particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) 

and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). As well as having direct effects, these pollutants can combine 
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in the atmosphere to form ozone, a harmful air pollutant (and potent greenhouse gas) which 

can be transported great distances by weather systems. 

Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 32-002-20140306 

Local Plans can affect air quality in a number of ways, including through what development 

is proposed and where, and the encouragement given to sustainable transport. Therefore in 

plan making, it is important to take into account air quality management areas and other 

areas where there could be specific requirements or limitations on new development because 

of air quality. 

Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 32-005-20140306 

Whether or not air quality is relevant to a planning decision will depend on the proposed 

development and its location. Concerns could arise if the development is likely to generate 

air quality impact in an area where air quality is known to be poor. They could also arise 

where the development is likely to adversely impact upon the implementation of air quality 

strategies and action plans and/or, in particular, lead to a breach of EU legislation (including 

that applicable to wildlife). When deciding whether air quality is relevant to a planning 

application, considerations could include whether the development would: 

- Significantly affect traffic in the immediate vicinity of the proposed development site or 

further afield. This could be by generating or increasing traffic congestion; significantly 

changing traffic volumes, vehicle speed or both; or significantly altering the traffic 

composition on local roads. 

- Give rise to potentially unacceptable impact (such as dust) during construction for nearby 

sensitive locations. 

Effective Enforcement 

Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 17b-003-20140306 

National Planning Policy Framework 207. Effective enforcement is important as a means of 

maintaining public confidence in the planning system. Enforcement action is discretionary, 

and local planning authorities should act proportionately in responding to suspected 

breaches of planning control. Local planning authorities should consider publishing a local 

enforcement plan to manage enforcement proactively in a way that is appropriate to their 

area. This should set out how 

they will monitor the implementation of planning permissions, investigate alleged cases of 

unauthorised development and take action where it is appropriate to do so. 

The provisions of the European Convention on Human Rights such as Article 1 of the First 
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Protocol, Article 8 and Article 14 are relevant when considering enforcement action. There 

is a clear public interest in enforcing planning law and planning regulation in a proportionate 

way. In deciding whether enforcement action is taken, local planning authorities should, 

where relevant, have regard to the potential impact on the health, housing needs and welfare 

of those affected by the proposed action, and those who are affected by a breach of planning 

control. 

NB: The same provisions of the Human Rights Act are also applicable to the planning 

permissions given to quarry facilities especially if no buffer zones are installed. 

Health and Wellbeing 

Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 53-001-20140306 

Local planning authorities should ensure that health and wellbeing, and health infrastructure 

are considered in local and neighbourhood plans and in planning decision making. Public 

health organisations, health service organisations, commissioners and providers, and local 

communities should use this guidance to help them work effectively with local planning 

authorities in order to promote healthy communities and support appropriate health 

infrastructure. 

Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 53-002-20140306 

Potential pollution and other environmental hazards, which might lead to an adverse impact 

on human health, are accounted for in the consideration of new development proposals 

Landscape 

Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 8-001-20140306 

One of the core principles in the National Planning Policy Framework is that planning 

should recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. Local plans should 

include strategic policies for the conservation and enhancement of the natural environment, 

including landscape. 

This includes designated landscapes but also the wider countryside. Where appropriate, 

landscape character assessments should be prepared to complement Natural England’s 

National Character Area profiles. Landscape Character Assessment is a tool to help 

understand the character and local distinctiveness of the landscape and identify the features 

that give it a sense of place. 

5. CRFD 1- Stowe Hill / Clearwell Quarry (Area B and C) 

Clearwell quarry was due to be closed and restored in 1994. At that time Stowe Hill was a 

small 5 acre site, family run for walling stone only. It was then bought in very dubious 
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circumstances whereupon the owner set upon a rigorous campaign of planning applications 

to turn the Stowe Hill site into aggregates. Despite 2 planning rejections it went to appeal 

and the inspectorate quoted “This quarry should remain a small stone wall quarry and not 

diverse to aggregates, but I am afraid this will not be the case”. Planning permission was 

given for 40,000 tons and utilising the closed Clearwell Quarry for processing. Subsequent 

planning in 1997 and 2003 now allows 600,000 tons. ONLY after Breedons took over in 

2013, it was announced that the stone walling section would, and has been closed down and 

ALL the beautiful walling stone is now crushed along with everything else. 

So: 

5.1 We specifically objects to the proposals for Stowe Hill / Clearwell quarry as follows: 

5.2 Land use. 

5.2.1 The permanent loss of 185.5ha (445 acres) of good grade 2 agricultural land (areas B 

and C) which is required to meet ever increasing demands for food is totally unacceptable. 

5.2.2 There is no requirement to include this agricultural land in the MLP as other forms of 

development would not be permitted. 

5.2.3 The current tenant farmer at Longley farm will lose his livelihood and home due to the 

quarry expansion. There are no farms available in the area to which he may relocate. 

5.2.4 Inclusion of these areas in the MLP will result in presumption for quarrying and future 

planning applications will be granted. 

5.3 Need. 

5.3.1 The draft MLP states that areas A and B “could be sufficient to maintain productive 

capacity….to 2030 and potentially beyond”. Any one site should not be looked at in 

isolation and account must be taken of reserves elsewhere, not only in Gloucestershire but 

other counties where we understand there are ample reserves through to 2030 and beyond. 

5.3.2 MLP, Section 2, Page 11, Drivers for change, states that “there are sufficient amounts 

of workable crushed rock to last 18.58 years” i.e. until 2033 

5.3.3 MLP, Section 2, Page 11, Drivers for change, states that “Growth is focused on urban 

areas of Gloucester and Cheltenham and will include regeneration of brown field land. This 

offers opportunities for the reuse and recycling of waste materials as a replacement for 

construction aggregates”. 

5.3.4 Para 4.2.8 states that there is a “shortfall of 2mt for the Forest of Dean, but a surplus of 

3mt for the Cotswolds”. 

5.3.5 The 70/30 production split between the Forest of Dean and the Cotswolds is an historic 
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ratio and it is important that this is tested against today’s reserves and demands to ascertain 

if it is still valid. 

5.3.6 As an average 50% of aggregate from Stowfield and Stowe Hill actually leave 

Gloucestershire en-route out of the county then this reduced figure should be considered for 

local requirements. 

5.4 Health 

5.4.1 There are serious concerns about the effects of airborne dust particles - believed to be 

toxic - released on blasting, processing and transportation. There is evidence of an increase 

in respiratory health issues among those living and working close to and downwind of 

quarries. Before any further land is identified in the MLP independent Health Impact 

Assessments (HIA) should be undertaken for every potential site. 

5.4.2 Para 2.2.5 states “Where mineral working takes place, amenity, health, quality of life 

and economic vitality will be paramount to the decision making process”. 

5.4.3 Dust reduction measures, a condition of previous planning permission granted have 

only been implemented July 14 prior to the submission of a new planning application. 

Planning conditions have been ignored and not enforced since before 1997, leaving residents 

exposed to serious health issues. 

5.4.4 Health Impact Assessments have now been carried out on numerous quarries in the 

Uk, in particular in Wales where the authorities appreciate and respect the need to look at 

the bigger and wider health implications of such industries. In fact, the Welsh authorities 

have a dedicated unit, backed by a very open website 

http://www.wales.nhs.uk/sites3/home.cfm?OrgID=522 that recommends and offers 

assistance in the use of HIA’s. In England there is ZERO assistance with HIA’s and to even 

get one considered takes 2 months, 100 phone calls, and being passed around 50 different 

people and departments. The health implications of these expansions on a much wider scale 

need to be investigated. The expansions will put hundreds of thousands of trucks through 

TWO main towns Coleford and Lydney. Lydney is already an AQMA due to the Bream 

Road Junction where trucks from Clearwell & Stowfield have to wait for considerable time 

to pull out onto the busy Lydney High Street. According to the Gloucestershire NHS, 

between 2012 and 2013 there were more than 1,000 unplanned COPD hospital admissions 

and currently 40 to 60 new referrals every month for COPD related complaints.... 

5.5 Transport network 

5.5.1 This site is located in a rural area served by narrow, minor, unclassified roads. To 
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reach the motorway network HGV’s are required to travel on local A and B class road which 

are not designed for such traffic. The increase in HGV’s through the local area will increase 

congestion, noise, pollution and add huge quantities of carbon emissions. 

5.5.2 Despite repeated requests from St Briavels Parish Council the recognised HGV route 

through the area is not signposted therefore HGV’s routinely transit through St Briavels, the 

development of sites nominated in the MLP can only add to the number of HGV 

movements. Sourcing stone from quarries located closer to the motorway network would be 

more environmentally friendly. This does beg the question, given the emphasis on reduced 

routing and lessening the strain on local networks, why new sites, sourced by the MPA and 

closer to large trunk roads, have not been nominated, just existing sites or ones nominated 

by interested parties. From Government recommendations does the MPA not have a 

responsibility to source and nominate more environmentally suitable and sustainable sites ? 

5.5.3 Para 2.1.2 states “Moving minerals by road puts a strain on an already pressurised 

highway network. It can cause adverse local impacts and contribute to climate change.” 

5.5.4 Para 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic policies) states “Where transportation by road is the 

only practical option, roads unsuitable for HGVs will be avoided”. 

There needs to be common sense and reality here. Since the 1997-2003 MLP there have 

been no improvements to the transport routes of the quarries in the Forest, they still use the 

same routes today that they did in the 90’s. What has changed is a significant increase in 

HGV traffic and therefore associated pollutants with them. In the 90’s most trucks were 

rigid trucks around the 20 Ton gross, today the MAJORITY of trucks using the quarries are 

38 Ton articulated HGV’s. To this, the road network is crumbling under the strain, and what 

were once adequate roads from the quarries for rigids, are now much more dangerous places 

as these articulated HGV’s hurtle through roads NOT DESIGNED for them. Now, add to 

this that since the 1997-2003 MLP Stowe Hill has gone from 150,000 tons to 600,000 and 

Stowfield raised from 800,000 to 1,200,000 tons then the amount of trucks on the road has 

increased pro rata. 

The 2003 MLP talked about reducing emissions, new road networks, alternative transport, 

as does this MLP. Instead, what we actually have is bigger quarries, more output, larger 

trucks, more emissions and no changes to the traffic routing or network.... 

5.6 Water courses 

5.6.1 Quarrying can have irreversible effects on underground water courses and aquifers. 

This will lead to reduced underground storage capacity and thus to an increased risk of 
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flooding given the scientifically accepted fact that climate change will lead to more frequent 

incidents of heavy rainfall. 

5.6.2 There is particular concern about the effects on Slade brook, Mork brook, Clearwell 

well, Valley Brook and Noxon Pond. Before any land is identified as suitable for quarrying 

the County Council as the responsible authority must ensure that modelling for each site is 

undertaken correctly. 

5.6.3 Para 6.2.5 states “…development will not be permitted unless appropriate measures 

can be imposed to mitigate any harmful effects [on water quality]”. 

5.6.4 Slade brook is a SSSI whose waters rise from springs located adjacent to area C. 

Removal of stone from this area has potential hydrological issues which will directly impact 

on the SSSI. Slade brook is the longest tufa (travertine) stream in the UK and is of national 

importance. (see Petecost et al. The Travertine Dams of Slade Brook, Gloucestershire: their 

formation and conservation Geology Today 16 24-28). 

5.6.5 There are many springs in the area, many of which are historic and part of the areas 

rich history. Increase in either size or depth of the existing quarry may have severe impact 

on the local hydrology. 

There are NO 100% guarantees that breaking through the 17mtr current depth by another 12 

mtrs, as is being proposed, will not have an effect on the local facilities that form part of the 

aquifer system. They “expect” there to be no problems, and “do not think” there will be 

issues, but no 100% guarantee. 

5.7 Employment and Economy 

5.7.1 Any increase in quarrying activity would be detrimental to the local economy, which is 

based largely on farming and tourism, without providing any significant employment 

opportunities. Indeed it is likely that there would be a net reduction in employment 

opportunities in the area. 

5.7.2 Local businesses such as pubs, hotels, guest houses, shops and the youth hostel depend 

on tourists to survive. Large scale expansion would be detrimental to these businesses and 

result in loss of job and facilities for local people. 

5.7.3 The Geo-Tourism business in the UK is new but employment in this sector is rising 

fast. The use of old quarries can provide huge opportunities creating jobs and attracting 

tourism, as the dive centre in Chepstow demonstrates. 

5.8 Environment and Landscape 

5.8.1 The effect of additional quarrying will have a devastating and permanent effect on the 
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landscape which is a major attraction for tourists and residents by virtue of the fact that the 

land lies within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels, is adjacent to the statutory Forest and 

the Wye Valley AONB. 

5.8.2 Para 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic Priorities) states “To protect [the environment] and 

where appropriate, enhance, the quality of landscapes, habitats, heritage and other 

environmental assets, having full regard to their international, national and local 

importance”. 

5.8.3 Para 2.6.2 states that the Council will always work “to secure development that 

improves the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area”. 

5.8.4 Para 6.3.3 states “proposals for minerals development will be permitted where they do 

not have a significant adverse effect on the local landscape or unless the impact can be 

mitigated. Where significant adverse impacts cannot be fully mitigated, the social, 

environmental and economic benefits of the proposal must outweigh any harm arising from 

the impacts”. 

5.8.5 Due to the landscape of areas B and C it would be impossible to construct bunds of 

sufficient size to prevent oversight of quarry activities in these areas which would result in 

considerable negative impact on the area. 

5.8.6 The bunds required to shield any quarry works from wind would themselves be an 

eyesore, impractical and prohibitively expensive to construct. Lack of suitable 

bunds would result in excessive dust being blown from the works resulting in a significant 

health hazard. 

5.9 History and Archaeology 

5.9.1 The effects of additional quarrying on historical artefacts, buildings and items of great 

archaeological importance are irreversible. 

5.9.2 Para 2.2.5 states “Mineral working will act as a positive driver for protecting and 

enhancing the quality of environmental assets and designations such as the….Wye Valley 

AONB”. This area lies within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels, is adjacent to the 

Statutory Forest and the Wye Valley AONB. 

5.9.3 Para 6.6.2 states “There will be a presumption in favour of the conservation of the 

significance of designated heritage assets and their settings, and of those nondesignated 

heritage assets with archaeological interest that are demonstrably of equivalent 

significance”. 

5.9.4 As previous planning applications have indicated, 
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http://glostext.gloucestershire.gov.uk/documents/s2884/Clearwell%20master%20committee

%20version%20doc.pdf 7.1, there is significant Anglo-Saxon archaeology on this site “In 

the context of the importance of the Forest of Dean area for early iron working, this activity 

is a highly important find”. It is essential that this is investigated before any further 

quarrying. 

5.10 Enforcement 

5.10.1 Experience has shown that conditions attached to existing quarrying permissions 

have been frequently and blatantly disregarded by operators and enforcement woefully 

lacking, so, until evidence is provided that a long term commitment is given to resource the 

planning authority to ensure rigid enforcement no further land should be identified as a 

potential for quarrying. 

5.10.2 Para 2.2.25 (Proposed Strategic priorities) states “to secure sound and enforceable 

working practices which will mitigate against adverse impacts on local communities and 

businesses and will be systematically monitored.” Please also see specific section 8 below 

on Local Enforcement, Noise and Dust. 

5.11 Cumulative Impact 

5.11.1 Para 8.2.3 states “Planning permission will be granted where the proposal would not 

have an unacceptable cumulative impact….and would include an assessment of noise, 

odour, traffic, dust, health, ecology and visual impacts”. 

5.11.2 Residents have raised concerns about property values in the vicinity of areas B and C. 

Due to the MLP indicating these areas as potential sites for stone extraction will result in 

any property search highlighting this fact and make those properties directly adjacent to 

these areas valueless. 

6. CRFD 4- Hewelsfield (Area A) 

The first question has to be: You seem to be dismissing the viability of this site but continue 

to include it within your site proposals. Why is this? We specifically object to the proposal 

for Hewelsfield quarry as follows: 

6.2 Land use. 

6.2.1 The site is directly adjacent to Cowshill farm which is renowned for its beef 

production. Quarry development would impact on their reputation and destroy many years 

of development of the beef herd. 

6.2.2 Permanent loss of 36ha of good grade 2 agricultural land which is required to meet 

ever increasing demands for food is totally unacceptable. 
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6.2.3 There is no requirement to include this agricultural land in the MLP as other forms of 

development would not be permitted as the site is within the AONB. 

6.2.4 Inclusion of these areas in the MLP will result in presumption for quarrying and future 

planning applications will be granted. 

6.3 Need. 

6.3.1 The draft MLP states that the site “...being within the Wye Valley AONB is a 

significant constraint and given the NPPF policy on mineral working in the AONB, very 

special circumstances need to be made to justify allocations...” These ‘very special 

circumstances’ simply do not exist. 

6.3.2 The draft MLP states that the site “...would be unlikely to contribute to the land bank 

until the very late stages of the plan period and largely contribute towards the period post 

2030”. The inclusion of Hewelsfield is outside the scope of the MLP and will take 

significant time to develop and have some “very significant issues to overcome”. 

6.3.3 MLP, Section 2, Page 11, Drivers for change, states that “there are sufficient amounts 

of workable crushed rock to last 18.58 years” i.e. until 2033 

6.3.4 MLP, Section 2, Page 11, Drivers for change, states that “Growth is focused on urban 

areas of Gloucester and Cheltenham and will include regeneration of brown field land. This 

offers opportunities for the reuse and recycling of waste materials as a replacement for 

construction aggregates”. Greater use of recycled materials will significantly reduce the 

need for quarries and destruction of the areas proposed in the MLP 

6.3.4 Para 4.2.8 states that there is a “shortfall of 2mt for the Forest of Dean, but a surplus of 

3mt for the Cotswolds”. 

6.3.5 The 70/30 production split between the Forest of Dean and the Cotswolds is an historic 

ratio and it is important that this is tested against today’s reserves and demands to ascertain 

if it is still valid. 

6.4 Health 

6.4.1 There are serious concerns about the effects of airborne dust particles - believed to be 

toxic - released on blasting, processing and transportation. There is evidence of an increase 

in respiratory health issues among those living and working close to and downwind of 

quarries. Before any further land is identified in the MLP independent Health Impact 

Assessments (HIA) should be undertaken for every potential site. 

6.4.2 Para 2.2.5 states “Where mineral working takes place, amenity, health, quality of life 

and economic vitality will be paramount to the decision making process”. 
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6.4.3 The prevailing wind direction would result in dust being blown directly towards St 

Briavels / St Briavels Common and have a direct impact on residents. 

6.5 Transport network 

6.5.1 This site is located in a rural area served by the B4228, a narrow road with many tight 

bends. To reach the motorway network HGV’s would be required to travel on local A and B 

class road which are not designed for such traffic. The increase in HGV’s through the local 

area will increase congestion, noise and pollution. 

6.5.2 Despite repeated requests from St Briavels Parish Council the recognised HGV route 

through the area is not signposted therefore HGV’s routinely transit through St Briavels, the 

development of sites nominated in the MLP can only add to the numbers of HGV 

movements. Sourcing stone from quarries located closer to the motorway network would be 

more environmentally friendly. 

6.5.3 Para 2.1.2 states “Moving minerals by road puts a strain on an already pressurised 

highway network. It can cause adverse local impacts and contribute to climate change.” 

6.5.4 Para 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic policies) states “Where transportation by road is the 

only practical option, roads unsuitable for HGVs will be avoided”. 

6.6 Water courses 

6.6.1 Quarrying can have irreversible effects on underground water courses and aquifers. 

This will lead to reduced underground storage capacity and thus to an increased risk of 

flooding given the scientifically accepted fact that climate change will lead to more frequent 

incidents of heavy rainfall. 

6.6.2 There is particular concern about the effects on local water courses. Before any land is 

identified as suitable for quarrying the County Council as the responsible authority must 

ensure that modelling for each site is undertaken correctly. 

6.6.3 Para 6.2.5 states “…development will not be permitted unless appropriate measures 

can be imposed to mitigate any harmful effects [on water quality]”. 

6.7 Employment and Economy 

6.7.1 Any increase in quarrying activity would be detrimental to the local economy, which is 

based largely on farming and tourism, without providing any significant employment 

opportunities for local people. Indeed it is likely that there would be a net reduction in 

employment opportunities in the area. 

6.7.2 Local businesses such as pubs, hotels, guest houses, shops and the youth hostel depend 

on tourists to survive. Large scale expansion would be detrimental to these businesses and 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organis

ation 

Details 

Crushed Rock Forest of Dean Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

result in loss of job and facilities for local people. 

6.8 Environment and Landscape 

6.8.1 The effect of additional quarrying will have a devastating and permanent effect on the 

landscape which is a major attraction for tourists and residents by virtue of the fact that the 

land lies within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels and the Wye Valley AONB. 

6.8.2 Para 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic Priorities) states “To protect [the environment] and 

where appropriate, enhance, the quality of landscapes, habitats, heritage and other 

environmental assets, having full regard to their international, national and local 

importance”. 

6.8.3 Para 2.6.2 states that the Council will always work “to secure development that 

improves the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area”. 

6.8.4 Para 6.3.3 states “proposals for minerals development will be permitted where they do 

not have a significant adverse effect on the local landscape or unless the impact can be 

mitigated. Where significant adverse impacts cannot be fully mitigated, the social, 

environmental and economic benefits of the proposal must outweigh any harm arising from 

the impacts”. 

6.9 History and Archaeology 

6.9.1 The effects of additional quarrying on historical artefacts, buildings and items of great 

archaeological importance are irreversible. 

6.9.2 Para 2.2.5 states “Mineral working will act as a positive driver for protecting and 

enhancing the quality of environmental assets and designations such as the….Wye Valley 

AONB”. This area lies within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels and the Wye Valley 

AONB. 

6.9.3 Para 6.6.2 states “There will be a presumption in favour of the conservation of the 

significance of designated heritage assets and their settings, and of those nondesignated 

heritage assets with archaeological interest that are demonstrably of equivalent 

significance”. 

6.10 Enforcement 

6.10.1 Experience has shown that conditions attached to existing quarrying permissions 

have been frequently and blatantly disregarded by operators and enforcement woefully 

lacking, so, until evidence is provided that a long term commitment is given to resource the 

planning authority to ensure rigid enforcement no further land should be identified as a 

potential for quarrying. 
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6.10.2 Para 2.2.25 (Proposed Strategic priorities) states “to secure sound and enforceable 

working practices which will mitigate against adverse impacts on local communities and 

businesses and will be systematically monitored.” 

6.11 Cumulative Impact 

6.11.1 Para 8.2.3 states “Planning permission will be granted where the proposal would not 

have an unacceptable cumulative impact….and would include an assessment of noise, 

odour, traffic, dust, health, ecology and visual impacts”. 

6.11.2 Residents have raised concerns about property values in the vicinity of the proposed 

quarry. Due to the MLP indicating these areas as potential sites for stone extraction will 

result in any property search highlighting this fact and make those properties in the area 

valueless. 

6.11.3 The MLP adopted in 2003 was subject to a public inquiry where the site was not 

recommended for inclusion by the inspector. There has been no change to the justification 

since the public inquiry. 

7. Statistics for Other Authorities 

7.1 Monmouthshire County Council Local Development Plan (LDP) 2011 

7.1.1 Para 5.121 “… will address the requirements of the national policy [for the supply of 

aggregates] by ensuring that a sufficient land bank is maintained and by safeguarding known 

aggregate resources.” 

7.1.2 Para 5.122 “ … the number of years of mineral extraction that a land bank will provide 

should be based on the latest 3 years production figures” (this differs from Gloucestershire’s 

basis which is 10 years). However, some South West MPAs have used a variation to this 

approach e.g. Devon and Dorset (Baseline Report Section 3) and the more recent guidance 

on the Managed Aggregates Supply System (MASS) and LAAs (October 2012) now 

includes a requirement for MPAs to consider also the average 3 years’ sales. 

If you use the Gloucestershire 3 year sales figures of 1.22 rather than the 10 year 1.68 then 

there are sufficient reserves and land bank to fulfill the 2030 dateline without the need for 

ANY quarry expansions in Gloucestershire. This figure shows that there will only be a 7mt 

shortfall by 2030 which could be made up by the reopening of Drybrook, extra allocation at 

Stowfield and the Cotswold’s surplus. 

7.1.3 Para 5.122 “The average crushed rock production … was 0.44mt for the years 2003-

2005; … the estimated reserves were 18.4mt, therefore, the authorities had more than 

sufficient reserves”. 
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7.1.4 It thus appears from the LDP that Monmouthshire could make a significantly increased 

contribution to the national requirement. 

7.2 Somerset County Council Minerals Plan 

7.2.1 Para 6.23 “The South West regional "apportionment” for 2005 to 2020 was 412.73mt. 

Somerset’s recommended apportionment for 2005 to 2020 was 214.65mt which equates to a 

provision of 13.41t each year”. 

7.2.2 Para 6.26 “ …the authority should prepare an assessment based on a rolling average of 

10 years sales data…” 

7.2.3 Para 6.29 “ … average 10 year sales figures … 10.81mt…” 

7.2.4 Para 6.35 “Somerset has a land bank of approximately 451mt (2012 figure).” 

7.2.5 Para 6.36 “ … based on [the above] Somerset has sufficient reserves for the next 41 

years.” (i.e. 451 / 10.81) 

7.2.6 It is perfectly clear therefore that there are more than adequate reserves in Somerset to 

allow a significant reduction in levels of production in Gloucestershire without affecting the 

supply nationally. Furthermore, the quarries in that county are far better placed to access the 

motorway network and indeed 4 sites have rail links direct from the quarry. (LAA Item 4.4) 

This cross border movement of aggregates is a feature of the industry but the degree to 

which it takes place and the particular areas involved may change because demand and 

supply are dynamic. Should permitted reserves of crushed rock or sand and gravel in the 

county become exhausted or production curtailed for any other reason it is feasible that 

because of the close proximity to Gloucestershire of some resource areas which have an 

existing or potential trading relationship with the county a greater proportion of supplies of 

these aggregates could be sourced from permitted reserves at quarries in nearby MPA areas 

to help supply future construction needs in the county in the same way that the county’s 

industry could be called upon to contribute to the supplies needed in other areas should the 

reverse apply. (LAA 2.2) The county (Gloucestershire) imports significant amounts of 

crushed limestone from the former Avon area (now West of England). 

8. Forest of Dean District Council Allocations Plan Pre Publication Draft 

8.1 This plan, currently out for consultation, quotes, in respect of St Briavels: 

- Service village; Policy CSP16, a settlement with some local facilities but generally 

relatively little opportunity for additional development. 

- Partly within AONB, some Important Open Areas and protected outdoor recreation space, 

protected Wye valley woodlands close by. SACs and Conservation Area, Scheduled ancient 
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Monument, Listed Buildings. 

8.1.1 Para 42.1 The village has an attractive historic centre around the castle, a Scheduled 

Ancient Monument. This part of the settlement is characterised by traditional buildings of 

stone, slate and render. It is a Conservation Area and includes several Listed Buildings. 

8.1.2 Key Issues 2. The countryside surrounding St Briavels provides an attractive setting 

and it is not considered appropriate to allow the developed area to expand into the 

surrounding open countryside. 

In respect of Clearwell: 

Clause 17.2 “The majority of the village is a Conservation Area. There are many buildings 

of architectural and historic merit.” 

Key issues: “Maintaining the contribution of tourism is an important employer in the area”. 

At its nearest point Area “B” is only 700m from the centre of Clearwell village and within 

that area are the 

following listed buildings: 

St Peter’s church, Church Road - grade I 

Wellhead, Church Road - grade II 

Baynhams - grade II 

Castle Farm barn & attached cow shed, Church Road - grade II 

Clearwell Castle, Church Road - grade II* 

Clearwell Castle, Church Road - gateway, perimeter walls, iron gates - grade II 

Clearwell Castle, Church Road - gatehouse and flanking stables - grade II 

Clearwell Cross - grade II Scheduled Ancient Monument 

Cross House, Church Street - grade II 

Carthouse opp Platwell House, Church Road - grade II 

Wyndham Arms Hotel - grade II 

Properties within this area - and probably further afield - already experience vibration from 

quarry blasting and the extension of quarrying activity this much closer to the village would 

increase the incidents of vibration, dust and noise. 

8.2 Forest of Dean Core Strategy saved from Local Plan 

(R)FNE.1 

In order to protect the open countryside development will be strictly controlled and will only 

be permitted where the development: 

1. Will not result in the unacceptable loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land, or 
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woodland 

2. Will not create amenity problems for adjoining or nearby land users 

3. Will not result in development of a scale, form, design or appearance that would be 

visually intrusive or detrimental to the character and appearance of the area 

4. Will not result in an unacceptable impact on the biodiversity of the area or on sites or 

features of archaeological or historic importance 

5. Will not create unacceptable traffic generation or highway safety problems 

6. Makes appropriate provision for access 

7. Makes provision for a high standard of landscaping and screening to assimilate the 

development into its surroundings 

8. Ensures that adequate services exist, or are reasonably accessible, or can be readily and 

economically provided. 

9. Biodiversity and Ecological Services 

9.1 The loss of the areas to quarrying indicated in the MLP will contribute significantly to 

further loss of biodiversity with Gloucestershire. These losses cannot be replaced once lost 

and cannot be relocated to allow development. 

9.2 Irreversible damage caused by human pollution and exploitation of the natural world has 

and will, further impact on ecological services such as: 

- Provision of clean water 

- Adequate water storage 

- Clean air 

- Absorption of pollutants 

- Pollination services 

- Temperature regulation 

- Climate tempering 

- Extreme weather buffering 

- Food provision 

9.3 The overall impact on biodiversity and ecological services of the MLP needs to be 

considered and greater use of recycling of construction materials imposed. Innovative ways 

of recycling construction materials need to be developed and enforced which if implemented 

correctly will reduce the environmental impact whilst reducing extraction and transportation 

costs. 

Other specific points 
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(MLP 3.4.1) A key feature in meeting the need for aggregates is the delineation of future 

areas for mineral development, where appropriate to supplement existing reserves. 

Government Guidance identify three distinct methods for the delineation of minerals: 

1. Specific Sites, 

2. Preferred Areas, and 

3. Areas of Search. 

Specific Sites and Preferred Areas provide a good degree of certainty that mineral 

development will take place, while Areas of Search are likely to be delineated over broader 

areas. The key element contained in Government Guidance is that areas identified in the 

MLP can be translated into workable reserves. The MPA is required to make reasonable 

efforts to satisfy themselves that this is the case. Where this cannot be resolved 

satisfactorily, MLPs need to be sufficiently flexible to allow for uncertainty. Areas of Search 

can offer a prudent approach to balancing the needs of industry against local concern. 

However, it is inappropriate for a MLP to make provision for the early part of the MLP by 

Areas of Search alone, and that some degree of certainty is required through specific sites or 

Preferred Areas. 

(MLP 3.4.5) Proposals for aggregates mineral development outside of the Preferred Areas 

will not be permitted unless exceptional circumstances prevail. 

Part A of Policy A4 provides the context for the consideration of proposals which are for the 

working of minerals of a specification which are not identified in the Plan, or will meet a 

forecast shortfall, which in either case would be required to maintain an appropriate 

contribution to local, regional and national needs. 

12.1 There is little justification for the areas of Stow Hill, Clearwell and Hewelsfield to be 

included in the 2014 MLP as mineral requirements for Gloucestershire can be met from 

within existing plans and by co-operation and negotiation with other authorities where there 

appear to be huge reserve available. 

12.2 Local jobs can be safeguarded whilst ensuring the local environment and health of 

residents doesn’t suffer. 

12.3 Local MPA contribution to the national requirement can be achieved by limiting quarry 

development to area D of Stow Hill, Clearwell quarry (CRFD 1). 

12.4 As stated at the outset of this response we acknowledge an obligation on the part of the 

county MPA to contribute to the national demand and accept that new areas for extraction 

will need to be identified in the longer term. 
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12.5 A HIA must be included in future planning applications for quarries in Gloucestershire. 

The people of Gloucestershire deserve nothing better. 

12.6 Any future planning permissions given to quarries NEED to be subject to much tighter, 

stringent, well defined, and real time electronically monitored regulations set with specific 

parameters and thus allowing enforcement to have a defined standard to enforce against. 

Self regulation, monitoring and reporting is the equivalent of allowing MP’s to vote on their 

own pay rises... 

We, the Residents of Stowe Green being Brian and Michelle Jones & Doug and Elizabeth 

Hall urge you in the strongest possible terms to: Exclude areas A, B and C at Stowe Hill / 

Clearwell quarry from the draft MLP Exclude the proposed allocation at Hewelsfield in its 

entirety from the MLP. 

855241 

Mr 

Trevor 

Harris 
 

Re Minerals Local Plan: Proposed quarry at Hewelsfield 

We would like to inform you that the” Woolaston against Quarrying Group “was re-instated 

last night at a Community meeting. All the objections we previously stated the last time the 

plan included a new Quarry in Hewelsfield still stand. 

Since then local road traffic has increased greatly. New housing with little local employment 

has meant the number of people using the A48 to get to work outside the area has at least 

trebled. There are already long delays and bottlenecks on the approach to Chepstow during 

morning and evening rush hours. 

In the past month the A48 has been closed for long periods on the stretch of road between 

Lydney and Chepstow because of accidents. Any link road from the escarpment bringing 

heavy lorries onto the A48 can only increase the number of accidents. Also there would be 

far more fatalities if accidents involved people trying to overtake lorries on dangerous 

stretches of the A48 

Over the last few years the area has expanded as a tourist destination for those seeking the 

peace and beauty of the Forest and Wye valley. The areas surrounding any quarry would be 

covered in fine grey dust that would alter the look of our beautiful landscape. The noise of 

constant blasting would completely destroy the peace that people come to our area to enjoy. 

It would certainly deter tourists and would affect the income of local B&B’s and pubs 

greatly. 

As well as affecting tourists we feel this development would also prove harmful to air 

quality and the health of local residents, would blight their lives and damage their house 

prices. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organis

ation 

Details 

Crushed Rock Forest of Dean Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

Finally we should also point out that the stone from the proposed quarry is not needed in 

order to meet the forthcoming Minerals Local Plan, and any new quarry would not be able 

to produce stone before the Plan runs out. 

We would ask you to take all these concerns into consideration. 

855244 

Mr 

David 

Fickling 
 

GCC Minerals Local Plan CRFD4 Hewelsfield Woodlands Farm 

In respect of the above Consultation, we take this opportunity to put forward some 

observations as to the unsui5tability of this site for Mineral Extraction. 

This site lies completely in the Wye Valley which is an AONB. In this regard, two 

paragraphs 115 and 116 as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework should be 

heeded. Para 115 states that "great weight should be given to conserving landscape and 

scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 

which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty". Para 

116 states that "Planning permission should be refused for major developments in these 

designated areas except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that 

they are in the public interest". It is understood that nowhere in the documents associated 

with this Consultation are any exceptional circumstances identified. 

Infrastructure and Transportation would have a very detrimental impact on the landscape 

and would be difficult to justify at all. We would draw your attention to the following 

comments noted in The Consultation'sSite Options Evidence Paper:- 

"The Highways Authority reviewed the site in 2013 and (still) do not consider the B4228 is 

suitable to accommodate the type of traffic generated from a potential quarry between the 

site in a northerly direction towards St. Briavels as the B4228 is significantly restricted in 

terms of its width and alignment particularly on the approach to St. Briavels....This section 

of the B4228 is also restricted with several localised road narrowings between the site and 

the settlement of Tutshill." 

The paper also comments: 

"...the highways difficulty appears very significant to overcome. While a solution via a new 

access road from the B4228 to the strategic road network has been suggested in the past, this 

is a significant development in its own right the suitability of which is uncertain." 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

855247 
Sharon 

Freeman  

Objection to Extension of Quarrying at Stowfield 

We have lived at Bearse Farm, Bearse Common for 4 years 

We have recently been granted planning permission to develop a 43 pitch touring caravan 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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and camping site on part of our land. 

We will be investing a substantial amount of money into this project. To gain the permission 

we had to employ experts to ensure any work or activities involved in the development 

would not adversely affect or pollute the nearby SSSI namely, Slade Brook, which is 

nationally known for its Tufa formations. Its’ system of Tufa Dams form the longest series 

of such formations anywhere in Britain. 

The Water Spring on the Northern edge of our property is in constant flow from 

underground water sources. 

The proposed quarrying activities would take place on that Northern side. Blasting stone at 

any depth would surely adversely affect those underground water courses thus potentially 

destroying a Site of Special Scientific Interest. 

Our concerns also regard the large increase in haulage vehicles using the B4228 past the 

camping site and the noise from blasting and heavy machinery will affect our new business 

considerably. Tourism is of huge importance to the Forest of Dean and the Wye Valley 

which is why we decided to invest in this venture. 

Tourists come to this area to enjoy views of the beautiful Forests and open countryside not 

swaths of quarrying. 

We hope you take our objections and concerns into consideration. 

Yours sincerely 

Beverley Worgan 

John Worgan 

Jessica Worgan 

Joanne Worgan 

Daryl Hook 

Alan Freeman 

Sharon Freeman 

855271 

Mr & 

Mrs 

S J 

Hookwa

y 

 

We would like to inform you that the" Woolaston against Quarrying Group "was re-instated 

last night at a Community meeting. All the objections we previously stated the last time the 

plan included a new Quarry in Hewelsfield still stand. 

Since then local road traffic has increased greatly. New housing with little local employment 

has meant the number of people using the A48 to get to work outside the area has at least 

trebled. There are already long delays and bottlenecks on the approach to Chepstow during 

morning and evening rush hours. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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In the past month the A48 has been closed for long periods on the stretch of road between 

Lydney and Chepstow because of accidents. Any link road from the escarpment bringing 

heavy lorries onto the A48 can only increase the number of accidents. Also there would be 

far more fatalities if accidents involved people trying to overtake lorries on dangerous 

stretches of the A48 

Over the last few years the area has expanded as a tourist destination for those seeking the 

peace and beauty of the Forest and Wye valley. The areas surrounding any quarry would be 

covered in fine grey dust that would alter the look of our beautiful landscape. The noise of 

constant blasting would completely destroy the peace that people come to our area to enjoy. 

It would certainly deter tourists and would affect the income of local B&B's and pubs 

greatly. 

As well as affecting tourists we feel this development would also prove harmful to air 

quality and the health of local residents, would blight their lives and damage their house 

prices. 

Finally we should also point out that the stone from the proposed quarry is not needed in 

order to meet the forthcoming Minerals Local Plan, and any new quarry would not be able 

to produce stone before the Plan runs out. 

We would ask you to take all these concerns into consideration. 

855274 
Respond

ent  

We would like to inform you that the" Woolaston against Quarrying Group "was re-instated 

last night at a Community meeting. All the objections we previously stated the last time the 

plan included a new Quarry in Hewelsfield still stand. 

Since then local road traffic has increased greatly. New housing with little local employment 

has meant the number of people using the A48 to get to work outside the area has at least 

trebled. There are already long delays and bottlenecks on the approach to Chepstow during 

morning and evening rush hours. 

In the past month the A48 has been closed for long periods on the stretch of road between 

Lydney and Chepstow because of accidents. Any link road from the escarpment bringing 

heavy lorries onto the A48 can only increase the number of accidents. Also there would be 

far more fatalities if accidents involved people trying to overtake lorries on dangerous 

stretches of the A48 

Over the last few years the area has expanded as a tourist destination for those seeking the 

peace and beauty of the Forest and Wye valley. The areas surrounding any quarry would be 

covered in fine grey dust that would alter the look of our beautiful landscape. The noise of 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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constant blasting would completely destroy the peace that people come to our area to enjoy. 

It would certainly deter tourists and would affect the income of local B&B's and pubs 

greatly. 

As well as affecting tourists we feel this development would also prove harmful to air 

quality and the health of local residents, would blight their lives and damage their house 

prices. 

Finally we should also point out that the stone from the proposed quarry is not needed in 

order to meet the forthcoming Minerals Local Plan, and any new quarry would not be able 

to produce stone before the Plan runs out. 

We would ask you to take all these concerns into consideration. 

855275 

Gwendo

line 

Nichola

s 

 

We would like to inform you that the" Woolaston against Quarrying Group "was re-instated 

last night at a Community meeting. All the objections we previously stated the last time the 

plan included a new Quarry in Hewelsfield still stand. 

Since then local road traffic has increased greatly. New housing with little local employment 

has meant the number of people using the A48 to get to work outside the area has at least 

trebled. There are already long delays and bottlenecks on the approach to Chepstow during 

morning and evening rush hours. 

In the past month the A48 has been closed for long periods on the stretch of road between 

Lydney and Chepstow because of accidents. Any link road from the escarpment bringing 

heavy lorries onto the A48 can only increase the number of accidents. Also there would be 

far more fatalities if accidents involved people trying to overtake lorries on dangerous 

stretches of the A48 

Over the last few years the area has expanded as a tourist destination for those seeking the 

peace and beauty of the Forest and Wye valley. The areas surrounding any quarry would be 

covered in fine grey dust that would alter the look of our beautiful landscape. The noise of 

constant blasting would completely destroy the peace that people come to our area to enjoy. 

It would certainly deter tourists and would affect the income of local B&B's and pubs 

greatly. 

As well as affecting tourists we feel this development would also prove harmful to air 

quality and the health of local residents, would blight their lives and damage their house 

prices. 

Finally we should also point out that the stone from the proposed quarry is not needed in 

order to meet the forthcoming Minerals Local Plan, and any new quarry would not be able 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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to produce stone before the Plan runs out. 

We would ask you to take all these concerns into consideration. 

855276 

F 

Nichola

s 
 

We would like to inform you that the" Woolaston against Quarrying Group "was re-instated 

last night at a Community meeting. All the objections we previously stated the last time the 

plan included a new Quarry in Hewelsfield still stand. 

Since then local road traffic has increased greatly. New housing with little local employment 

has meant the number of people using the A48 to get to work outside the area has at least 

trebled. There are already long delays and bottlenecks on the approach to Chepstow during 

morning and evening rush hours. 

In the past month the A48 has been closed for long periods on the stretch of road between 

Lydney and Chepstow because of accidents. Any link road from the escarpment bringing 

heavy lorries onto the A48 can only increase the number of accidents. Also there would be 

far more fatalities if accidents involved people trying to overtake lorries on dangerous 

stretches of the A48 

Over the last few years the area has expanded as a tourist destination for those seeking the 

peace and beauty of the Forest and Wye valley. The areas surrounding any quarry would be 

covered in fine grey dust that would alter the look of our beautiful landscape. The noise of 

constant blasting would completely destroy the peace that people come to our area to enjoy. 

It would certainly deter tourists and would affect the income of local B&B's and pubs 

greatly. 

As well as affecting tourists we feel this development would also prove harmful to air 

quality and the health of local residents, would blight their lives and damage their house 

prices. 

Finally we should also point out that the stone from the proposed quarry is not needed in 

order to meet the forthcoming Minerals Local Plan, and any new quarry would not be able 

to produce stone before the Plan runs out. 

We would ask you to take all these concerns into consideration. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

855277 

Mr 

G W 

Jones 
 

We would like to inform you that the" Woolaston against Quarrying Group "was re-instated 

last night at a Community meeting. All the objections we previously stated the last time the 

plan included a new Quarry in Hewelsfield still stand. 

Since then local road traffic has increased greatly. New housing with little local employment 

has meant the number of people using the A48 to get to work outside the area has at least 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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trebled. There are already long delays and bottlenecks on the approach to Chepstow during 

morning and evening rush hours. 

In the past month the A48 has been closed for long periods on the stretch of road between 

Lydney and Chepstow because of accidents. Any link road from the escarpment bringing 

heavy lorries onto the A48 can only increase the number of accidents. Also there would be 

far more fatalities if accidents involved people trying to overtake lorries on dangerous 

stretches of the A48 

Over the last few years the area has expanded as a tourist destination for those seeking the 

peace and beauty of the Forest and Wye valley. The areas surrounding any quarry would be 

covered in fine grey dust that would alter the look of our beautiful landscape. The noise of 

constant blasting would completely destroy the peace that people come to our area to enjoy. 

It would certainly deter tourists and would affect the income of local B&B's and pubs 

greatly. 

As well as affecting tourists we feel this development would also prove harmful to air 

quality and the health of local residents, would blight their lives and damage their house 

prices. 

Finally we should also point out that the stone from the proposed quarry is not needed in 

order to meet the forthcoming Minerals Local Plan, and any new quarry would not be able 

to produce stone before the Plan runs out. 

We would ask you to take all these concerns into consideration. 

855279 

D 

Reddiho

ugh 
 

We would like to inform you that the" Woolaston against Quarrying Group "was re-instated 

last night at a Community meeting. All the objections we previously stated the last time the 

plan included a new Quarry in Hewelsfield still stand. 

Since then local road traffic has increased greatly. New housing with little local employment 

has meant the number of people using the A48 to get to work outside the area has at least 

trebled. There are already long delays and bottlenecks on the approach to Chepstow during 

morning and evening rush hours. 

In the past month the A48 has been closed for long periods on the stretch of road between 

Lydney and Chepstow because of accidents. Any link road from the escarpment bringing 

heavy lorries onto the A48 can only increase the number of accidents. Also there would be 

far more fatalities if accidents involved people trying to overtake lorries on dangerous 

stretches of the A48 

Over the last few years the area has expanded as a tourist destination for those seeking the 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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peace and beauty of the Forest and Wye valley. The areas surrounding any quarry would be 

covered in fine grey dust that would alter the look of our beautiful landscape. The noise of 

constant blasting would completely destroy the peace that people come to our area to enjoy. 

It would certainly deter tourists and would affect the income of local B&B's and pubs 

greatly. 

As well as affecting tourists we feel this development would also prove harmful to air 

quality and the health of local residents, would blight their lives and damage their house 

prices. 

Finally we should also point out that the stone from the proposed quarry is not needed in 

order to meet the forthcoming Minerals Local Plan, and any new quarry would not be able 

to produce stone before the Plan runs out. 

We would ask you to take all these concerns into consideration. 

855280 

T D 

Snowde

n 
 

We would like to inform you that the" Woolaston against Quarrying Group "was re-instated 

last night at a Community meeting. All the objections we previously stated the last time the 

plan included a new Quarry in Hewelsfield still stand. 

Since then local road traffic has increased greatly. New housing with little local employment 

has meant the number of people using the A48 to get to work outside the area has at least 

trebled. There are already long delays and bottlenecks on the approach to Chepstow during 

morning and evening rush hours. 

In the past month the A48 has been closed for long periods on the stretch of road between 

Lydney and Chepstow because of accidents. Any link road from the escarpment bringing 

heavy lorries onto the A48 can only increase the number of accidents. Also there would be 

far more fatalities if accidents involved people trying to overtake lorries on dangerous 

stretches of the A48 

Over the last few years the area has expanded as a tourist destination for those seeking the 

peace and beauty of the Forest and Wye valley. The areas surrounding any quarry would be 

covered in fine grey dust that would alter the look of our beautiful landscape. The noise of 

constant blasting would completely destroy the peace that people come to our area to enjoy. 

It would certainly deter tourists and would affect the income of local B&B's and pubs 

greatly. 

As well as affecting tourists we feel this development would also prove harmful to air 

quality and the health of local residents, would blight their lives and damage their house 

prices. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Finally we should also point out that the stone from the proposed quarry is not needed in 

order to meet the forthcoming Minerals Local Plan, and any new quarry would not be able 

to produce stone before the Plan runs out. 

We would ask you to take all these concerns into consideration. 

855281 
M C 

Walker  

We would like to inform you that the" Woolaston against Quarrying Group "was re-instated 

last night at a Community meeting. All the objections we previously stated the last time the 

plan included a new Quarry in Hewelsfield still stand. 

Since then local road traffic has increased greatly. New housing with little local employment 

has meant the number of people using the A48 to get to work outside the area has at least 

trebled. There are already long delays and bottlenecks on the approach to Chepstow during 

morning and evening rush hours. 

In the past month the A48 has been closed for long periods on the stretch of road between 

Lydney and Chepstow because of accidents. Any link road from the escarpment bringing 

heavy lorries onto the A48 can only increase the number of accidents. Also there would be 

far more fatalities if accidents involved people trying to overtake lorries on dangerous 

stretches of the A48 

Over the last few years the area has expanded as a tourist destination for those seeking the 

peace and beauty of the Forest and Wye valley. The areas surrounding any quarry would be 

covered in fine grey dust that would alter the look of our beautiful landscape. The noise of 

constant blasting would completely destroy the peace that people come to our area to enjoy. 

It would certainly deter tourists and would affect the income of local B&B's and pubs 

greatly. 

As well as affecting tourists we feel this development would also prove harmful to air 

quality and the health of local residents, would blight their lives and damage their house 

prices. 

Finally we should also point out that the stone from the proposed quarry is not needed in 

order to meet the forthcoming Minerals Local Plan, and any new quarry would not be able 

to produce stone before the Plan runs out. 

We would ask you to take all these concerns into consideration. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

855283 

Mr & 

Mrs 

S 
 

We would like to inform you that the" Woolaston against Quarrying Group "was re-instated 

last night at a Community meeting. All the objections we previously stated the last time the 

plan included a new Quarry in Hewelsfield still stand. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report.. 
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Ball Since then local road traffic has increased greatly. New housing with little local employment 

has meant the number of people using the A48 to get to work outside the area has at least 

trebled. There are already long delays and bottlenecks on the approach to Chepstow during 

morning and evening rush hours. 

In the past month the A48 has been closed for long periods on the stretch of road between 

Lydney and Chepstow because of accidents. Any link road from the escarpment bringing 

heavy lorries onto the A48 can only increase the number of accidents. Also there would be 

far more fatalities if accidents involved people trying to overtake lorries on dangerous 

stretches of the A48 

Over the last few years the area has expanded as a tourist destination for those seeking the 

peace and beauty of the Forest and Wye valley. The areas surrounding any quarry would be 

covered in fine grey dust that would alter the look of our beautiful landscape. The noise of 

constant blasting would completely destroy the peace that people come to our area to enjoy. 

It would certainly deter tourists and would affect the income of local B&B's and pubs 

greatly. 

As well as affecting tourists we feel this development would also prove harmful to air 

quality and the health of local residents, would blight their lives and damage their house 

prices. 

Finally we should also point out that the stone from the proposed quarry is not needed in 

order to meet the forthcoming Minerals Local Plan, and any new quarry would not be able 

to produce stone before the Plan runs out. 

We would ask you to take all these concerns into consideration. 

855286 

Mr & 

Mrs 

John 

Stephen

son 

 

We would like to inform you that the" Woolaston against Quarrying Group "was re-instated 

last night at a Community meeting. All the objections we previously stated the last time the 

plan included a new Quarry in Hewelsfield still stand. 

Since then local road traffic has increased greatly. New housing with little local employment 

has meant the number of people using the A48 to get to work outside the area has at least 

trebled. There are already long delays and bottlenecks on the approach to Chepstow during 

morning and evening rush hours. 

In the past month the A48 has been closed for long periods on the stretch of road between 

Lydney and Chepstow because of accidents. Any link road from the escarpment bringing 

heavy lorries onto the A48 can only increase the number of accidents. Also there would be 

far more fatalities if accidents involved people trying to overtake lorries on dangerous 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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stretches of the A48 

Over the last few years the area has expanded as a tourist destination for those seeking the 

peace and beauty of the Forest and Wye valley. The areas surrounding any quarry would be 

covered in fine grey dust that would alter the look of our beautiful landscape. The noise of 

constant blasting would completely destroy the peace that people come to our area to enjoy. 

It would certainly deter tourists and would affect the income of local B&B's and pubs 

greatly. 

As well as affecting tourists we feel this development would also prove harmful to air 

quality and the health of local residents, would blight their lives and damage their house 

prices. 

Finally we should also point out that the stone from the proposed quarry is not needed in 

order to meet the forthcoming Minerals Local Plan, and any new quarry would not be able 

to produce stone before the Plan runs out. 

We would ask you to take all these concerns into consideration. 

855309 

Mr 

Colin 

Fell 
 

As owners of Tudor Farmhouse Hotel, one of the area’s largest employers, we would like to 

state our objection to any further expansion at site CRFD1: Stowe Hill / Clearwell on the 

following grounds: 

Employment & economy Any increase in quarrying activity would be detrimental to the 

local economy, which is based largely on farming and tourism, without providing any 

significant employment opportunities. Indeed it is likely that there would be a net reduction 

in employment opportunities in the area. 

Environment and Landscape The effect of additional quarrying will have a devastating and 

permanent effect on the landscape which is a major attraction for tourists and residents by 

virtue of the fact that the land lies within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels, is adjacent to 

the Statutory Forest and the Wye Valley AONB. 

Ecology and biodiversity It is inevitable that quarrying has a major impact on ecological 

services and on biodiversity which are both already under intense pressure from existing 

factors such as climate change; this is exacerbated by the intensification of quarrying 

development. 

History and archaeology The effects of additional quarrying on historical artefacts, buildings 

and items of great archaeological importance are irreversible. 

Land use The permanent loss of 185.5ha (445 acres) of good grade 2 agricultural land (area 

“B” and “C”) which is required to meet ever increasing demands for food is totally 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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unacceptable. There is no possibility that the land would be permitted for development and 

thus no requirement at this stage to identify it as potential land for quarrying; once it is so 

designated there will be presumption that applications for quarrying will be granted 

Health There are serious concerns about the effects of airborne dust particles - believed to be 

toxic - released on blasting and there is evidence of an increase in respiratory health issues 

among those living and working close to and downwind of quarries. Before any further land 

is identified in the MLP independent Health Impact Assessments should be undertaken for 

every potential site. 

Transport network This site is located in a rural area served by narrow, minor, unclassified 

roads. To reach the motorway network HGV’s are required to travel on these roads away 

from the quarry, then to B roads then A roads though towns and villages and eventually to 

the motorway network. If, however, development is eventually permitted then it is essential 

that a new direct access to the B4228 is a condition, but it surely makes more sense 

environmentally to utilise stone from quarries located closer to the motorway network. 

Water courses Quarrying can have irreversible effects on underground water courses and 

aquifers. This will lead to reduced underground storage capacity and thus to an increased 

risk of flooding given the scientifically accepted fact that climate change will lead to more 

frequent incidents of heavy rainfall. There is particular concern about the effects on Slad 

brook, Mork brook, Clearwell well and the Valley Brook. Before any land is identified as 

suitable for quarrying the County Council as the responsible authority must ensure that 

modelling for each site is undertaken correctly. 

Enforcement Experience has shown that conditions attached to existing quarrying 

permissions have been frequently and blatantly disregarded by operators and enforcement 

woefully lacking, so, until evidence is provided that a long term commitment is given to 

resource the planning authority to ensure rigid enforcement no further land should be 

identified as a potential for quarrying. 

Cumulative impact Clause 8.2.3 states “Planning permission will be granted where the 

proposal would not have an unacceptable cumulative impact….and would include an 

assessment of noise, odour, traffic, dust, health, ecology and visual impacts”. 

The village of Clearwell where our Grade 2 listed hotel is located is a Conservation Area. 

We have already experienced vibration from quarry blasting and the extension of quarrying 

activity this much closer to the village would increase the incidents of vibration, dust and 

noise. 
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The majority of the guests who visit our hotel are tourists seeking the peace, tranquillity and 

natural beauty the area has to offer. Any increase in quarrying activity will have an adverse 

effect on the future success of the hotel and have a direct impact on the 25 staff we employ. 

The cumulative impact of the extension as proposed will have a devastating effect on the 

local environment, landscape and history and the effects on the tourism driven local 

economy would be catastrophic and permanent. 

855314 
Gillian 

Stott  

As a resident of Hewelsfield Parish, I wish to comment on the possible inclusion of the 

above site to the Minerals Plan. 

The reasons why I think it's inclusion should NOT be accepted are: 

1. It is within an AONB. An AONB is, as expressed by Natural England " an area of high 

scenic quality which has statutory protection in order to conserve and enhance the natural 

beauty of its landscape", designated under the 1949 National Parks and Access to the 

Countryside Act to secure their permanent protection. Thus statutory protection should 

include protecting our landscape against being turned into a quarry. Digging up the 

landscape as a quarry is clearly not protection. 

2. I am concerned about the impact such activity would have upon the local groundwater 

quality and possibly our water supply. Contamination, if found, will be difficult to eradicate. 

3. Access roads and transport. The B4228 is not adequate as a routeway for limestone 

transportation by quarry traffic. The road is strictured on the approach to St Briavels and on 

other sections towards Tutshill, is narrow and winding downhill in places. The route would 

take traffic past a primary school where children are encouraged to walk to school. 

4. The dust and noise from quarry workings would, in a prevailing wind, drift debris and 

noise towards Woolaston settlements. 

5. There is already a large quarry at Stow. Maybe a more sensible option might be to 

continue using this rather than decimate a new area. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

855340 

Mr 

John 

James 
 

As to the contents of the plan. I will restrict my comments to that part of the document 

dealing with the production of crushed rock. 

The NPPF requires such a plan to be produced jointly with other mineral plannlng 

authorities. Whilst it is accepted that there is a demand of high quality crushed Limestone 

and that the quality of the rock ln the Forest of Dean area ls sultable for a wider range of 

uses than that produced in the Cotswolds, there are considerable reserves of such rock 

already allocated within Gloucestershire and more lmportantly adjoining Counties such as 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Somerset and Monmouthshire have much more avallable deposits than Gloucestershire. 

lndeed in their Local Mlneral Plan Somerset has stated that it has a land bank of 

approximately 451mt equlvalent to 41 years supply based on thelr average ten years sales 

figures. lmportantly quanies in Someset are much nearer the national road network than 

those ln the Forest of Dean and indeed at least four of them have direct rail connections. 

Thls would suggest that there is little need to increase the reserves of rock for crushing in 

Gloucestershire gven that the document states that "there are sufficient reserves of workable 

crushed rock to last for 18.58 years". 

There are many other clauses in the NPPF which impose obligations on Planning 

Authorities, including references to pollution, the use of agricultural land (in particular that 

of higher grade), noise, health, heritage assets, the environment and local communities. All 

these should have been taken into account in drawing up the draft local plan, and in 

pafticular in the magor proposal to lnclude a vast area for designation adjacent to the 

Clearwell/ Stowe Hlll quarry. Thls was a small local quarry which has been expanded over 

the last few years to the detriment of the local communlties and I would suggest to the 

economy of the area, leading to a loss of employment and tourism income. Further 

development in this area raises concerns under all the headings identified above in the 

NPPF. The land involved ls all good quality agricultural land and ls under no threat from 

other development. lt is therefore unnecessary to designate this land at this time and if 

circumstances change in the distant future decisions can be revisited at that time. 

855343 
Judy 

Lewis  

I am writing to express my concern at the inclusion of site CRFD4 (Woodlands Farm, 

Hewelsfield) in the Gloucestershire Draft Minerals Local Plan and to request that is be 

withdrawn. 

Woodlands farm lies entirely within the Lower Wye Valley Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty. National and Local Planning policies wtih regard to AONB dictate that the natural 

beauty of the landscape has the highest priority and must at all costs be protected. Planning 

permission should be refused for major developments in these designated areas except in 

exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public 

intrest. (NPPF). Currently there are no such exceptional circumstances and this major 

development would be very much against the public interest. 

In past centuries the Lower Wye Valley was highly industrial and quarrying a major 

industry. Any tourism was confined to the river and to the valleys archaelogical gems. This 

is no longer the case today. Tourism and farming are now our main industries and the 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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mainstay of our local economy. The beauty of this whole valley is now nationally and 

internationally renowned. Well known national footpaths, the Offas Dye Path, the Wye 

Valley wak, the Gloucestershire Way, all pass this way. It is an area of exceptional scenic 

beauty and of tranquility. A very special place to those who live here and to all our visitors 

and a much needed place of escape from the noise and stresses of life in an ever increasing 

urban areas. It is, however, a narrow valley and the beauty of the landscape on which our 

tourist industry entirely depends is very easily damaged. It is very important indeed that we 

protect it. Quarrying with its defacement of the landscape, its noise and dust and above all 

the heavy transport it requires, does not sit easily here. 

And at a time when as a country we need to produce all the food that we can, a decision to 

use valuable and good quality farmland for the production of non essential materials would 

seem a very unwise one indeed. 

Transport would be a major problem. Currently the B4228 is a perfectly adequate road for 

the traffic it has to carry. It would however be totally unsuitable, dangerous even, for the 

type of traffic generated by a quarry, and I fully agree with the Highway Authoritys 

assessment in this respect. With regards to tany new road linking the B4228 to "the strategic 

road network", presumably the A48, which the HA states to be "a significant development in 

its own right the suitability of which is uncertain", it is difficult to see where any road could 

be huilt which would not only consume vast acres of valuable farmland, but - and this is 

unthinkable - completely destroy the spectacular open views over the severn from the ridge 

above. 

The "exceptional circumstances" would need to be extreme for a quarry on Woodlands Farm 

to be approvable and I feel that to include it in the current plan would be unwise and 

controversial. In the event of any genuine emergency or proven need in the years to 2030, it 

could surely be reconsidered. 

I respectfully ask that you withdraw this site from the current draft plan. 

855356 

Mr & 

Mrs 

P J 

Fletcher 

 

When I visited your drop in session re - Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan Site Operations 

and Draft Policy Framework Consultation - at St Briavels I asked a lady from Gloucester 

County Council if she would like to live in the house that I pointed out to her on the map, 

she said "No I wouldn't". I replied - "Well I do". She looked very uncomfortable then said 

that I needed to speak to someone else. She introduced me to a gentleman. I asked him the 

same question, Again I got the response "no". 

So please answer us a couple of simple questions - lf two representatives from Gloucester 

The plans consulted upon were 

not drawn up by GCC, they were 

as supplied by the promoters of 

the sites. Please also refer to 

Question 4.9 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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County Council wouldn't want to live where we live due to your proposals why do you, 

Gloucester County Council, think that is perfectly OK to draw a red line right up to the 

boundary of our property - devaluing it in the process? Or are you of the opinion that we 

should be happy to accept these proposals? 

Personally I think that this is a classic case of "Well it's not happening in my back Yard!! 

We appreciate that you have to meet quotas for the supply of materials but surely these plans 

could be drawn up with a little more thought with regard to local people. Why draw the line 

right to the property boundary? What is wrong with a "breathing" space between local 

residents & the proposed areas? 

As for the environmental & ecological reasons against these plans I am sure that you are not 

at all interested - if you were you would never have put forward these proposals. 

We appreciate that when we bought the house we were aware of the quarry but that was 

when it was avery small concern with much fewer and smaller lorries using the road but 

these proposals obviously open the gates for a huge expansion of the quarry . My thoughts 

with regards to noise, dust and in particular the total unsuitability of the road that passes our 

house for the amount of, & now size of, the vehicles using it I will bring up when planning 

by the quarry is submitted. 

At the end of the day this is all about money - but at what expense to the local community? 

855360 

Mr & 

Mrs 

A G 

Stevens 

 

We are writing to you regarding the major expansion of quarrying activity in our 

neighbourhood. We are concerned about our quality of life and also our health. We also 

think it will de-value out property. 

We live on the side of the B4228 road, Trowgreen/Bearse Common, will home owners be 

able to claim compensation we would like to know. 

We would also like to know, how many years its going to take for "Breedons" to get to our 

property and how close will they be coming to it. 

With regards to compensation 

please refer to the Government 

publication: Compulsory 

purchase and compensation 

booklet 4: compensation to 

residential owners and occupiers 

available from 

https://www.gov.uk/government/

publications/compulsory-

purchase-and-compensation-

booklet-4-compensation-to-

residential-owners-and-

occupiers. 

Please also refer to Question 4.9 

of the consultation summary 
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report. 

855365 
Heather 

James  

Re: Mínerals Local Plan Consultøtíon (and more specifícally CRFD1 Stowe Híll/Clearwelll 

Whilst I accept there is a need for crushed rock; it is also clear there is already a vast 

landbank of it available to take us beyond 2030. Other counties also have the capacity, 

perhaps more adequately, to provide extra landbanks. It seems both unnecessary and beyond 

reason to allocate such a large swathe of good quality farm land to quarrying. 

At Stowe Hill you are proposing in your Consultation Document, a total of 195 hectares of 

extra quarrying facility. One look at the map shows what a detrimental imbalance this would 

make to the way of life of the residents of this area. 

Farming is an important industry to this country especially in the current "green" climate for 

local production of food items. It cannot be sensible to deprive our area of good farm land 

and tip the balance in favour of quarrying. 

The roads which will take the heavy traffic involved in the quarrying are minor B roads 

already under constant need of maintenance. In order to get to the motorway, the lorries will 

congest the roads around Lydney and Chepstow . Alternative routes by train or water are not 

available at the source of the problem. The extension of quarrying at this site would bring 

extra noise from traffic and quarry activities. The extension of quarrying would bring more 

dust. The effect on health of this dust can not be quantified. 

The Forest relies on the tourism industry. A noisy, dusty area missing swathes of tranquil 

farm land is unlikely to promote the best image for this industry. or for the businesses 

around Clearwell which rely upon it? 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

855375 

Mr & 

Mrs 

Ronald 

Evans 

 

Inclusion in the Minerals Local Plan of areas B and C of Clearwell/Stowe Hill quarry (site 

no CRFD1) as a potential allocations for quarrying will create a presumption that they are 

all available for extraction of limestone. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Stowe Hill/Clearwell (CRFD1) as indicated on pages 43-45 of the 

Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Hewelsfield (CRFD4) as indicated on pages 50 – 52 of the Draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 

Objections noted 

855379 Claire 
 

Inclusion in the Minerals Local Plan of areas B and C of Clearwell/Stowe Hill quarry (site Please refer to Question 4.9 of 
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Aillel no CRFD1) as a potential allocations for quarrying will create a presumption that they are 

all available for extraction of limestone. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Stowe Hill/Clearwell (CRFD1) as indicated on pages 43-45 of the 

Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Hewelsfield (CRFD4) as indicated on pages 50 – 52 of the Draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 

the consultation summary report. 

855380 

Mr & 

Mrs 

Richard 

Clayton 

 

Inclusion in the Minerals Local Plan of areas B and C of Clearwell/Stowe Hill quarry (site 

no CRFD1) as a potential allocations for quarrying will create a presumption that they are 

all available for extraction of limestone. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Stowe Hill/Clearwell (CRFD1) as indicated on pages 43-45 of the 

Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Hewelsfield (CRFD4) as indicated on pages 50 – 52 of the Draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

855382 

Mr 

Peter 

Kramer 
 

Inclusion in the Minerals Local Plan of areas B and C of Clearwell/Stowe Hill quarry (site 

no CRFD1) as a potential allocations for quarrying will create a presumption that they are 

all available for extraction of limestone. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Stowe Hill/Clearwell (CRFD1) as indicated on pages 43-45 of the 

Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Hewelsfield (CRFD4) as indicated on pages 50 – 52 of the Draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

855383 

Christin

a 

Solana 
 

Inclusion in the Minerals Local Plan of areas B and C of Clearwell/Stowe Hill quarry (site 

no CRFD1) as a potential allocations for quarrying will create a presumption that they are 

all available for extraction of limestone. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Stowe Hill/Clearwell (CRFD1) as indicated on pages 43-45 of the 

None of the options consulted 

upon in relation to 

Clearwell/Stowe Hill lie within 

the AONB. 

Please also refer to Question 4.9 
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Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Hewelsfield (CRFD4) as indicated on pages 50 – 52 of the Draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 

Regarding the plans for development of the quarry sited in the Clearwell area, I would like 

to voice my opposition, which I hope will be taken into consideration as I am a cirizen living 

in the area concerned; here are some of my reasons: 

1) I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issues 

2) I oppose development as this may generate significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution 

3) I oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the 

wider visual impact of the extraction 

4) I oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the 

area 

of the consultation summary 

report. 

855384 

Mr & 

Mrs 

C 

Morgan 

 

Inclusion in the Minerals Local Plan of areas B and C of Clearwell/Stowe Hill quarry (site 

no CRFD1) as a potential allocations for quarrying will create a presumption that they are 

all available for extraction of limestone. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Stowe Hill/Clearwell (CRFD1) as indicated on pages 43-45 of the 

Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Hewelsfield (CRFD4) as indicated on pages 50 – 52 of the Draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

855387 

Mr & 

Mrs 

A J 

Carss 

 

Inclusion in the Minerals Local Plan of areas B and C of Clearwell/Stowe Hill quarry (site 

no CRFD1) as a potential allocations for quarrying will create a presumption that they are 

all available for extraction of limestone. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

allocate additional land at Stowe Hill/Clearwell (CRFD1) as indicated on pages 43-45 of the 

Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

I/we the undersigned, being a resident of St Briavels Parish wish to object to the proposal to 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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allocate additional land at Hewelsfield (CRFD4) as indicated on pages 50 – 52 of the Draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 

855391 

Mr 

Paul 

Norris 
 

CRFD4: Hewelsfield. Several reasons to oppose this site: 

1. This site is situated within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty of the Wye Valley and 

will clearly have an adverse effect on the environment. As the document describes this 

would make a significant change to the character of the natural environment. This remains a 

beautiful area with tourists visiting from local areas, cities and across the country. The route 

to the site is also the gateway to the Forest of Dean, and this area as it is now should be 

maintained in like-minded way. The placement of a site here would compromise the value 

of the AONB, and lose the area benefits from tourism. 

2. The routes to the site are not adequate. The B4228 is not adequate to carry heavy haulage. 

Particularly dangerous is the stretch of road from Hewelsfield cross roads to St Briavels, 

where the road narrows and lorries regularly drive with their offside wheels over the central 

white lines. This has proved dangerous - my car has been forced into the hedge on a number 

of occasions with damage to the car on two occasions. Similarly the route down through 

Woodcroft and Tutshill narrow at those villages and already struggle with traffic where cars 

are parked on the road. No other routes are viable from this site 

3. Finally the area is good quality farming land and no quarry exists at present. I note that 

many of the options adjoin to existing quarries and could expand existing facilities. This is 

not the case here and it would be a loss of good pasture which has its own benefits 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856227 
Pat 

Macleod  

Site Options Consultation 

Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield 

I am a resident of Woolaston Parish. I wish to comment on the option to include a quarry at 

woodlands farm in the Minerals Plan. 

The Woodlands Farm quarry option should NOT be included in the plan because: 

1. It is located in an AONB, which should be protected against any large scale industrial 

development 

2. The local transport infrastructure is unable to cope with any more heavy traffic than is 

already generated by the existing quarries in the area. 

3. Expansion of existing quarries should be considered to meet demand, rather than creating 

a new one 

4. Environmental impacts such as noise, dust, groundwater disruption/pollution and so on 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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will all have a negative impact on this community, whilst the benefit to the community will 

be minimal. 

856239 

Pam 

Plumme

r 
 

I wish to register my objections to the appalling proposal to site a quarry near to an Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty and next to an organic farm. It is utterly ridiculous and 

completely ill conceived. Quite apart from the pollution, there is no infrastructure to support 

the horrendous level of traffic and noise that endless lorries will create in a peaceful and 

beautiful area. No doubt there will be many accidents and adverse impact on wildlife. 

It is completely unacceptable and I trust that a halt will be made to this proposal. I will give 

“Hewelsfield Against Quarrying” my full support and I hope that our democratically elected 

representatives in both local government and Parliament will be successful in stopping this 

dreadful proposal. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856243 

Mr 

Frank 

Lander 
 

I strongly object to the inclusion of mineral extraction from a proposed new quarry at 

Hewelsfield being included in the County Mineral Development Plan. 

1. The area concerned is in an Area of Natural Outstanding Beauty, a greenfield site. In the 

event of the proposal being activated, serious environmental damage will be inevitable. 

Water contamination will be a considerable problem as the stream flowing through 

Woolaston emanates from this area. I am sure that the same situation will arise in other 

villages. Doubtless there will be numerous blasting operations on a regular basis, which will 

cause health and noise problems to local residents. Dust in the atmosphere will be a constant 

hazard and sudden blasts could frighten farm animals which could well injure farm workers 

who happen to be dealing with them at the time. I speak as a former stockman. 

2. The rock will have to be moved from the proposed site. I require detailed information 

regarding your proposals for this activity. The lanes around the site are narrow and winding. 

The lorries used will undoubtedly will be large and cumbersome and may also include 

cement lorries. The main road on the edge of the Forest of Dean is the A48. 

This road has a bad history of accidents, including deaths, over the last few years. It is 

extremely busy at both the Gloucester and Chepstow ends. There are very few passing 

places which means that it has been closed following an accident. In any event the number 

of lorries could well reduce the normal traffic flow to a crawl. I have recently had to make 

many daily visits to Cheltenham General Hospital and at times, have suffered from these 

delays. 

3. I assume that the supposed need for this aggregate is for house building and ancillary 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 

except where detailed below. 

4. Noted. It is considered that the 

plan is being prepared in 

accordance with policy 

guidelines laid down by the 

current Government. 
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services. I have been given to understand that "affordable houses" built in and around 

Woolaston for local people were left empty as there were insufficient locals to take them. 

The lack of local jobs means that young people from this vicinity will move away to find 

employment. People were moved in from places from outside Gloucestershire as a 

consequence. 

4. The Government has said that it wishes to be the greenest on record. 

I consider that your proposal will drive a coach and horses through this idea. 

5. I request that this proposal be rejected with immediate effect. I have lived in Woolaston 

for 39 years and have personal experiences of the problems mentioned in this letter and have 

no desire to see local residents and the environment get considerably worse. 

856290 

Rev 

Frank 

Topping 
 

RE: GLOUCESTERSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL DRAFT IUIINERALS LOCAL PLAN 

(MLP) 2014 CONSULTATION 

Whilst acknowledging the county's obligations to provide crushed rock, I believe these 

proposals are too far reaching and I object to the proposals on the following grounds. 

1. National Planninq Policv Framework (NPPF) 

The following clauses in the NPPF are relevant here; they deal with obligations imposed on 

planning authorities which require them to adopt policies which fulfil the following criteria: 

(Clause 109) "to contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by 

- Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and soils; 

- Recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; . Minimising impacts on 

biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, contributing to.lhe 

government's commitment to halt the overall 

decline in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more 

resilient to current and future pressures; 

- Preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at 

unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water 

or noise pollution or land instabílity". 

(Clause 110) "in preparing plans ... the aim should be to minimise pollution and other 

adverse effects on the local and natural environment". 

(Clause 112) "where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be 

necessary, [they] should seek to use areas of poorer quality land ..." 

(Clause 1 18) "if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided ... . then 

planning permission should be refused". "Proposed development on land ... likely to have an 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 

except where referred to below. 

2.2 It is important to point out 

that the Site Options and Draft 

Policy Framework consultation 

document was not a draft plan.  

4. The technical evidence paper 

(paragraph 2.3.29) indicates that 

Area D at CRFD1 (the existing 

quarry) has less than 5 years of 

reserves remaining and clearly 

cannot contribute to maintaining 

productive capacity throughout 

the plan period. Please also see 

above in relation to making 

provision from outside of 

Gloucestershire. 
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adverse effect of a SSSI should not normally be permitted". 

(Clause 122) "... local planning authorities should focus on whether the development itself is 

an acceptable use of the land, and the impact of the use, rather than the control of processes 

or emissions ..." 

(Clause 123) "Planning policies and decisions should aim to avoid noise from giving rise to 

significant adverse effects on health and quality of life ..." 

(Clause 128) "Where a site on which development is proposed includes or has the potential 

to include heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should 

require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a 

field evaluation." 

(Clause 131) "ln determining planning applications ... account should be taken of the 

positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable 

communities including their economic viability." 

(Clause 145) "Minerals planning authorities should plan ... jointly... with other mineral 

planning authorities ..." 

(Clause 145) "Minerals planning authorities should plan 

landbanks bound up in very few sites do not stifle competition." 

(Clause 157) "Local Plans should be based on co-operation with neighbouring authorities..." 

(Clause 207) "Local planning authorities should consider publishing a local enforcement 

þlan to manage enforcement proactively, in a way that is appiopriate to 

their area. This should set out how they will monitor the implementation of planning 

permissions..." 

2. Stowe Hill/ Glearwell quarrv 

I specifically object to the proposals for Stowe Hill / Clearwell quarry for the following 

reasons 

2.1 Land use The permanent loss of 185.5ha (445 acres) of good grade 2 agricultural land 

(area "8" and "C") which is required to meet ever increasing demands for food is totally 

unacceptable. There is no possibility that the land would be permitted for development and 

thus no requirement at this stage to identify it as potential land for quarrying; once it is so 

designated there will be presumption that applications for quarrying will be granted. 

2.2 Need The draft MLP states that areas "4" and "8" "could be sufficient to maintain 

productive capacity....to 2030 and potentially beyond". Any one site should not be looked at 

in isolation and account must be taken of reserves elsewhere, not only in Gloucestershire but 
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other counties where we understand there are ample reserves through to 2030 and beyond 

(please para 3 below "Statistics for other authorities"). 

Clause 2.1.2 states that "there are sufficient amounts of workable crushed rock to last 18.58 

years" ie until 2033 

Clause 4.1.9 states "this could mean that landbanks may seem to contain more reserves than 

the required figure". 

Clause 4.2.8 states that there is a "shortfall of 2mt for the Forest of Dean, but a surplus of 

3mt for the Cotswolds". 

The 70/30 production split between the Forest of Dean and the Cotswolds is an historic ratio 

and it is important that this is tested against today's reserves and demands to ascertain if it is 

still valid. 

2.3 Health There are serious concerns about the effects of airborne dust particles - believed 

to be toxic - released on blasting and there is evidence of an increase in respiratory health 

issues among those living and working close to and downwind of quarries. Before any 

further land is identified in the MLP independent Health lmpact Assessments should be 

undertaken for every potential site. 

Clause 2.2.5 states "Where mineralworking takes place, amenity, health, quality of life and 

economic vitality will be paramount to the decision making process". 

2.4 Transport network This site is located in a rural area served by narrow, minor, 

unclassified roads. To reach the motorway network HGV's are required to travel on these 

roads away from the quarry, then to B roads then A roads though towns and villages and 

eventually to the motorway network. lf, however, development is eventually permitted then 

it is essential that a new direct access to the 8,4228 is a condition, but it surely makes more 

sense environmentally to utilise stone from quarries located closer to the motonruay 

network. 

Clause 2.1.2 states "Moving minerals by road puts a strain on an already pressurised 

highway network. lt can cause adverse local impacts and contribute to climate change." 

Clause 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic policies) states "Where transportation by road is the only 

practical option, roads unsuitable for HGVs will be avoided". 

2.5 Water courses Quarrying can have irreversible effects on underground water courses and 

aquifers. This will lead to reduced underground storage capacity and thus to an increased 

risk of flooding given the scientifically accepted fact that climate change will lead to more 

frequent incidents of heavy rainfall. There is particular concern about the effects on Slad 
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brook, Mork brook, Cleanryell well and the Valley Brook. Before any land is identified as 

suitable for quarrying the County Council as the responsible authority must ensure that 

modelling for each site is undertaken correctly. 

Clause 6.2.5 states "...development will not be permitted unless appropriate measures can be 

imposed to mitigate any harmful effects [on water quality]". 

2.6 Emplovment & economv Any increase in quarrying activity would be detrimental to the 

local economy, which is based largely on farming and tourism, without providing any 

significant employment opportunities. lndeed it is likely that there would be a net reduction 

in 

employment opportunities in the area. 

2.7 Environment and Landscape The effect of additional quarrying will have a devastating 

and permanent effect on the landscape which is a major attraction for tourists and residents 

by virtue of the fact that the land lies within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels, is 

adjacent to the Statutory Forest and the Wye Valley AONB. 

Clause 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic Priorities) states "To protect [the environment] and where 

appropriate, enhance, the quality of landscapes, habitats, heritage and other environmental 

assets, having full regard to their international, national and local importance". 

Clause 2.6.2 states that the Council will always work 'to secure development that improves 

the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area." 

Clause 6.3.3 states "proposals for minerals development will be permitted where they do not 

have a significant adverse effect on the local landscape or unless the impact can be 

mitigated. Where significant adverse impacts cannot be fully mitigated, the social, 

environmental and economic benefits of the proposal must outweigh any harm arising from 

the impacts". 

2.8 Ecoloqv and biodiversitv lt is inevitable that quarrying has a major impact on ecological 

services and on biodiversity which are both already under intense pressure from existing 

factors such as climate change; this is exacerbated by the íntensification of quarrying 

development. 

Clause 6.5.2 states "Development will not be permitted unless avoidance, mitigation ... are 

such that the net impacts are reduced to a level below which they ... outweigh the benefits." 

Clause 6.5.2 states "SSSls will be safeguarded from inappropriate minerals development..." 

2.9 Historv and archaeolosv 

The effects of additional quarrying on historical artefacts, buildings and items of great 
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archaeological importance are irreversible. 

Clause 2.2.5 states "Mineral working will act as a positive driver for protecting and 

enhancing the quality of environmental assets and designations such as the ....Wye Valley 

AONB". This area liés within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels, is adjacent to the Statutory 

Forest and the Wye Valley AONB. 

Clause 6.6.2 states "There will be a presumption in favour of the conservation of the 

significance of designated heritage assets and their settings, and of those non-designated 

heritage assets with archaeological interest that are demonstrably of equivalent 

significance". 

2.10 Enforcement 

Experience has shown that conditions attached to existing quarrying permissions have been 

frequently and blatantly disregarded by operators and enforcement woefully lacking, so, 

until evidence is provided that a long term commitment is given to resource the planning 

authority to ensure rigid enforcement no further land should be identified as a potential for 

quarrying. 

Clause 2.2.25 (Proposed Strategic priorities) states "to secure sound and enforceable 

working practices which will mitigate against adverse impacts on local communities and 

businesses and will be systematically monitored." 

2.11 Cumulative impact Clause 8.2.3 states "Planning permission will be granted where the 

proposal would not have an unacceptable cumulative impact....and would include an 

assessment of noise, odour, traffic, dust, health, ecology and visual impacts". 

3. Statistics for other authorities 

3.1 Monmouthshire Gountv Gouncil Local Development Plan (LDP) 2011 

(Clause 5.121) "... will address the requirements of the national policy for the supply of 

aggregatesl by ensuring that a sufficient land bank is maintained and by safeguarding known 

aggregate resources." 

(Clause 5122) " ... the number of years of mineral extraction that a land bank will provide 

should be based on the latest 3 years production figures" (this differs from 

Gloucestershire's basis which is 10 years). 

(Clause 5.122) "The average crushed rock production ... was 0.44mt for the years 2003-

2005; ... the estimated reserves were 18.4mt, therefore, the authorities had more than 

sufficient reserves". 

It thus appears from the LDP that Monmouthshire could make a significantly increased 
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contribution to the national requirement. 

3.2 Somerset Countv Gouncil Minerals Plan 

(Clause 6.23) "The South West regional "apportionment" for 2005 to 2020 was 412.73mt. 

Somerset's recommended apportionment for 2005 to 2020 was 214.65mt which equates to a 

provision of 13.41t each year''. 

(Clause 6.26) " ...the authority should prepare an assessment based on a rolling average of 

10 years sales data..." 

(Clause 6.29) ' ... average 10 year sales figures ... 10.81mt..." 

(Clause 6.35) "Somerset has a land bank of approximately 451mt (2012 figure)." 

(Clause 6.36) " ... based on [the above] Somerset has sufficient reserves for the next 41 

years." (ie 451 / 10.81) 

It is perfectly clear therefore that there are more than adequate reserves in Somerset to allow 

a significant reduction in levels of production in Gloucestershire without affecting the 

supply nationally. Furthermore, the quarries in that county are far better placed to access the 

motorway network and indeed 4 sites have rail links direct from the quarry. 

4. Forest of Dean District CouncilAllocations Plan Pre Publication Draft 

This plan, currently out for consultation, quotes, in respect of Clearwell: 

Clause 17 -2 "The majority of thà village is a Conservation Area. There are many buildings 

of architectural and historic merit." 

Key issues: "Maintaining the contribution of tourism is an important employer in the area" 

At its nearest point Area "8" is only 700m from the centre of Clearwell village and within 

that area are the following listed buildings: 

St Peter's church, Church Road - grade I 

Wellhead, Church Road - grade ll 

Baynhams - grade ll 

Castle Farm barn & attached cow shed, Church Road - grade ll 

Clearwell Castle, Ghurch Road - grade ll* 

Clearwell Castle, Church Road - gateway, perimeter walls, iron gates - grade ll 

Clearwell Castle, Church Road - gatehouse and flanking stables - grade ll 

Cleanruell Cross - grade ll Scheduled Ancient Monument 

Cross House, Church Street - grade ll 

Carthouse opp Platwell House, Church Road - grade ll 

Wyndham Arms Hotel - grade ll 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organis

ation 

Details 

Crushed Rock Forest of Dean Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

Properties within this area - and probably further afield - already experience vibration from 

quarry blasting and the extension of quarrying activity this much closer to the village would 

increase the incidents of vibration, dust and noise. 

ln conclusion, there is no obvious requirement in the short or medium term for the allocation 

of potential sites when it appears that national demand can be achieved from the existing 

area "D" at Stowe Hill/ Clearwell and by co-operation and negotiation with other authorities 

where there appear to be huge reserves available. 

I therefore urge you in the strongest possible terms to discount the allocation of areas "B" 

and "C" from the MLP. 

856297 

Mrs 

June 

Topping 
 

RE: GLOUCESTERSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL DRAFT IUIINERALS LOCAL PLAN 

(MLP) 2014 CONSULTATION 

Whilst acknowledging the county's obligations to provide crushed rock, I believe these 

proposals are too far reaching and I object to the proposals on the following grounds. 

1. National Planninq Policv Framework (NPPF) 

The following clauses in the NPPF are relevant here; they deal with obligations imposed on 

planning authorities which require them to adopt policies which fulfil the following criteria: 

(Clause 109) "to contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by 

- Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and soils; 

- Recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; . Minimising impacts on 

biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, contributing to.lhe 

government's commitment to halt the overall 

decline in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more 

resilient to current and future pressures; 

- Preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at 

unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water 

or noise pollution or land instabílity". 

(Clause 110) "in preparing plans ... the aim should be to minimise pollution and other 

adverse effects on the local and natural environment". 

(Clause 112) "where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be 

necessary, [they] should seek to use areas of poorer quality land ..." 

(Clause 1 18) "if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided ... . then 

planning permission should be refused". "Proposed development on land ... likely to have an 

adverse effect of a SSSI should not normally be permitted". 

Taking your points in turn 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 

except where detailed below. 

2.2 It is important to point out 

that the recent Site Options and 

Draft Policy Framework 

consultation document was not a 

draft plan.  

The technical evidence paper 

(paragraph 2.3.29) indicates that 

Area D at CRFD1 (the existing 

quarry) has less than 5 years of 

reserves remaining and clearly 

cannot contribute to maintaining 

productive capacity throughout 

the plan period. Please also see 

above in relation to making 

provision from outside of 

Gloucestershire. Comment in 

regards to petition noted however 

all issues raised will be 

considered individually by an 

Independent Planning Inspector 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organis

ation 

Details 

Crushed Rock Forest of Dean Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

(Clause 122) "... local planning authorities should focus on whether the development itself is 

an acceptable use of the land, and the impact of the use, rather than the control of processes 

or emissions ..." 

(Clause 123) "Planning policies and decisions should aim to avoid noise from giving rise to 

significant adverse effects on health and quality of life ..." 

(Clause 128) "Where a site on which development is proposed includes or has the potential 

to include heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should 

require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a 

field evaluation." 

(Clause 131) "ln determining planning applications ... account should be taken of the 

positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable 

communities including their economic viability." 

(Clause 145) "Minerals planning authorities should plan ... jointly... with other mineral 

planning authorities ..." 

(Clause 145) "Minerals planning authorities should plan 

landbanks bound up in very few sites do not stifle competition." 

(Clause 157) "Local Plans should be based on co-operation with neighbouring authorities..." 

(Clause 207) "Local planning authorities should consider publishing a local enforcement 

þlan to manage enforcement proactively, in a way that is appiopriate to 

their area. This should set out how they will monitor the implementation of planning 

permissions..." 

2. Stowe Hill/ Glearwell quarrv 

I specifically object to the proposals for Stowe Hill / Clearwell quarry for the following 

reasons 

2.1 Land use The permanent loss of 185.5ha (445 acres) of good grade 2 agricultural land 

(area "8" and "C") which is required to meet ever increasing demands for food is totally 

unacceptable. There is no possibility that the land would be permitted for development and 

thus no requirement at this stage to identify it as potential land for quarrying; once it is so 

designated there will be presumption that applications for quarrying will be granted. 

2.2 Need The draft MLP states that areas "4" and "8" "could be sufficient to maintain 

productive capacity....to 2030 and potentially beyond". Any one site should not be looked at 

in isolation and account must be taken of reserves elsewhere, not only in Gloucestershire but 

other counties where we understand there are ample reserves through to 2030 and beyond 

and any duplicated responses will 

likely be considered as one issue. 
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(please para 3 below "Statistics for other authorities"). 

Clause 2.1.2 states that "there are sufficient amounts of workable crushed rock to last 18.58 

years" ie until 2033 

Clause 4.1.9 states "this could mean that landbanks may seem to contain more reserves than 

the required figure". 

Clause 4.2.8 states that there is a "shortfall of 2mt for the Forest of Dean, but a surplus of 

3mt for the Cotswolds". 

The 70/30 production split between the Forest of Dean and the Cotswolds is an historic ratio 

and it is important that this is tested against today's reserves and demands to ascertain if it is 

still valid. 

2.3 Health There are serious concerns about the effects of airborne dust particles - believed 

to be toxic - released on blasting and there is evidence of an increase in respiratory health 

issues among those living and working close to and downwind of quarries. Before any 

further land is identified in the MLP independent Health lmpact Assessments should be 

undertaken for every potential site. 

Clause 2.2.5 states "Where mineralworking takes place, amenity, health, quality of life and 

economic vitality will be paramount to the decision making process". 

2.4 Transport network This site is located in a rural area served by narrow, minor, 

unclassified roads. To reach the motorway network HGV's are required to travel on these 

roads away from the quarry, then to B roads then A roads though towns and villages and 

eventually to the motorway network. lf, however, development is eventually permitted then 

it is essential that a new direct access to the 8,4228 is a condition, but it surely makes more 

sense environmentally to utilise stone from quarries located closer to the motonruay 

network. 

Clause 2.1.2 states "Moving minerals by road puts a strain on an already pressurised 

highway network. lt can cause adverse local impacts and contribute to climate change." 

Clause 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic policies) states "Where transportation by road is the only 

practical option, roads unsuitable for HGVs will be avoided". 

2.5 Water courses Quarrying can have irreversible effects on underground water courses and 

aquifers. This will lead to reduced underground storage capacity and thus to an increased 

risk of flooding given the scientifically accepted fact that climate change will lead to more 

frequent incidents of heavy rainfall. There is particular concern about the effects on Slad 

brook, Mork brook, Cleanryell well and the Valley Brook. Before any land is identified as 
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suitable for quarrying the County Council as the responsible authority must ensure that 

modelling for each site is undertaken correctly. 

Clause 6.2.5 states "...development will not be permitted unless appropriate measures can be 

imposed to mitigate any harmful effects [on water quality]". 

2.6 Emplovment & economv Any increase in quarrying activity would be detrimental to the 

local economy, which is based largely on farming and tourism, without providing any 

significant employment opportunities. lndeed it is likely that there would be a net reduction 

in 

employment opportunities in the area. 

2.7 Environment and Landscape The effect of additional quarrying will have a devastating 

and permanent effect on the landscape which is a major attraction for tourists and residents 

by virtue of the fact that the land lies within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels, is 

adjacent to the Statutory Forest and the Wye Valley AONB. 

Clause 2.3.4 (Proposed Strategic Priorities) states "To protect [the environment] and where 

appropriate, enhance, the quality of landscapes, habitats, heritage and other environmental 

assets, having full regard to their international, national and local importance". 

Clause 2.6.2 states that the Council will always work 'to secure development that improves 

the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area." 

Clause 6.3.3 states "proposals for minerals development will be permitted where they do not 

have a significant adverse effect on the local landscape or unless the impact can be 

mitigated. Where significant adverse impacts cannot be fully mitigated, the social, 

environmental and economic benefits of the proposal must outweigh any harm arising from 

the impacts". 

2.8 Ecoloqv and biodiversitv lt is inevitable that quarrying has a major impact on ecological 

services and on biodiversity which are both already under intense pressure from existing 

factors such as climate change; this is exacerbated by the íntensification of quarrying 

development. 

Clause 6.5.2 states "Development will not be permitted unless avoidance, mitigation ... are 

such that the net impacts are reduced to a level below which they ... outweigh the benefits." 

Clause 6.5.2 states "SSSls will be safeguarded from inappropriate minerals development..." 

2.9 Historv and archaeolosv 

The effects of additional quarrying on historical artefacts, buildings and items of great 

archaeological importance are irreversible. 
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Clause 2.2.5 states "Mineral working will act as a positive driver for protecting and 

enhancing the quality of environmental assets and designations such as the ....Wye Valley 

AONB". This area liés within the ancient Hundred of St Briavels, is adjacent to the Statutory 

Forest and the Wye Valley AONB. 

Clause 6.6.2 states "There will be a presumption in favour of the conservation of the 

significance of designated heritage assets and their settings, and of those non-designated 

heritage assets with archaeological interest that are demonstrably of equivalent 

significance". 

2.10 Enforcement 

Experience has shown that conditions attached to existing quarrying permissions have been 

frequently and blatantly disregarded by operators and enforcement woefully lacking, so, 

until evidence is provided that a long term commitment is given to resource the planning 

authority to ensure rigid enforcement no further land should be identified as a potential for 

quarrying. 

Clause 2.2.25 (Proposed Strategic priorities) states "to secure sound and enforceable 

working practices which will mitigate against adverse impacts on local communities and 

businesses and will be systematically monitored." 

2.11 Cumulative impact Clause 8.2.3 states "Planning permission will be granted where the 

proposal would not have an unacceptable cumulative impact....and would include an 

assessment of noise, odour, traffic, dust, health, ecology and visual impacts". 

3. Statistics for other authorities 

3.1 Monmouthshire Gountv Gouncil Local Development Plan (LDP) 2011 

(Clause 5.121) "... will address the requirements of the national policy for the supply of 

aggregatesl by ensuring that a sufficient land bank is maintained and by safeguarding known 

aggregate resources." 

(Clause 5122) " ... the number of years of mineral extraction that a land bank will provide 

should be based on the latest 3 years production figures" (this differs from 

Gloucestershire's basis which is 10 years). 

(Clause 5.122) "The average crushed rock production ... was 0.44mt for the years 2003-

2005; ... the estimated reserves were 18.4mt, therefore, the authorities had more than 

sufficient reserves". 

It thus appears from the LDP that Monmouthshire could make a significantly increased 

contribution to the national requirement. 
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3.2 Somerset Countv Gouncil Minerals Plan 

(Clause 6.23) "The South West regional "apportionment" for 2005 to 2020 was 412.73mt. 

Somerset's recommended apportionment for 2005 to 2020 was 214.65mt which equates to a 

provision of 13.41t each year''. 

(Clause 6.26) " ...the authority should prepare an assessment based on a rolling average of 

10 years sales data..." 

(Clause 6.29) ' ... average 10 year sales figures ... 10.81mt..." 

(Clause 6.35) "Somerset has a land bank of approximately 451mt (2012 figure)." 

(Clause 6.36) " ... based on [the above] Somerset has sufficient reserves for the next 41 

years." (ie 451 / 10.81) 

It is perfectly clear therefore that there are more than adequate reserves in Somerset to allow 

a significant reduction in levels of production in Gloucestershire without affecting the 

supply nationally. Furthermore, the quarries in that county are far better placed to access the 

motorway network and indeed 4 sites have rail links direct from the quarry. 

4. Forest of Dean District CouncilAllocations Plan Pre Publication Draft 

This plan, currently out for consultation, quotes, in respect of Clearwell: 

Clause 17 -2 "The majority of thà village is a Conservation Area. There are many buildings 

of architectural and historic merit." 

Key issues: "Maintaining the contribution of tourism is an important employer in the area" 

At its nearest point Area "8" is only 700m from the centre of Clearwell village and within 

that area are the following listed buildings: 

St Peter's church, Church Road - grade I 

Wellhead, Church Road - grade ll 

Baynhams - grade ll 

Castle Farm barn & attached cow shed, Church Road - grade ll 

Clearwell Castle, Ghurch Road - grade ll* 

Clearwell Castle, Church Road - gateway, perimeter walls, iron gates - grade ll 

Clearwell Castle, Church Road - gatehouse and flanking stables - grade ll 

Cleanruell Cross - grade ll Scheduled Ancient Monument 

Cross House, Church Street - grade ll 

Carthouse opp Platwell House, Church Road - grade ll 

Wyndham Arms Hotel - grade ll 

Properties within this area - and probably further afield - already experience vibration from 
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quarry blasting and the extension of quarrying activity this much closer to the village would 

increase the incidents of vibration, dust and noise. 

ln conclusion, there is no obvious requirement in the short or medium term for the allocation 

of potential sites when it appears that national demand can be achieved from the existing 

area "D" at Stowe Hill/ Clearwell and by co-operation and negotiation with other authorities 

where there appear to be huge reserves available. 

I therefore urge you in the strongest possible terms to discount the allocation of areas "B" 

and "C" from the MLP. 

856348 
Grace 

Bensted  

I am writing to bring to your attention the negative effects, especially upon public opinion, 

of the extension of quarrying by Breedon Aggregates. we understand that there are statutory 

requirements for Local Mineral Plans to be prepared, but the County Council should also be 

prepared to plan and consider all options, by cost-benefit analysis, before the inevitable 

planning applications puts it under time constraints. The proposed size of the extension of 

mineral extraction, even if spread over time, will have a considerable impact on surrounding 

communities. The effect on the quality of life for their residents will be long-term and 

deleterious in the extreme. Our political representatives must show themselves willing, and 

able, to protect those people whose legitimate interests they are elected to represent. vague 

promises to do better than previously, and references to possible government financial 

assistance, 

are not enough to reassure these voters. 

I am going to pose a series of questions which ought to be answered before any full 

acceptance of the proposals before you, let alone any planning applications are enterta¡ned. 

ln fact, the very size of the proposals should be reconsidered; not only is there still working 

life in Stowe Quarry, but the enormity of the proposals will immediately begin to blight the 

economic prospects of the area. 

1. Firstly, the transport links in this area are not sufficient to cope with any increased heavy 

traffic, especially Breedon's 45-ton triple- axle hopper 

trucks, a little junction- widening will not address this. All heavy goods vehicles wilt have to 

reach the A48. They may use Bream Avenue' but will have to make a sharp and dangerous 

turn in Lydney town centre' Or 

they may go along the B4228, which is too narrow at points to allow safe transit for heavy 

vehicles. This will affect all the settlements along this route, including, St.Briavels, 

Tidenham, Tutshill and its school, and 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 

except where detailed below. 

With regards to a “duty” to 

declare all mineral deposits. The 

process which the MPA needs to 

follow is detailed within the 

National Planning Policy 

Framework and its 

accompanying guidance. All 

potentially economic minerals 

are considered through Minerals 

Safeguarding and this was 

outlined in the Minerals 

Safeguarding evidence paper that 

accompanied the last 

consultation. With regards to the 

allocation of preferred areas these 

should be areas of known 

resources where planning 

permission might reasonably be 

anticipated. However, as outlined 

in the consultation summary 

report any preferred site allocated 

within a plan is not automatically 
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Chepstow itself. These, the largest vehicles permitted on U.K. roads, will then have to drive 

through the centre of Chepstow, already subject to traffic delays. lf on the other hand, they 

head towards Gloucester, they 

must go through Coleford, which is again unsuitable for increased traffic as it has difficult 

turns and a road-narrowing scheme on the Gloucester Road. 

What measures will the County Council put into place to ensure the safety of íts constituents 

who frequently use these roads? 

Who will pay for the degradation of the road surfaces and the collapse of the culverts under 

them? 

How will the County Council address the increase in air pollution caused by these heavy 

diesel vehicles? 

Will any research be carried out as to the increase in lorry iourneys per day? 

Are there plans for new roads to be constructed to cope with the potential 

íncreose in heavy goods troffíc e.g. new by-passes for both Lydney and Coleford? 

2. Secondly, large quantities of dangerous silica dust produced by blasting will adversely 

affect the quality of life and the health of those living around the proposed quarries; there 

are three substantial communities 

within a mile of the proposed quarry. 

Hove any studies been carried, out or are studies planned, upon these public health issues on 

the residents of Stowe? 

These proposals will affect many more people. How does the County Council propose to 

protect residents not only from the noise of blasting, but also from the spread of large 

quantities of dust especially to those settlements downwind of the excavations? 

3. Thirdly, there are serious geological questions concerning this area. Breedon Aggregates 

has been extracting water by borehole in the existing Stowe quarry. This, if allowed to 

continue and increase, would 

undoubtedly adversely affect the water table in this area, and destroy features of importance 

like the Slad Brook, a Site of Special Scientific lnterest as the only tufa stream in the 

country. The effects of blasting, 

especially for the underlying red sandstone, are unknown and unassessed, but will, under 

this proposal, move closer to underground voids. The extent of the Clearwell Cave system is 

not fully known; 

Will there be an independent and extensive geological survey to ensure that one of the 

guaranteed planning permission. 

Any operator would need to 

satisfy the policy requirements of 

the plan before planning 

permission could be granted. 
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County's (and West Gloucestershire's) most important tourist sites ls not damaged 

irreparably? 

Has any attempt been made to consider the damage to flora and fauna in the area, or indeed 

to any protected species that may be resident? 

4. Finally, tourism, (particularly international), is an important and ever increasing revenue 

raiser for Gloucestershire. Turning a large part of the South Forest into a devastated site, 

which will last for many years, and can never be fully restored, is short-sighted in the 

extreme, especially as the County will gain nothing from it, not even substantial numbers of 

sustainable jobs, and will simply bear the financial, environmental, and 

health costs in Perpetuity. 

What measures will the County Council put in place to ensure that these extensive holes in 

the ground do not turn into noxious landfill sites? 

Under the statutory process, is the County Council under a duty to declare all mineral 

deposits, however minor and difficult to extract, in the County? 

Or, is the County Council merely required to put forward a sensible, attainable plon for 

mineral extraction, one which is more modest and realistic? lf it is the latter, then is the 

County Council prepared to publish such a plan? 

As it stands, the price is too high to pay because "the country needs it" and it does not seem 

equitable that those who will make money from it, i.e. Breedon 

Aggregates, will not pay the full price for their activities. This company, I am informed, has 

already prevented local haulage contractors from using Stowe Quarry, and I notice that 

already one such haulier has re-sprayed his vehicle in Breedon livery, presumably to gain 

permitted access to the quarry. This may be a potential restrictive practice and it seems 

worthwhile examining the operations of this company, through a process of due diligence, 

before it is handed the right to devestate large areas of the countryside. 

I believe that these general questions represent a flavour of the broad and legitimate 

concerns of members of the local electorate across a large part of the South of the Forest. 

More detailed and specific questions will probably be raised, particularly if the County 

Council appears to be docile over the process of, and effects from, developing the Local 

Minerals Plan. It will need to examine well in advance the range of options, and their full 

socio-economic implications, that will arise as a consequence of such a plan. 

I would greatly appreciate considered answers to my questions within as short a period of 

time as is reasonably possible in order to assist further informed debate. 
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856495 

Mr & 

Mrs 

Mike 

Haines 

 

We are writing to object to the proposed inclusion of the site at Woodlands Farm, 

Hewelsfield (GCC ref - CRFD4: Hewelsfield) in Gloucester CC's Draft Minerals Local 

Plan. 

Our objection is based on the following key points, which we believe, taken together, make 

a strong case. 

1. The site at Woodlands Farm lies entirely within the Wye Vally AONB. Nowhere in the 

documents associated with the Consultation are exceptional circumstances identified that 

would justify the inclusion of the Hewelsfield site. 

Para. 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states ' Great weight should 

be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in ....Areas of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic 

beauty.' Para 116 continues: ' Planning permission should be refused for major 

developments in these designated areas except in exceptional circumstances and where it 

can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest.' (My italics) 

2. The site consists almost entirely of what is defined as 'Best and Most Versatile' land, with 

most classified as Grade 2 (Very Good) 

Para 112 of the NPPF states: 'Where significant development of agricultural land is 

demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer 

quality land in preference to that of higher quality.' (My italics) 

3. Transportation of material from the site is heavily constrained and there can be no 

guarantee that the issues relating to transportation can be solved 

The Consultation's Site Options Evidence Paper notes: 'The Highways Authority reviewed 

the site in 2013 and (still) do not consider the B4228 suitable to accommodate the type of 

traffic generated from a potential quarry between the site in a northerly direction towards St 

Briavels, as the B4228 is significantly restricted in terms of its width and alignment, 

particularly on the approach to St Briavels...This section of the B4228 is also restricted with 

several localised road narrowings between the site and the settlement of Tutshill.' 

The paper also comments: 'the highways difficulty appears very significant to overcome. 

While a solution via a new access road from the B4228 to the strategic road network has 

been suggested in the past, this is a significant development in its own right, the suitability 

of which is uncertain.' (My italics) 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856498 
Mr 

Mike  

OBJECTION TO MINERALS LOCAL PLAN 

CRFD4 HEWELSFIELD 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Wilson My wife and I are residents of Woolaston Common, and wish to object in the strongest 

manner to the possible inclusion of the Hewelsfield site in the present Plan. 

The site was promoted as an omission site in the 2003 MLP, and this was supported by the 

Inspector at the MLP Public enquiry. The Council did not include the site, in accordance 

with his recommendation. All the objections made, and reasons given for omission, at the 

time, remain valid today. When one considers the increase in traffic on the surrounding 

roads in the ensuing period, the highways difficulty is rendered far worse. The erection of 

extensive new housing in Lydney, with little increase in employment in the area, will 

increase commuter traffic on the A48, to Gloucester, Bristol and environs,, in the near 

future. This will further exacerbate the problem, and the addition of numerous heavy quarry 

vehicles to the traffic mix would lead to pollution, delays, and a significant threat to road 

safety. The construction of a link road from the B4228 would make the problem worse, 

apart from being blight upon the landscape and an ecological disaster. 

If there was no case for the inclusion of this site in 2003, there is certainly none now, for I 

believe it to be a fact that the requirement for crushed limestone was overstated in 2003, and 

has not since become critical. 

I could enumerate in detail all the facts that were taken into account in 2003, when the site 

was excluded from the plan, and many more that would lead to the detriment of the health, 

safety and quality of life of the residents of Woolaston and surrounding areas. Were the 

quarry to become reality the increased traffic, pollution, dust, nuisance from blasting, 

vibration, disturbance to the flow of ground water, and the effect on the environment and 

wild life of this Area of Natural Beauty, would be a shame and a disaster. 

In order to keep this objection succinct, I assert that the case for omission has become more 

compelling than it was eleven years ago. 

This is my considered opinion. 

856503 

Mr & 

Mrs 

M 

Truman 

 

I would like to register as a consultee and would raise the following objections: 

1. I object to Hewelsfield being included within the Gloucestershire Mineral Plan on the 

basis that it is a greenfield site in an Area of Outstanding Beauty. A new quarry developed at 

Hewelsfield would compromise the social and economic benefits that have been established 

in this area through tourism and business. 

2. I also object to Hewelsfield being included within the Gloucestershire Mineral Plan on the 

basis that it would bring additional traffic to the A48 trunk road between Chepstow and 

Gloucester. Already this stretch of the A48 experiences problems when accidents occur and 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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the road is closed. With the River Severn on one side of the A48 drivers are often forced to 

take to a network of narrow lanes that soon become congested with traffic coming in both 

directions. To exacerbate this problem by adding more traffic into the equation would bring 

even more challenges to this section of a major trunk road. 

856506 

Mr 

William 

Whight 
 

CRFD1 – Allocation of Stowe Hill/Clearwell Site Parcels A, B & C to the Minerals Local 

Plan 

Dear Sir/Madam 

I am a resident of Bearse Common, St Briavels and I write in connection with the above. I 

wish to object strongly to the likely allocation of this site to the MLP for the Forest of Dean. 

The existing quarrying has spread dust over the area and there is no sign that in future 

quarrying the crushing machinery will be properly re -sited and contained, and in the future 

effects of material treatment will be properly restricted and controlled. 

The area concerned is very large and is of prime arable land which will be lost. Quarrying 

will entail the removal of a hill or rise that conceals the current quarrying. 

The arable land will be replaced by a clear, highly visible scarring of the landscape in a 

valuable Tourist Area next to an ANOB. It is impossible to see how such a large area of 

devastation can be restored. 

There has not been any apparent restoration or aftercare (mitigation) of the existing 

quarrying and there is no apparent policy to enforce or monitor such mitigation. 

There are apparent plans (MLP Document) to provide additional access to the B4228 from 

the quarry at Bearse Common (no planning documents or maps of this are available). This 

will further spoil the landscape and bring more dust and heavy traffic closer to Bearse 

Common community. 

There are already too many heavy lorries on the B4228. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856509 

Mr 

Spencer 

Goodwi

n 

 

I would like to object to the planning application for quarry development in stow and 

hewelsfield. This is based on the following: 

1) I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issues 

2) I oppose development as this may generate significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution 

3) I oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the 

wider visual impact of the extraction 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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4) I oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the 

area 

856510 
Lynda 

Barnes  

Please accept this letter of objection which I wish to be considered in respect of the 

inclusion of a proposed site in Hewelsfield in the draft Minerals Allocation Plan. 

It is my understanding that the proposed site is greenfield, development of this site would 

cause considerable damage in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

Currently the only access to the proposed site is the B4228 which is wholly unsuitable for 

quarry traffic. If a link road to the A48 is a consideration, as has been muted in the past, 

again the impact on the environment would be devastating and furthermore the A48 is 

already a very hazardous route with a very poor safety record. 

Since the last Minerals Action Plan there has not been a proven need for quarry material 

(limestone). 

Any quarry development at Hewelsfield would impact on the streams and brooks feeding 

through to the village of Woolaston. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856511 

Dr 

Michael 

Downey 
 

As a resident of St Briavels for over 30 years, I object to the proposal of 2 new quarries in 

the St Briavels area for the following reasons. 

1) I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issues 

2) I oppose development as this may generate significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution 

3) I oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the 

wider visual impact of the extraction 

4) I oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the 

area. 

Please please listen to the community before an irreversible decision has been made, 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856513 

Dr 

Helen 

Downey 
 

As a resident of St Briavels for over 30 years, I object to the proposal of 2 new quarries in 

the St Briavels area for the following reasons. 

1) I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issues 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report.. 
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2) I oppose development as this may generate significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution 

3) I oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the 

wider visual impact of the extraction 

4) I oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the 

area. 

Please please listen to the community before an irreversible decision has been made, 

856514 
Susan 

Norman  

I am sending you my reasons for objecting to this plan to extend the Stowe Quarry. 

1) I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issues 

2) I oppose development as this may generate significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution 

3) I oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the 

wider visual impact of the extraction 

4) I oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the 

area 

2. 3. Please refer to Question 4.9 

of the consultation summary 

report. 

856515 
Jackie 

Frankish  

I totally object to the proposed increase in quarrying in the area of Clearwell, also 

Hewelsfield. We live in a beautiful tourist area. Such a proposal would certainly have a 

negative effect on tourism not to mention the effect on wildlife. 

The pollution and dirt that would be created is unacceptable. Stop this NOW. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856518 

Karen 

Cockfiel

d 
 

So please, as kindly offered by you, can you register my strongest objection to any further 

development of quarrying in the Clearwell / St. Briavels / Hewelsfield area. 

ON so many levels this is WRONG and cannot be allowed to happen. 

This is predominantly an AONB with many livelihoods dependent on tourism and farming. 

This also affects surrounding areas many miles surrounding the AONB. 

This proposition also represents flagrant double standards and disregard of one's own 

policies regarding conservation. Why are locals made to pay hundreds, often thousands of 

pounds for ecological and conservation surveys - bats and other fauna and flora, mining etc, 

when they apply for planning permission - if it really isn't that important after all? This is a 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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farce and a scandal. 

Already a fragile local economy with limited employment, this plan would devastate the 

region beyond recovery in our lifetime if it were allowed to go ahead, as the very little 

employment the scheme might offer could never outweigh the loss of jobs in the local 

leisure industry for one. 

The existing quarrying is already a heavy enough burden in the area on many aspects of life, 

including health, with micro dust badly affecting those with breathing difficulties (such as 

myself with asthma); there is also a huge and already unsustainable toll on our roads that are 

being damaged daily beyond the GCC Highways budget for repair, leading to terrible road 

accidents. 

Is nothing sacred anymore? Does everything boil down to money?? If so, this is a false 

economy, as the Govt would have to spend many millions to help recovery of the area over 

coming years as a consequence. 

Wordsworth must be turning in his grave that the views that inspired his famous poetry 

could simply be ripped out of the inspirational hilltops so carelessly - leaving such a lasting 

offensive legacy to greed for the next generation to endure. This area is still a haven today 

for poets & artists from across the world for it's unique and beauty and peace. 

To have such pillage occur is bad enough, but to allow it to happen at the heart of the Wye 

Valley / of Dean panorama would be morally wrong and the internationally famous Wye 

Valley views from Chepstow to Monmouth would be spoilt forever. 

This is clearly a monumentally ill thought out proposal created from around a desk far, far 

away from the reality of the situation. 

NO. this simply cannot be allowed to happen anymore than it could or would happen in the 

Cotswolds. 

856520 
Maggie 

Thomas  
Just to say I strongly object To any plans to Quarry in St Briavels 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856521 
J 

Badham  

Clearwell/Stowe Quarries 

Dear Sirs, As a resident of St. Briavels, I would like to confirm my very strong objection to 

the proposed plan to increase the size of the afore mentioned quarries. 

In my opinion, the increased number of large lorries thundering through our narrow country 

lanes; the noise and dust will have a detrimental effect of what is an area of outstanding 

beauty. It will also have a negative effect on the prices of property and could also turn 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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tourism away 

Yours in anticipation of a positive result 

856522 

Mr 

Keith 

Norman 
 

I am opposed to the enormous extension of quarrying in St Briavels parish for several 

reasons: 

1) it will generate heavy traffic and will create road management and road safety issues; 

2) this is likely to generate significant health issues due to the increases in dust, traffic 

emissions and noise pollution; 

3) it will impact on a precious AONB site, including the wider visual impact of the 

extraction, which, from the published maps and plans, is clearly significant; 

4) this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our countryside, including Sites 

of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the area. 

While I understand that planning issues are the main criteria, it is essential that visual impact 

and the degradation of the natural environment are major considerations too; AONBs should 

not be subject to such incursions, otherwise why have them in the first place? 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856523 
Irene 

Gent  

I would like to voice my opposition to the proposed quarries in the St Briavels area. 

With all the disruption and traffic associated with this ,adding a large quarrying project in a 

rural area with no thought for the people who have to live with the dust and additional lorry 

traffic day in day out is unacceptable . 

St. Briavels is a quiet, peaceful village with an enviable quality of life that would be 

seriously threatened by this. This proposal should be rejected! 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 

856525 

Mrs 

Rebecca 

Hughes 

Hall 

 

I am extremely opposed to any quarries in the vicinity of St Briavels. This is a beautiful part 

of the country which will be deeply scarred and disturbed by such a development . If man 

continues to ravage the land i pursuit of monetary gain, we shall be left with a desolate 

world and we shall be very sorry indeed. 

No, that is not the world I want for my children and grandchildren. Please have true vision 

and do not be taken in by development for its own sake. The land is a living thing and we 

must respect it- otherwise we shall be destroying not just quality of life, but finally, bring 

about such desolation that we shall destroy ourselves, 

The emerging MLP has been 

prepared in accordance with 

national policy as outlined in the 

National Planning Policy 

Framework. The plan must strike 

a balance where they may be 

potential conflict such as 

between the economy and the 

environment. There plan contains 

a comprehensive set of local 

policies designed to minimise 
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harm from development. One of 

the policies is related to the 

encouragement of progressive 

restoration. Please also refer to 

Question 4.9 of the consultation 

summary report. 

856527 

Veronic

a 

Batts 
 

Is there no end to spoiling the beautiful area we live in, the Forest of Dean is a unique and 

wonderful place to live where we have brought up our confident, hard working and happy 

sons, where my grandchildren enjoy the place they live in. 

Traffic is problem enough near the quarries now, do we really need to be making new 

entrances, roads and all that goes with it. Maybe a good idea would be to repair the roads we 

have now instead of wearing them down into more potholes with heavy lorries. 

I and my family who have enjoyed our area all our lives are very much against the proposals 

for extending the quarries. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856530 
Susan 

Groves  

Further development of the Clearwell/Stow Quarries and the development of a site at 

Hewelsfield 

I wish to express my opposition to the above proposals on the following grounds: 

1) I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issues 

2) I oppose development as this may generate significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution 

3) I oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the 

wider visual impact of the extraction 

4) I oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the 

area. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856533 
Chris 

Jenkins  

CLEARWELL/STOW AND HEWELSFIELD - PROPOSED QUARRIES 

I wish to register my objections to the above mentioned proposed quarries. 

As a local resident (addrsss below) I am concerned that either or both of these proposals 

could cause significant detriment by way of 

- increased heavy goods traffic with associated road management and safety issues 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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- health problems arising from dust, noise and emissions 

- impact on the visual amenity of the AONB 

- impact on the area including SSSI sites and negative impact on tourism 

I therefore object to both these proposals. 

856535 

Mr 

John 

Banks 
 

Stop the Quarry expansion at St Briavels 

Please note my opposition based on planning criteria, not just because it is a significant 

change of landscape so close to my homes 

1) I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issue and may generate significant health issues due to the increases in dust, 

traffic emissions and noise pollution 

I believe it will also cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our countryside, 

including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the area 

I object to this decision to expand into an area of such beauty This will effect the residents 

of St Briavels 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856575 

Mr & 

Mrs 

Martin 

Pagnam

enta 

 

We live in St Briavels and also run a small holiday let business there. 

We are strongly opposed to these plans. 

This is an Are of Outstanding Natural Beauty and recognised as such under the planning 

regime. 

Thus surely must mean something in planning terms 

It must mean that decisions should be made against the sanction that things should not 

happen which will threaten the qualities which caused that designation. 

Unquestionably these proposals will threaten the qualities which caused the AONB 

designation. . 

Certainly our experience running a holiday let business is that tourist activity is extremely 

sensitive to proposals of this kind, and that people are likely to be frightened of booking 

holiday in an area so near a massive new quarrying sits. 

Also there is an important SSI- the beautiful layered stream running down the valley form 

Bears Farm-which will be threatened . 

That valley too makes a wonderful walk for residents of, and visitors to St Briavels. 

Surely if there is a national or a county requirement for quarrying sites, somewhere can be 

found that does not involve so much destruction of landscapes, SSIs, important 

archaeological sites ( the Bear farm area have been the site of important local archaelogical 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report 
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finds) and so much damage to local trading and health interests and, generally to what is 

important and valuable locally 

856581 

Mr 

Glenn 

Redwoo

d 

 

Stowe Quarry 

I am completely opposed to the quarry expansion in my area, as I think i will completely 

destroy the area as a whole. There is a lot of wildlife in and around Trow Green and all of it 

will be affected by the quarry. 

Also I live here and the proposal includes the quarry coming either up to our garden fence 

and/or the destruction of our property. 

The lorries will be loud. I have worked in a quarry and they are terrible for dust and noise let 

alone the blasting. 

1) I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issues 

2) I oppose development as this may generate significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution 

3) I oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the 

wider visual impact of the extraction. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856582 

Kate 

Swanso

n 
 

I am writing to oppose the proposed planning to go ahead for further quarrying to take place 

around the St Briavels area for the following reasons: 

The increase in heavy traffic will cause not only further busy roads, but possible road safety 

hazzards too with levels of damage to the road inevitably increasing. The council already I 

believe find it difficult to keep the roads in the local area adequately repaired as it is! 

My daughter already suffers from Asthma and I am concerned that further dust that will be 

created as a result of all the quarrying will exascerbate the problem, not to mention fumes 

and pollution from traffic. 

Part of the reason I came to live in this area was because it is an AONB, which I believe will 

be effected dreadfully by the landscape being scarred further due to increased quarrying. 

I hope you will take my points into consideration and note my strong opposition to 

permission being given for this quarrying to take place. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856584 

Mr & 

Mrs 

John 
 

1) We oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road 

management and road safety issues 

2) We oppose development as this may generate significant health issues due to the 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Boustre

d 

increases in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution 

3) We oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the 

wider visual impact of the extraction 

4) We oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the 

area 

856585 

Mr & 

Mrs 

Kevin 

Ball 

 

I am writing to object to the plans for the development of quarry facilities in the location of 

Trows Green & St.Briavels. 

The forest of dean, whilst built on an industrial heritage of mining & iron works, currently 

boasts a superb mix of areas of beauty, and domestic aspects. This balance is key to the 

special nature of our area & what sets us apart from areas of heavy industry & city life. 

My concerns are that the infra structure that we have currently struggles to support our 

existing usage, namely roads in a pitiful condition, with many haul routes already suffering 

from subsidence & traffic lights in situ/partial closure. 

There is also the visual amenity of the proposed works, which will scar the landscape for 

generations to come.There is also the legacy aspect, for example mineral extraction at the 

South Cerney area (nr Cirencester), leaves a sustainable by product, in the generation of 

water parks & a haven for wildlife. This also provides employment by way of tourism & 

leisure. What legacy does a huge hole in our area leave - none ? 

This is an area of outstanding beauty, in which a large percentage of foot fall to local towns 

& shops, are via the wonderful forest & wye valley - nobody visits building sites for 

holidays. 

There is also the aspect of pollution control, by way of the noise & light pollution from 

working, coupled with the generation of dust, which is both a health risk & nuisance to local 

dwellings. 

Once this proposal is approved it can't be undone - we are custodians of this area & as such 

have a responsibility to ensure it's continued special status. 

I would ask that you raise the concerns contained within my letter & that this issue is not 

merely a 'fait complet' rubber stamp exercise in a huge commercial project. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856586 

Jo 

Thomps

on 
 

I come from a family of miners in a mining community in the midlands. The legacy of that 

activity on generations of our health was obvious when we moved to the forest for a better 

environment. For example, Since moving here my daughter's asthma has been reversed. This 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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is an area of deprivation and whilst local employment and regeneration are needed, the main 

attraction and revenue is currently through tourism. Having such a large scale and dominant 

quarry across one of the main roads into the area and next to precious AONB site, including 

the wider visual impact of the extraction will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage 

to our countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism 

in the area. 

I further oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road 

management and road safety issues, as well as significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution. 

Please consider the above implications in your decision, as this is a once in a generation 

opportunity to preserve the beauty, peace, biodiversity and well being of st briavels. 

856589 
Sue 

Jenkins 

Chartere

d 

Landsca

pe 

Architec

t 

Woodla

ndscape 

Design 

CLEARWELL/STOW AND HEWELSFIELD - PROPOSED QUARRIES 

I wish to register my objections to the above mentioned proposed quarries. 

As a local resident (address below) I am concerned that either or both of these proposals 

could cause significant detriment by way of 

- increased heavy goods traffic with associated road management and safety issues. The 

B4428 is very narrow, winding and steeply undulating and is not suitable for heavy lorries. 

The proposal to link with the A48 would cause significant damage to the landscape and the 

A48 is regarded as a dangerous road with heavy casualties already without further traffic. 

The B4428 is used my many cyclists and tourists in cars exploring the area and there would 

be a problem with heavy lorries impatiently trying to pass them as they try to meet their 

delivery targets. 

Lorries accessing the established quarry at Clearwell/Stowe frequently contravene the 

weight restrictions on the minor roads surrounding the quarry, causing damage to verges and 

road surfacing. 

- health problems arising from dust, noise and emissions The Hewelsfield proposal does not 

note that Cowshill Farm is on the boundary of the site. This farm used to be an intensive pig 

unit. Approximately 10 years ago, the farm was changed into a specialist rare breed pig and 

beef farm, serving the local area with specialist meat products through farmers markets and 

local shops. Likewise, Madgetts Farm on the southern side of Oakhill Wood has specialised 

in poultry and game marketed in a similar way. The quality of these meat products is the 

reason for the success of these specialist farms. The quality of the meat depends on the lack 

of pollution that this development would cause. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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The local economy is dependent on tourism. Local restaurants and B&Bs make a feature of 

using these superior local meat products. 

Extension of the Clearwell/Stowe quarry is towards the village of Clearwell. Clearwell 

Castle is regarded as one of the best and most prestigious wedding venues in the country, 

holding weddings daily throughout the year. The Castle staff, associated local hotels, and 

local suppliers make this venue a major employer in the area. Pollution from the quarry 

could seriously damage their business. 

- impact on the visual amenity of the AONB Visually, the proposed Hewelfield site is 

adjacent to the B4428 and highly visible when approached from the higher land on both 

sides of the valley. 

- impact on the area including SSSI sites and negative impact on tourism Tourists, whether 

on foot, cycling or in cars, want to experience all the benefits of being in the fresh air of the 

countryside when exploring this area. Tourists frequently park in the carparks of Oakhill 

Wood to have the opportunity to explore the woods. This activity would be destroyed with 

the noise pollution of blasting, crushing and heavy vehicle movements nearby. The 

vegetation would become coated in dust causing dieback and changing the nature of the 

habitat. The varied wildlife habitat in this area would be seriously damaged by the workings. 

I therefore object to both these proposals. 

Further to my previous email, i wish to raise 2 other issues regarding the Clearwell/Stowe 

and Hewelsfield quarry proposed sites. 

1. I have a friend who lives halfway along The Scowles in Coleford, which is close to 

Stowfield Quarry. When my friend tried to enter America for a holiday, the sensors picked 

up explosives material on their clothing and the family were held at immigration for several 

hours whilst they were investigated. Eventually, the officers asked if they lived near a 

quarry. Their clothes had been contaminated by drying them on the washing line. 

Presumably contamination effects many things outside e.g. garden produce and grazing 

livestock as well. 

2. When the quarry stone extraction volumes are approved, if the area is due to be restored 

to agriculture, does that mean that the same volume again will need to be imported, doubling 

the road movements? 

856592 
Jennifer 

Lang  

I oppose the creation of a Quarry at St. Briavels. Again we are facing dangerous damage to a 

very precious AONB site which will have a very wide visual impact. This would affect the 

area in so many different ways. It would cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report.. 
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countryside, Sites of Special Scientific Interest and have a negative impact on tourism in this 

area which is a major contribution to our economy. 

The heavy traffic it would generate not only would create road management problems but 

road safety ones too. The increased dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution will create 

significant health issues for children, adults and retired members of the community. 

This is such a beautiful area of the country, and with tourism so important to our economy, 

we do not need or want the desecration a quarry would cause. 

856593 

Anghara

d 

Underw

ood 

 

I, Angharad Underwood, oppose the extension of the quarry area for the following reasons: 

1) I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issues 

2) I oppose development as this may generate significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution 

3) I oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the 

wider visual impact of the extraction 

4) I oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the 

area 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856594 

Mr 

Stephen 

Cockfiel

d 

 

Please add my objection to any further development of quarrying in the Clearwell / St. 

Briavels / Hewelsfield area. 

Such a development would have devastating and life long consequences to the environment 

and the economy. It would also be sacrilege to destroy such an internationally famous 

landscape that has provided endless inspiration to poets and artists for centuries. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856596 

Mr 

Adrian 

Birch 
 

PROPOSED QUARRY IN ST.BRIAVELS/HEWELSFIELD 

1) I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issues 

2) I oppose development as this may generate significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution 

3) I oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the 

wider visual impact of the extraction 

4) I oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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area. 

856597 

Mr 

Clive 

Redwoo

d 

 

St Briavels Forest of Dean 

This will have a devastating impact on the environment and at what cost? 

The job creation at a quarry site is minimal. 

The destruction and pollution of our environment is total. 

Stop the quarry! 

Specifics such as job creation 

numbers would not be known 

until planning applications stage. 

Please also refer to Question 4.9 

of the consultation summary 

report 

856598 
Ann 

Lloyd  

I wish to raise an objection to the proposed quarry at hewelsfield. When the quarry was last 

proposed I contacted my colleague who was the Europe and the Far East director of Amey 

road stone/ consolidated goldfields but had been the director for Wales and the west. He 

advised me that the company had surveyed potential sites in the area and that the site was 

unviable. Coupled with this the transport routes were difficult and expensive to remedy. The 

hydrology and pedology of the area was a further difficulty . 

So why pursue this application? It should be thrown out. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856599 

Mr 

Patrick 

Harding

e 

 

I wish to express my opposition to the plans for the increase in quarry activity in the St. 

Briavels area. 

I oppose the plan due to the following reasons: 

1) I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issues 

2) I oppose development as this may generate significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution 

3) I oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the 

wider visual impact of the extraction 

4) I oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the 

area 

Please also refer to Question 4.9 

of the consultation summary 

report. 

856600 

Mr 

Julian 

Bennett 
 

I wish to record an objection to several parts of the Gloucestershire County Council 

Minerals Local Plan. Chiefly that SITE CRFD4 should not be included in the draft minerals 

local plan. 

The site at Woodlands Farm is in the Wye Valley AONB and having had a look at the 

Consultation document, I cannot see why this site is being considered. This is good land that 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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can be used for agricultural or other purposes. The impact that this quarry would have on 

tourism in this area would be very detrimental to the local economy. 

I am also objecting on the grounds relating to transportation of the materials to and from the 

quarry - we do not have the infrastructure to support this on our local roads. 

856604 

Catherin

e 

A'Herne 
 

The two new quarries that are proposed affecting the 

St. Briavels / Hewelsfield / Brockweir / Tintern environs 

in the new Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan (MLP) 

I oppose this development as this may generate significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution. This is a precious AONB site and this will 

impact on the local environment and have a wide ranging visual impact. These quarries will 

cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our countryside, including Sites of Special 

Scientific Interest, and will have a negative effect on tourism in the area leading to a loss of 

employment. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856605 

Katherin

e 

Parker 
 

Clearwell/Stow Quarries expanding to the B4228 

I have grave concerns about the plans for the quarry. 

The dust and traffic are just some of my concerns. 

Health issue are very serious and so is the care of the 

land for future generations! Please stop this development until more consultation and size of 

development have been studied. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856642 
Angela 

Rimmer  

I wish to express my total opposition to the proposed extension to the Clearwell/Stowe 

quarries and the new proposed quarry site at Hewelsfield for the following reasons:- 

1) Both developments will generate an increase in very heavy vehicle traffic and will create 

road management and road safety issues, especially on the B4228. There are already large 

numbers of heavy vehicles passing through St. Briavels on the B4228, which causes 

considerable damage to the structure of the road at the very reduced width section just 

beyond St. Briavels going to Chepstow. 

2) The proposed developments are very likely to generate significant health issues due to the 

certain increase in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution. 

3) The proposed developments will impact considerably on a very precious AONB site and 

as the extraction increases it will have an ever wider visual impact. 

4) The proposed developments will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest and will impact on tourism in the 

area. 

856643 

Mr 

Michael 

Rimmer 
 

I wish to express my total opposition to the proposed extension to the Clearwell/Stowe 

quarries and the new proposed quarry site at Hewelsfield for the following reasons:- 

1) Both developments will generate an increase in very heavy vehicle traffic and will create 

road management and road safety issues, especially on the B4228. There are already large 

numbers of heavy vehicles passing through St. Briavels on the B4228, which causes 

considerable damage to the structure of the road at the very reduced width section just 

beyond St. Briavels going to Chepstow. 

2) The proposed developments are very likely to generate significant health issues due to the 

certain increase in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution. 

3) The proposed developments will impact considerably on a very precious AONB site and 

as the extraction increases it will have an ever wider visual impact. 

4) The proposed developments will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest and will impact on tourism in the 

area. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856672 

Mr 

C 

Barnes 
 

Please accept this letter of objection which I wish to be considered in respect of the 

inclusion of a proposed site in Hewelsfield in the draft Minerals Allocation Plan. 

It is my understanding that the proposed site is greenfield, development of this site would 

cause considerable damage in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

Currently the only access to the proposed site is the B4228 which is wholly unsuitable for 

quarry traffic. If a link road to the A48 is a consideration, as has been muted in the past, 

again the impact on the environment would be devastating and furthermore the A48 is 

already a very hazardous route with a very poor safety record. 

Since the last Minerals Action Plan there has not been a proven need for quarry material 

(limestone). 

Any quarry development at Hewelsfield would impact on the streams and brooks feeding 

through to the village of Woolaston. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856673 
Karen 

Davies  

I oppose the above proposals on the grounds that they: 

1) will generate heavy traffic and will create road management and road safety issues 

2) may generate significant health issues due to the increases in dust, traffic emissions and 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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noise pollution 

3) will impact on a precious AONB site, including the wider visual impact of the extraction 

4) will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our countryside, including Sites of 

Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the area 

In particular, I have been heavily involved in tourism since 2000, and from that time until 

earlier this year, I served on the Wye Valley & Forest of Dean Tourism Association (and its 

predecessor’s) committee and later Board of Directors. The value of tourism is a vital part of 

the economy for the Forest of Dean District, generating over £141 million in 2012. Guests 

come to this area for the peace and tranquillity and also the unique beautiful scenery. Further 

incursions into the landscape together with the attendant vehicle movements, dust, traffic 

emissions and pollution will impact upon the nature of this area, which provides its 

attraction to tourists, who are vital to our local economy. With local government 

involvement in tourism dwindling by virtue of lack of funds, the industry is having to invest 

heavily to ensure that the area continues to be promoted. The last thing that it needs at this 

time is a body blow such as would be provided by including these proposals in the plan. 

I do not speak for the Association as I recently retired to pursue other avenues, and you will 

not hear from the Association as it is its policy not to comment on political matters. 

However, I hope that due weight will be given to the content of my objection. 

856677 
Lesley 

Seaton  

PROPOSED EXTENSION TO QUARRY NEAR CLEARWELL 

I was very upset to hear about this proposed development. 

This is an area of outstanding beauty, peace and quiet, the very reason I visit at least twice a 

year! I think this development will have a detrimental effect on the the area, in noise, dirt, 

and heavy traffic . It will seriously affect tourism , let alone the people who live locally. 

Please do not let this be given planning consent. 

I was dismayed to hear of the proposed plan to extent the local quarry, with the subsequent 

pollution. This is an area of delight , peace and quiet and a favourite place to visit. I think it 

would be very detrimental to tourism , let alone the disruption to local people, with noise, 

dust and increased heavy traffic. 

Please do not let this happen, 

The site options consulted upon 

near Clearwell (CRFD1) are not 

within the AONB. Please also 

refer to Question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report. 

856680 
Fiona 

Frank  

The further development of Clearwell/Stow Quarries, and developing a site at Hewelsfield 

As universally felt by local and visiting people, anyone who cares about our very special and 

uniquely beautiful environment here in the Wye Valley, I wish to echo the following points 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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with regard to destroying and contaminating the land and air in the proposed quarrying 

sites.Please read the following:- 

1) I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issue 

2) I oppose development as this may generate significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution 

3) I oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the 

wider visual impact of the extraction 

4) I oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the 

area. 

I am a resident of Tintern and am appalled that you can even think of doing this. What kind 

of people are you that can only think of money against 

beauty/health/tourism/heritage/scientific interest? Is there no end to greed? Why have the 

title, AONB? "Exploitational site" seems more appropriate to greedy selfish business 

interests. Stop it please! 

856682 
Gillian 

Traverse  

Please note my opposition to plans to extend Stowe quarry in the st Briavels and Clearwell 

areas. I believe this will adversely affect traffic on the area and increase noise pollution in 

this special and beautiful area. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856685 

Mariana 

Robinso

n 

Mariana

-Art 

Gallery 

I have a business in East Street, St. Briavels which relies heavily on tourism and the unique 

landscape of the AONB in the area for my business to prosper. The development of this 

quarry will have a huge impact on the tourists who visit the area. 

I am apposed to the development of a quarry in the St. Briavels, Bearse Common area 

because it will generate heavy lorries and traffic causing difficulties on narrow local roads. 

I also appose the development on the grounds that it will impact greatly on the beautiful 

AONB area of the Wye Valley, not just because this needs protecting for future generations, 

but also because of the dust, emissions and noise that this traffic will generate. 

This proposed development will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside including many sites of Special Scientific Interest. 

Please take into consideration my OBJECTIONS to this proposal. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856686 Kate 
 

Stow area Please refer to Question 4.9 of 
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Barnes Proposed Quarry development 

1) I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issues 

2) I oppose development as this may generate significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution 

3) I oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the 

wider visual impact of the extraction 

4) I oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the 

area 

the consultation summary report. 

856687 

Mr 

James 

Learmo

nd 

 

Clearwell Quarries 

I would like to register my objection to the proposed extension of the Clearwell quarries. 

This is simply the industrialisation of our countryside and will lead to the long term decline 

and ruin of our rural communities and natural heritage. I have spent the last 8 years 

investing in the local community through employment and the backing of local business and 

during this time have come to love the unique nature of the countryside and towns. If this 

kind of development is allowed in such a beautiful and unspoilt rural part of the country 

there is no hope for the businesses that rely on visitors to the forest or for the future of a 

rural way of life. 

If the councillors and planners allow this to occur they obviously have no regard for the 

rural community they represent and are sending a clear message that investment in the rural 

community is useless. We may as well just sell our farms and move. 

I sincerely hope that you disallow this unnecessary and divisive development. 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856689 

Mr 

John 

French 
 

Proposed Quarries at Stow, Clearwell and Hewelsfield 

I oppose the proposed quarries because they will generate more traffic and will create road 

safety hazards, as well as create more potholes for the council (not) to mend. 

I believe the increase in dust and traffic emissions will be harmful to our children and 

elderly, and the noise pollution will severely impact on our lives. 

I oppose Hewelsfield as a site in particular as it is a new site, will devastate the peace and 

quite, will create havoc on the narrow roads leading from it and because it is in an AONB 

site and it will destroy the landscape more than any amount of wind turbines could do. 

I do not wish more quarries to be built anywhere because I believe the mineral plan statistics 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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on which they are based are very outdated and there is strong evidence from recent surveys 

that we do not need this amount of roadstone in the future. 

856690 

Mr 

Dennis 

Skinner 
 

I object to the proposal to develop any quarries in the Hewelsfield, St Briavels, Brockweir 

areas for the following reasons. 

I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issues. 

I oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the wider 

visual impact of the extraction. 

I oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the 

area 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856691 
Judy 

Craven  

I am writing as a resident and smallholder in the village of Hewelsfield.I am amazed that 

once again Woodlands farm, Hewelsfield has been suggested as a site for a potential quarry. 

All the same objections that were upheld 7or more years ago still apply. The Woodlands 

Farm site is still within the Wye Valley AONB, and, far from being in the public interest to 

quarry there it would be an act of gross environmental vandalism.There are still no 

exceptional circumstances. 

The land is Grade 2 agricultural land and currently supports rare breed stock as well as being 

an area where higher level environmental stewardship is being practised and further land for 

this scheme is being especially sought by DEFRA. 

The system of roads, which is an essential part of the character of the area and the 

environmental value, is completely unsuitable for the kind of traffic generated by a potential 

quarry. 

Therefore site CRFD4 should not be included in the draft materials local plan 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856692 

Anna 

Grimme

tt 
 

My name is Anna Grimmett and I live adjacent to one of the proposed sites. 

1) I oppose development as this will generate heavy traffic and will create road management 

and road safety issues 

2) I oppose development as this may generate significant health issues due to the increases 

in dust, traffic emissions and noise pollution 

3) I oppose this development as this will impact on a precious AONB site, including the 

wider visual impact of the extraction 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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4) I oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to our 

countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in the 

area 

The proposed site in Hewelsfield 

856694 

Mr 

Nichola

s 

Day 

 

I am disappointed to find that I may have missed a deadline re the proposed Mineral 

Extraction Plan as it has arisen during the holiday season, and therefore hope that you will 

still see fit to consider this response and any further comments people may have during the 

next few weeks. 

These developments will have a seriously adverse impact on precious AONB sites, 

including the wider visual impact of the extraction- the Clearwell/ Stow site already forms a 

scar on the countryside visible for miles around, and this should not be permitted to grow 

larger, while extraction at Hewelsfield would join the already gross desecration of the 

unique Lower Wye Gorge at the Livox site. 

I therefore oppose development as this will cause immeasurable and irreversible damage to 

our countryside, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and will impact on tourism in 

the area. 

I live in Tintern and travel to work through the Lower Wye Gorge daily, and I am therefore 

frequently reminded of the havoc that extraction has wrought on our environment. Surely in 

these allegedly more enlightened times this must stop? 

Please refer to Question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 

856759 

Mr & 

Mrs 

Pat 

Crighto

n 

 

I accept that the region (and therefore also the county) has an obligation to provide crushed 

rock to meet the national demand but I am concerned that you are offering far more to the 

national output than your fair share. I say this because in the Somerset equivalent plan they 

state they have over 40 years reserves of crushed rock, so I question the need for any major 

expansion of quarrying activity in Gloucestershire. 

My primary concerns are plans to identify approximately 440 acres of good farmland as 

suitable for future quarrying adjacent to the existing Stowe Hill / Clearwell quarry and I am 

therefore objecting to the inclusion of areas " A', "B" and "C" at this site. These are my 

reasons for objection: 

1. Guidelines in the NPPF cannot be adhered to if this development is permitted 

2. Loss of grade 2 agricultural land when there is an ever increasing demand for food 

3. There is no need to include this area during the period of the plan ie until 2030 as there 

are adequate reserves already in the county 

The plan will be examined by an 

independent planning inspector 

and it will not be found sound 

unless it is in conformity with the 

NPPF. 

Please also refer to Question 4.9 

of the consultation summary 

report. 
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4. Detrimental effect on the health of those living close to and downwind of quarries from 

airborne toxic dust particles released on blasting and from workings in the quarry 

5. Totally unsuitable road network from the site to the motorway network - initially the route 

uses unclassified narrow lanes which are already crumbling under pressure 

6. The unknown effects (even to the Environment Agency) on underground water courses 

and aquifers 

7. The loss of employment opportunities through a reduction in farmland and tourism - who 

wants to come here to look at a vast hole in the ground? 

8. Damage to the landscape (bunding cannot at the same time be environmentally acceptable 

and effective). 

9. The irreversible damage to the local ecology, especially in the Statutory Forest, the Wye 

Valley AONB and various SSSls. 

10. Damage from blasting and heavy transport on heritage assets and listed and other 

buildings 

11. A long history of inadeguate conditions being imposed on planning applicatlons, the 

frequent and blatant disregard of any conditions by quarry operators and the lack of 

resources and / or willingness of the authority to enforce conditions and if necessary 

prosecute. 

For these reasons I wish to lodge my firm objection to any expansion of identified sites at 

Stowe Hill / Clearwell or indeed to any expansion of existing quarries in this area. 

856787 

Mr 

G 

Harris 
 

Proposed Quarry at Hewelsfield 

We would like to inform you that the "Woolaston against Quarrying Group" was re-instated 

last night at a community meeting. All the objections we previously stated the last time the 

plan included a new quarry in Hewelsfield still stand. 

Since then local road traffic has increased greatly. New housing with little local employment 

has meant the number of people using the A48 to get to work outside the area has at least 

trebled. There are already long delays and bottlenecks on the approach to Chepstow during 

morning and evening rush hours. 

In the past month the A48 has been closed for long periods on the stretch of road between 

Lydney and Chepstow because of accidents. Any link road from the escarpment bringing 

heavy lorries onto the A48 can only increase the number of accidents. Also there would be 

far more fatalities if accidents involved people trying to overtake lorries on dangerous 

stretches of the A48. 

It is considered that the plan is 

being prepared in accordance 

with the NPPF. 

Please also refer to Question 4.9 

of the consultation summary 

report. 
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Over the last few years the area has expanded as a tourist destination for those seeking the 

peace and beauty of the Forest and Wye Valley. The areas surrounding any quarry would be 

covered in fine grey dust that would alter the look of our beautiful landscape. The noise of 

constant blasting would completely destroy the peace that people come to our area to enjoy. 

It would certainly deter tourists and would affect the income of local B&B's and pubs 

greatly. 

As well as affecting tourists we feel this development would also prove harmful to air 

quality and the health of local residents, would blight their lives and damage their house 

prices. 

Finally we should also point out that the stone from the proposed quarry is not needed in 

order to meet the forthcoming Minerals Local Plan, and any new quarry would not be able 

to produce stone before the plan runs out. 

We would ask you to take all these concerns into consideration. 

 



Additional Site Option Consultation: Stowfield Parcel C 
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MLP Stowfield - It would be much appreciated if you could let 

us know your views concerning the additional option, the 

accompanying SA and revised HRA. Of key importance are 

any comments you have regarding the suitability or not of the 

option for consideration within the draft version of the 

Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan.  

Officer Comments 

810688 

Mrs 

Victoria 

Eaton 

Senior Planning Officer 

Herefordshire Council 

Thank you for providing Herefordshire Council with the 

opportunity to comment on the additional site option. The Council 

has no objections. 

Noted 

846148 

Mrs 

C M 

Keeys 
 

i would have no objection to this site at Stowfield Quarry being 

included in the MLP. It seems to me that as all the infrastructure is 

already there the depth extension here seems very sensible. 

Noted 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 

I have no further comments on this consultation. This response is 

so that you know I have looked at the documents. 
Noted 

878805 

Mr 

Clive 

Redwood 
 

The site is already having a negative impact on our environment. 

It's encroached into an ever shrinking ancient woodland disrupting 

the habitat of wildlife. The removal and transportation of 

aggregates adds to the contamination of air quality. The traffic 

lights at Robin Hood Junction, put there for the benefit of the 

quarry alone, impacts on congestion on the A4136 in both 

directions and in particular rush hour on Wye Bridge Monmouth. 

Job creation is minimal and are poorly paid. 

There are no benefits to our community in this continued pursuit 

of quarrying in the Forest of Dean as a whole. 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report 

802402 

Ms 

Vicki 

Leddington 

Northway Area 

Residents and 

Homeowners 

Association 

These were very in-depth reports and I can’t see any problems 

with this. 
Noted 

852103 
Mr 

Peter  

Thank you for addendum concerning Stowfield Quarry. 

This seems to be an excellent solution, I hope it is successful. 
Noted 
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MLP Stowfield - It would be much appreciated if you could let 

us know your views concerning the additional option, the 

accompanying SA and revised HRA. Of key importance are 

any comments you have regarding the suitability or not of the 

option for consideration within the draft version of the 

Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan.  

Officer Comments 

Landgrebe 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

I support the approach adopted with the documentation for this 

additional option. 

In general, and this proposal in particular, deepening of an existing 

quarry is less detrimental than the alternatives of an extension of 

area or a new development. 

Such deepening should be subject to conditions to prevent 

detrimental effects on groundwater. This is recognised in the 

documentation. 

The positive opportunities created by development should be 

considered as well as the negative effects. The suggestion of 

retaining at least on E-W face at the end of use is included in this 

documentation. 

A potential positive effect not apparently included is increase in 

ecological variety if steep rock exposures created by quarrying are 

left uncovered after the end of use (though perhaps best screened 

in some instances). I cannot judge whether this issue is significant 

for this proposal, but would like to see that it has been part of the 

total consideration. 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report 

891433 
Gee 

Newman  

I write with regards to the proposed deepening of Stowfield 

Quarry. This will, of course, deeply scar an already scarred site, 

and its important to know what provision is being made for 

restoration once the site is worked out and no longer profitable. 

There must be some provision made by the company, and not just 

that the company giving its word or a lot of promises about 

restoration and recreation amenities to follow, when the council 

subsequently discovers the company has no money for restoration 

because it has conveniently put if off shore in a sister company. 

There are too many scars, some of them dangerous, across both 

These matters are more appropriate for 

discussion at planning application stage 

when the full details of restoration 

proposals are known Please also refer to 

question 4.9 of the consultation summary 

report 
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MLP Stowfield - It would be much appreciated if you could let 

us know your views concerning the additional option, the 

accompanying SA and revised HRA. Of key importance are 

any comments you have regarding the suitability or not of the 

option for consideration within the draft version of the 

Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan.  

Officer Comments 

England, Wales and Scotland where this has happened and the 

taxpayer has to make good restoration from squeezed council 

budgets. 

In large part this has been due either to incompetence of part the 

councillors, or sometimes with corruption involved. It must not 

happen in Gloucestershire. If this work were to proceed further 

then the Council should insist that the full cost of site restoration is 

put up and held in escrow account so that restoration is guaranteed. 

I look forward to a response to this. 

793791 

Miss 

Rachael 

Bust 

Planning and Local 

Authority Liason 

The Coal Authority 

Thank you for your notification of 4 February 2015 regarding the 

above. 

Having reviewed the document, I can confirm that the Coal 

Authority has no specific comments to make on the additional site. 

Noted 

856673 
Karen 

Davies  

You have kindly notified me of the so-called “omission site” being 

a deeper excavation of the Stowfield Quarry. 

I object to this site upon the same basis as my original objection 

below. Furthermore, I would like to add that I believe that this area 

has now done its part in its contribution to minerals as far as 

Gloucestershire is concerned. The level of contribution as between 

the Forest of Dean and the Cotswolds is disproportionate. Also, the 

road network around this area is not as suitable as that in other 

possible areas, and sites nearer to major routes should be sought. 

The Stowfield Quarry is already an enormous scar on the 

landscape, and due to its size, it is difficult to see how any 

restoration of the land can be achieved. It is highly visible from a 

number of vantage points in this area, where tourism is a major 

contributor to the local economy. Heavy goods vehicle 

movements, dust and noise are all prejudicial to the tourism 

industry, and I would ask that plans for any expansion be rejected. 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report 
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MLP Stowfield - It would be much appreciated if you could let 

us know your views concerning the additional option, the 

accompanying SA and revised HRA. Of key importance are 

any comments you have regarding the suitability or not of the 

option for consideration within the draft version of the 

Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan.  

Officer Comments 

803163 Respondent 
Marine Management 

Organisation 

Thank you for inviting the Marine Management Organisation 

(MMO) to comment on the above consultation. I can confirm that 

the MMO has no comments to submit in relation to this 

consultation. 

Noted 

854513 

Mr 

Rob 

Sneath 
 

This would seem like a better option as the quarry would not 

necessary need to expand covering a large surface areas and so 

there would be no new homes affected. 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report 

893802 

Mr 

Julian 

Arnott 
 

Our property is currently the closest to Stowfield/Rogers quarry at 

250m. The property was bought knowing that the current quarry 

activity would be heard faintly in the distance. At blasting times it 

can clearly be heard as it is very loud. If the wind is in the right 

direction you can small and hear the quarry very clearly. 

If Rogers quarry was still in operation the property would not have 

been bought as this would be too close for us. 

As this proposal is to use land between the 2, therefore even closer 

to our property, we would therefore be subjected to louder and 

more frequent noise disturbance, dust and smell if the wind is up. 

We are also concerned about this affecting the value and 

desirability of our property in the future. If we did wish to move 

we would be very upset if we had any problems due to the 

extended quarry workings. 

We have no other concerns about increased traffic as it is no 

longer permitted past our property. 

It is purely the potential affects of bringing it even closer to our 

property. 

Julian Arnott 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report 

893802 
Mr 

Julian  

The closest property is not Scowles Caravan Park at 300M, it is 

our property Holmlea at 250M. 
Noted 
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us know your views concerning the additional option, the 

accompanying SA and revised HRA. Of key importance are 
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option for consideration within the draft version of the 

Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan.  

Officer Comments 

Arnott 

801797 

Ms 

S 

Ayling 

Staunton (Coleford) 

Parish Council 

Staunton Coleford Parish Council wishes to place a holding 

objection to the proposals to deepen Stowfield Quarry pending 

further detailed investigations to demonstrate that deepening will 

not compound existing surface water flooding or ground vibration 

impacts to land and properties within the Parish or have 

detrimental impacts on ground water. 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  

I believe this is an excellent option, completely within an existing 

permitted area. With appropriate management this site could 

provide a good source of required materials, without having to 

create new quarries in currently unaffected areas. In my view this 

is total win/win option 

Support noted 

851114 

Mr & Mrs 

N 

Daniels 
 

Thank you for your recent letter, and keeping us informed 

regarding possible proposed changes at Stowfield Quarry. 

We would like to object to the above proposed deepening of 

Stowfield Quarry on the grounds that it is probably unnecessary 

and could create a number of problems. 

Apparently, Drybrook Quarry and Tytherington Quarry have 24.5 

million tons of reserves. Monmouthshire has 18.4 million tons of 

reserve, and Somerset has 451 million tons of reserve. If this is the 

case then deepening of the Stowfield Quarry is not necessarily 

required. 

Water related issues have to be seriously considered, to avoid 

potentially catastrophic effects of uncontrolled outflows and 

flooding. Deepening of the quarry could permanently affect the 

local water table, and its subsequent relationship to the 

environment. Nearby wells could be affected by a variant in the 

surrounding water level, as well as the possibility of contamination 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report 
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to these water supplies, due to changes in these water routes. 

Deepening would inevitably mean more explosions at lower 

levels. The possible effects from these tremors could cause 

pipework and cable disruptions, and the vibrations would not be 

conducive with the rural life, which includes animals, wild, 

domestic and farm stock, as well as human. The effect on an 

already ‘delicate’ local road network would be heightened from 

the vibrations. 

The effect on biodiversity could be irreversible, thus destroying 

the habitats of some species altogether in the area. As is well 

known this balance can be noticeably fine, and takes very little to 

upset, and subsequently create a ‘domino’ effect on other species. 

It is for these reasons that we are opposed to the deepening of 

Stowfield Quarry. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter, and for giving its 

content due consideration. 

803119 

Mrs 

T L 

Willett 

Winchcombe Town 

Council 

At a meeting of Winchcombe Town Council held on Wednesday 4 

March 2015, Members wished to thank GCC for the opportunity to 

comment on the MLP additional site option. However, they have 

no observations. 

Noted 

793641 

Mr 

Rohan 

Torkildsen 

South West Region 

Historic England 

Thank you for inviting our consideration of the additional site 

option at Stowfield/Staunton as set out in your report and assessed 

by the associated LUC SA. 

I note the following matters. 

- The proposal is related to existing quarrying and there is 

mitigation and practice in place to avoid harm to the effected 

heritage assets and their settings (including the Scowles). One 

presumes this would also apply to the depth extension. 

- On page 8 of the SA reference is made to the need for more 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report 
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detailed assessment to establish the degree of harm (“negative 

effect”) that may arise “once proposals are known”. 

- General Comments/Potential Development Criteria section of 

your report (page 11). “In considering a depth extension, a number 

of key issues are likely to require careful consideration. Those 

listed below are in addition to archaeology, which was highlighted 

above:- Landscape and visual impacts; and hydrological impacts”. 

I anticipate you intend to respond to/clarify the above issues in due 

course. 

801944 

Ms 

Ruth 

Clare 

Environment Agency 

We previously commented on the Site Options and Policy 

Framework Consultation in August 2014. At that time we advised 

we had no ‘show-stopper’ concerns with the sites selected, and we 

recognise that minerals development needs to occur where the 

mineral is located and there is support for such in the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Our focus in considering 

allocations is to highlight environmental matters within our remit 

that will require consideration and mitigation measures in order to 

ensure the environment is protected. 

Having reviewed the Additional Site Option details (the proposal 

to include an additional 20m depth of working at Stowfield 

Quarry), we have the following comments and advice: 

Groundwater Protection 

The site information in the table on pages 5-9 of the consultation 

document has highlighted the water-related environmental issues 

we would expect to see identified. This identifies that hydrological 

impacts would be a key issue that will require careful 

consideration. We concur with this, and believe the wording 

‘hydrological and hydrogeological impacts’ might more accurately 

reflect the relevant environmental issues here. Whilst there are no 

watercourses present at the site, it is located upon a Principal 

Additional hydrological and landscape 

assessments have been undertaken on the 

site. Please also refer to question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Aquifer. Therefore protection of groundwater quality and quantity 

is important during the working of the quarry and during 

restoration. 

We note the comments on page 8 from the 2003 MLP that the 

proposed mineral working should not breach the clay layer, the 

need for pre-application site monitoring, and that in particular the 

location of the impermeable base to the Lower Dolomite formation 

should be ascertained as proposals for mineral working should not 

breach this impermeable layer. We concur with all these points. 

We note those comments related to an area that was previously 

much greater in extent than the current consultation. Nevertheless 

where the depth of the quarry working is concerned this is still a 

relevant factor, regardless of how large a surface area the quarry 

has. 

We note the site was previously subject to planning permission 

reference 09/0013/FDMAJM. We responded to this application in 

our letter reference SV/2009/103324/01-L01, dated 26 May 2009. 

A copy is enclosed for information. You will note the comments in 

the Groundwater section on page 2, specifically: 

In relation to the protection of groundwater, we have specifically 

reviewed the details provided in chapters 2 and 8 of the ES on the 

interpretation of the hydrogeological regime at the site and the 

implications of the proposed working to a level of 165m Above 

Ordnance Datum (AOD). This includes the proposed retention of a 

bund/wall comprising low permeability site-won overburden to a 

level of 170mAOD against Rogers Pool (the water level for which 

has on occasion exceeded 165mAOD in the recorded monitoring 

period). 

In reviewing this again, we believe the applicant at that time 

included an assessment of groundwater /clay layer depth in their 
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Environmental Statement. 

The Additional Site Option Consultation report has not identified a 

ground level to mAOD that the quarry would be worked to with 

the incorporation of an additional 20m depth. As such we are not 

certain whether the extra 20m depth would or would not breach the 

clay layer that has been identified. 

We recommend that you look into this matter further, perhaps in 

consultation with the site promoters, and/or through looking back 

at the Environmental Statement that was submitted in support of 

the 2009 planning application. We would not normally suggested 

undertaking additional studies for the allocation of a site, but given 

that this relates to how deep the quarry can be worked, we consider 

it would be prudent to ascertain whether existing information 

exists to discount the potential risk of working to too low a depth 

in the quarry. If the additional 20m depth were to breach the clay 

layer this would require further consideration as to whether it is 

sound to allocate the site, as there would need to be suitable 

environmental protection measures in place if this were the case 

and such may be overly prohibitive in terms of costs/practicability 

to deliver. If that is the case then the allocation of the site would 

not be appropriate. 

Whilst we do not expect full technical appraisal of these matters at 

the strategic planning stage (as that is more appropriate at the 

planning application stage), we nevertheless consider a greater 

level of certainty is needed on this matter before the site is 

allocated in the Plan so as to avoid an un-implementable 

allocation. 

We note that the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum Report 

(January 2015) which accompanies this Additional Site Option 

Consultation has also indentified this issue and indicates that the 
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issue is uncertain at this stage (row 16 in Table 2 and row 16 in 

Appendix 1). 

We recognise that it may not be possible to ascertain this level of 

detail at this stage, and that you will need to apply a consistent 

approach to the amount of information sought for all site allocation 

options. However it is hope that the Environmental Statement from 

the previous planning application will give the relevant 

information or at least shed further light on this matter. As such we 

advise you review this information at the very least before 

proceeding with the allocation. 

Ecology 

We have no particular comments to make relating to ecology as we 

would anticipate that the County Ecologist and Natural England 

would be the lead consultees for these matters. As such we have 

not made a detailed review of the Habitats Regulations 

Assessment work that accompanies this consultation and would 

advise you refer to Natural England’s advice on these aspects. 

Flood Risk 

We note that the Additional Site Option Report has identified 

flood risk issues relating to all flooding sources which we 

welcome. The Snowfield Quarry site is in Flood Zone 1 (i.e. not in 

a fluvial floodplain) and there are no watercourses present. As 

such there is no identified fluvial flood risk, and we therefore have 

no comments to make on flood risk matters. We advise you refer 

to the comments of the Lead Local Flood Authority for any flood 

risk advice relating to this site, as the LLFA lead on other sources 

of flooding, such as surface water and groundwater flooding. 

I trust the above advice will assist in your consideration of the 

additional site allocation option at Stowfield Quarry. Please do not 

hesitate to contact us if you have any queries. 
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802393 

Ms 

A 

Lapington 

Coleford Town Council 

Coleford Town Council strongly objects to the above addendum. 

The water aquifers are very important to local major employer 

which relies on significant abstraction. The acquifers area extends 

over 50 miles. 

The Council would note that the last application stated that any 

quarrying below the depth of 165m would result in disruption to 

the water table. The Counil would strongly urge that a full and 

comprehensive hydrology report be undertaken to ensure that this 

additional depth does not drastically effect the water table. 

If the addendum is passed this would result in a large number of 

additional lorries using the already failing road infrastructure. 

Coleford Town Council would like reassurance that damage 

particularly to the minor roads is taken into account and specified 

routes are determined to keep this damage to a minimum. 

The Council would also strongly urge you to demand an upfront 

payment to cover the reinstatement of the quarry from the owners 

so ensuring that should the quarry business fail the cost of 

restoration does not fall on the local tax payer. 

I have enclosed a copy of the Councils previous objection, which 

still stands. 

The Town Council would strongly urge you to reject the 

application. 

These matters are more appropriate for 

discussion at planning application stage 

when the full details of restoration 

proposals are known Please also refer to 

question 4.9 of the consultation summary 

report. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England (Gloucestershire 

- Minerals) 

Additional site option for the new Minerals Local Plan – 

deepening of part of Stowfield Quarry 

The addition of the new site option does not alter CPRE’s view, 

expressed in August 2014, that there must be clearly recorded and 

reasoned evidence of effective implementation of the Duty to Co-

operate with other relevant MPAs in parallel with consideration of 

preferred areas for new aggregate extraction. No new preferred 

areas which have substantial environmental constraints should be 

Additional hydrological and landscape 

assessments have been undertaken on the 

site. Please also refer to question 4.9 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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selected until the prospect of contributions from permitted reserves 

outwith the county have been fully explored and evaluated. 

Nor does the new site option alter CPRE’s previously expressed 

view that it is unjustifiable to extrapolate the figures from the 

current 10 year rolling average to identify preferred areas up until 

2040 (or 2037 for sand and gravel) – in effect a reversion to the 

flawed ‘predict and provide’ approach. 

CPRE notes that the new site option requires detailed assessment 

of hydro-geological factors which may affect viability and that 

Stowfield Quarry lies within the Wye Valley AONB. However, 

subject to that, the deepening of the existing quarry would have 

less adverse effect upon landscape, loss of high quality agricultural 

land and public rights of way than potential alternative lateral 

extensions onto ‘greenfield’ land. 

We do appreciate the provision of the useful drop-in session at 

Staunton on 24 February, especially in the light of the mineral 

planning authority’s current resource constraints. 
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CRCW1 

(Daglingworth) - 

Parcel A 

CRCW2 

(Huntsmans) - 

Parcel A 

CRCW2 

(Huntsmans) - 

Parcel B 

CRCW2 

(Huntsmans) - 

Parcel C 

CRCW3 

(Three Gates) 

- Parcel A 

CRCW4 

(Oathill) - 

Parcel A 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Yes Partially Partially Partially Partially Partially 

850967 

Mrs 

N 

Horrocks 
 

Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

847782 

Mrs 

J 

Odam-

Smith 

 
Unsure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

853299 
Jayne 

Perks  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

 

 

846148 

Mrs 

C M 

Keeys 
 

Yes Partially Partially Partially No Partially 

854279 

Mr 

Paul 

Green 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

 

 

851886 

Mrs 

Kate 

Green 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

 

 

852002 

Mrs 

Cynthia 

Haynes 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 
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CRCW1 

(Daglingworth) - 

Parcel A 

CRCW2 

(Huntsmans) - 

Parcel A 

CRCW2 

(Huntsmans) - 

Parcel B 

CRCW2 

(Huntsmans) - 

Parcel C 

CRCW3 

(Three Gates) 

- Parcel A 

CRCW4 

(Oathill) - 

Parcel A 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

854564 

Mr 

William 

Green 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

 

 

854448 

Mrs 

Frederica 

Holmes 
 

 

 
Yes Yes Yes No 

 

 

854524 

Mr 

Jonjo 

O'Neill 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No No 

794011 

Mr 

D 

Glenn 

Huntsmans 

Quarries Ltd 

 

 
Yes Yes Yes 

 

 

 

 

848952 

Mr 

David 

Sandy 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

 

 

853164 
Ms 

Waller 

Temple Guiting 

Parish Council 

 

 
Yes Partially Partially No No 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

 

 
Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

854651 Respondent 
Oathill Quarry 

Ltd 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Yes 
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CRCW1 

(Daglingworth) - 

Parcel A 

CRCW2 

(Huntsmans) - 

Parcel A 

CRCW2 

(Huntsmans) - 

Parcel B 

CRCW2 

(Huntsmans) - 

Parcel C 

CRCW3 

(Three Gates) 

- Parcel A 

CRCW4 

(Oathill) - 

Parcel A 

854785 
Sarah 

Munday  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

 

 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

854931 

Mr 

Mike 

Carr 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

854951 

Mrs 

Sunita 

Burke 

Vice Chairman 

Temple Guiting 

Parish Council 

No No No 
 

 
No No 

854966 

Mr 

Alex 

Townshend 
 

No No No No No No 

855015 

Mr 

George 

Ewart-Perks 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

 

 

855335 

Alison 

Clifton-

Barnard 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No No 

856698 
Captain 

Alex  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 
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CRCW1 

(Daglingworth) - 

Parcel A 

CRCW2 

(Huntsmans) - 

Parcel A 

CRCW2 

(Huntsmans) - 

Parcel B 

CRCW2 

(Huntsmans) - 

Parcel C 

CRCW3 

(Three Gates) 

- Parcel A 

CRCW4 

(Oathill) - 

Parcel A 

Green 

856783 

Mr & Mrs 

Michael 

Bochmann 
 

 

 
No No No No No 

871208 Respondent 
Dawson Truck 

and Trailer Ltd 

 

 
Yes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Section 4: Crushed Rock Cotswolds Justification - Please outline your reasons 
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ID 
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Crushed Rock Cotswolds Justification - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

as above Noted 

852025 

Mr 

Marcus 

Smith 
 

We live at Oysterwell House which lies within 250 metres of the 

proposed extension of the Daglingworth Quarry. We have lived 

happily alongside the existing quarry for 23 years. (Position B on your 

plan, Page 53). 

Our objections, if any, would come into play at the planning stage of 

the development of 'A' if it were to go ahead. It will be important for 

the proposal to ensure that:- 

1. Successful screening of the existing quarry is replicated in respect 

of any extended area and 

2. Crushing machinery is retained in its present position, where it does 

not have an adverse effect aesthetically or cause any transmission of 

noise or dust to the surrounding area. 

Comments noted in relation to 

screening and plant location. These 

are matters which would be dealt with 

at planning application stage. 

847782 

Mrs 

J 

Odam-

Smith 

 

We live at Oysterwell House which lies within 250 metres of the 

proposed extension of the Daglingworth Quarry. We have lived 

happily alongside the existing quarry for 23 years. (Position B on your 

plan, page 53) 

Our objections, if any, would come into play at the planning stage of 

the development of “B” if it were to go ahead. It will be important for 

the proposal to ensure that:- 

1. Successful screening of the existing quarry is replicated in respect 

of any extended area and 

2. Crushing machinery is retained in its present position, where it does 

not have an adverse effect aesthetically or cause any transmission of 

noise or dust to the surrounding area 

Comments noted in relation to 

screening and plant location. These 

are matters which would be dealt with 

at planning application stage. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  

Again all existing sites, so transport and infrastructure exist, minimum 

disruption 
Noted 

853299 Jayne 
 

Site CRCW3 - Three Gates Please refer to Section 4.11 of the 
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ID 
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Crushed Rock Cotswolds Justification - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

Perks I wish to strongly object to the above site option in the current 

Gloucestershire County Council Mimerals Local Site Options and 

Draft Policy Framework (Summer 2014). 

I regard the site as being inappropriate in terms of planning policy for 

the following reasons: 

The site is currently inactive and therefore does not have any suitable 

infrastructure and/or access in place. The County Council should 

consider the site as unacceptable due to inadequate access and safety 

concerns on a stretch of road (B4077) which has had numerous road 

accidents, including fatalities, in recent years. 

The site is located within the Cotswolds AONB and it is considered 

that there are several other available site options which can be 

allocated in the Minerals Local Plan, which are much more suitable. 

There is an adjacent important and well used Public Right of Way (the 

Gloucestershire Way) which would be adversely impacted were the 

site to come forward. 

The site would have severe amenity and community impacts. The site 

is located less than 10 metres from the nearest residential dwelling and 

adjacent to the 18th Century grade 2 listed building "Ford Manor" 

(English Heritage Building ID 128792). The impact on the Manor and 

several other nearby residential dwellings - many of which are located 

within 100 metres of the edge of the proposed site - would be extreme 

and unable to be sufficiently mitigated. 

For all the above reasons, it is recommended that site option CRCW3 

Three Gates is removed from the emerging Minerals Local Plan. 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 

846148 

Mrs 

C M 

Keeys 
 

Three Gates would be new development in this area and should not be 

allowed. 

Excessive inconvenience to local residents as infrastructure 

inadequate. 

Oathill Quarry is already operational and any increase in size and 

output should not be allowed. 

Huntsmans Quarry should only be allowed to use parcels A, B and C 

if it does not increase overall the output. 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 
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Crushed Rock Cotswolds Justification - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

802210 

Mr 

Ed 

Halford 

Highways England 

CRCW1: Dalingworth 

200m to the A417 

There is good existing site access from the existing quarry 

SRN Impact - Unlikely given the good access from the existing 

quarry. 

CRCW2: Huntsmans 

17km to the A40 

Any allocation at this site does have the advantage of the existing 

access being in place. 

CRCW3: Three Gates 

11.4km to the A46 in Worcestershire 

The site is currently inactive and therefore no real infrastructure or 

suitable access in place. 

CRCW4: Oathill 

12.8km to the A46 in Worcestershire 

Should an application come forwards highways issues may need to be 

addressed. 

Noted 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report which 

explains the outcome of the sites.. 

854279 

Mr 

Paul 

Green 
 

I wish to object to one site proposal in the Gloucestershire Minerals 

Local Plan Site Options and Draft Policy Framework (Summer 2014). 

The site in question is site number CRCW3 'Three Gates'. I regard the 

site option as being inappropriate in terms of planning policy for 

various reasons. These are: 

•The site is currently inactive and therefore does not have any suitable 

infrastructure and / or access in place. The County Council should 

consider the site as unacceptable due to inadequate access and safety 

concerns on a stretch of road (B4077) which has had numerous 

serious road accidents, including fatalities, in recent years. 

•The site is located within the Cotswolds AONB and it is considered 

that there are several other site options which can be allocated within 

the plan, which are much more suitable. 

•There is an adjacent and important (and well used) right of way 'The 

Gloucestershire Way' which would be adversely impacted were the 

site to come forward 

•The site would have severe amenity and community impacts. The site 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 
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Crushed Rock Cotswolds Justification - Please outline your 
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is located less that 10 metres from the nearest residential dwelling and 

adjacent to the 18th century Grade 2 listed Ford Manor. The impact on 

the Manor and several other nearby dwellings - many of which are 

located within 100 metres of the edge of the proposed site - would be 

extreme and unable to be sufficiently mitigated. 

851886 

Mrs 

Kate 

Green 
 

I am writing to object to one of the proposed sites for aggregates 

extraction in the Gloucestershire Local Plan Site Options and Draft 

Policy Framework (Summer 2014). The site in question is site number 

CRCW3 'Three Gates'. 

I regard the site option as being inappropriate in terms of planning 

policy for various reasons. These are: 

•The site is currently inactive and therefore does not have any suitable 

infrastructure and / or access in place. The County Council should 

consider the site as unacceptable due to inadequate access and safety 

concerns on a stretch of road (B4077) which has had numerous 

serious road accidents, including fatalities, in recent years. 

•The site is located within the Cotswolds AONB and it is considered 

that there are several other site options which can be allocated within 

the plan, which are much more suitable. There would be a huge visual 

impact on this area of the Cotswolds as the site is at one of the highest 

points in the Cotswolds. 

•There is an adjacent and important (and well used) right of way 'The 

Gloucestershire Way' which would be adversely impacted were the 

site to come forward 

•The site would have severe amenity and community impacts. The site 

is located less that 10 metres from the nearest residential dwelling and 

adjacent to the 18th century Grade 2 listed Ford Manor. The impact on 

the Manor and several other nearby dwellings - many of which are 

located within 100 metres of the edge of the proposed site - would be 

extreme and unable to be sufficiently mitigated. In fact, I fail to see 

how this site would fit within the buffer zone policy. 

I do hope my concerns will be taken into consideration before you 

produce the draft of the Minerals Local Plan for 2015. 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Crushed Rock Cotswolds Justification - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

852002 

Mrs 

Cynthia 

Haynes 
 

Having filled out your online questionnaire about the site options for 

the Local Minerals Plan, we felt we must state our objections more 

striongly to the use of the Three Gates site, CRCW3. 

This site is within the Cotswolds Area of Natural Beauty and would 

have severe amenity and community impacts,particularly on the 

village of Ford, including the following reasons. 

1. It is less than ten metres from the nearest dwellling, and close to 

Ford Manor, a grade II listed 18th century house. 

2. It is adjacent to a well used Public Right of Way. 

3. There are safety concerns for the very busy B4077. 

4. As the site is inactive, it has no infrastructure or suitable access. 

5. There must also be concerns regarding biodiversity and 

hydrological effects. 

6. The potential yield is small for such disruption. 

We feel very strongly that this site should not be chosen as an option 

for the future. 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

I am not familiar enough with the area to comment. Noted 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

Site option CRCW1: Daglingworth 

1. CPRE acknowledges that this option appears to meet ‘need’ as far 

as the Cotswolds limestone resource is concerned and believes it 

would be environmentally acceptable. The existing site is well 

managed and has little landscape impact. It is very well placed for 

access to the major road network. The proposed extension would also 

be very well screened from view largely because of the way the land 

lies and the existing screening planting. There may be future gains in 

sinking the plant further into the quarry. It is true that provision would 

have to be made to accommodate the bridleway which would cross 

between the existing and new extension but we believe this could be 

easily done with a bridge over a connecting road/track between the 

two major areas of workings. 

Site option CRCW2: Huntsmans 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Crushed Rock Cotswolds Justification - Please outline your 

reasons 
Officer Response 

1. Because it encroaches on a south facing hillside which is visible 

from a considerable distance CPRE considers that working of Parcel 

C would result in a substantial adverse effect on the landscape within 

the AONB and that it should not be identified as a Preferred Area. 

Development of area A has similar landscape effects but because it is 

an existing operation we do not feel further deepening of the area for 

exploitation would add to the current situation. Area B is perfectly 

acceptable in landscape terms. We note that Huntsman’s quarry is 

accessed through relatively minor roads and any increase in traffic 

levels could be beyond the road capacity. Any expansion should 

therefore be limited to roughly existing levels of production and 

activity. Because Daglingworth extension can more than meet the 

expected future demand we consider that expansion of Huntsman’s 

quarry should be a second priority. 

Site option CRCW3: Three gates 

1. CPRE considers that this site option is unacceptable for designation 

as a Preferred Area on grounds of adverse effect on landscape within 

the AONB and inadequate transport infrastructure. The site is at a 

particularly dangerous stretch of road rising steeply to a blind cross-

roads. Furthermore the site itself would be on a steeply sloping east 

facing hillside which would be highly visible both to the village of 

Ford and to passing traffic on the main road and from footpaths in the 

area. Development would highly damaging to the landscape at the 

point in the AONB. 

Site option CRCW4: Oathill 

1. The current site is tucked in under the hillside and well screened 

from view. The proposed extension would bring quarrying onto the 

ridge above and have high visibility. CPRE considers that working of 

this site would have significant adverse effect on the landscape within 

the AONB and that it should not be designated as a Preferred Area for 

aggregate production. 

854564 

Mr 

William 

Green 
 

I wish to object to a site proposal in the Gloucestershire Minerals 

Local Plan Site Options and Draft Policy Framework (Summer 2014). 

The site in question is site number CRCW3 'Three Gates'. I regard the 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 
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site option as being inappropriate in relation to a number of planning 

policies, for various reasons. These are: 

• The site is currently inactive and therefore does not have any 

suitable infrastructure and / or access in place. The County Council 

should consider the site as unacceptable due to inadequate access and 

safety concerns on a stretch of road (B4077) which has had numerous 

serious road accidents, including fatalities, in recent years. 

• The site is located within the Cotswolds AONB and it is considered 

that there are several other site options which can be allocated within 

the plan, which are much more suitable. 

• There is an adjacent and important (and well used) right of way 'The 

Gloucestershire Way' which would be adversely impacted were the 

site to come forward 

• The site would have severe amenity and community impacts. The 

site is located less that 10 metres from the nearest residential dwelling 

and adjacent to the 18th century Grade 2 listed Ford Manor. The 

adverse impact on the Manor and several other nearby dwellings - 

many of which are located within 100 metres of the edge of the 

proposed site - would be extreme and unable to be sufficiently 

mitigated. 

considered. 

854448 

Mrs 

Frederica 

Holmes 
 

The Three Gates site is situated in the heart of the Cotswolds AONB, 

is adjacent important and well used Public Right of Way and clearly 

visible from the Cotswold Way. Use of this quarry to extract 

aggregates would be in direct contravention of Strategic Priority 3: 

The Environment, ‘To protect, and where appropriate, enhance, the 

quality of landscapes, habitats, heritage and other environmental 

assets, having full regard to their international, national or local 

importance’ 

The site has been inactive for many years, and has no suitable 

infrastructure or added value features. There are no rail links to this 

quarry and the only option at this site is the removal of aggregates by 

road. Strategic Priority 7: Transport states that its aim is ‘To reduce 

the impacts of hauling minerals by road and encourage more 

sustainable forms of transport, including necessary improvements to 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 
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Infrastructure’. The local infrastructure consists of small country lanes 

running through Cotswold villages. Properties along these roads, 

especially at Ford, Temple Guiting, Upper Coscombe and Stanway, 

are already adversely affected by quarry lorry traffic and any increase 

would have a serious impact on the residents in these villages. There 

are serious safety concerns on B4077, which would be the main route 

for removal of aggregates. The junction of the lane from Three Gates 

and the B4077 is situated on the rise of a hill and is extremely 

dangerous. 

There is already an extensive, established and well run quarry locally 

at Hunstmans Quarry which has added value and aggregate facilities. 

Furthermore there has been a long history of contraventions of 

planning at this quarry, including illegal dumping of spoil from 

Smith’s developments in the Vale in 2006 and 2007, which leaves 

residents with little faith that any restrictions would be observed by 

the operators. There would also be adverse effect on local wildlife as 

birds of prey nest on the walls of the quarry. 

854524 

Mr 

Jonjo 

O'Neill 
 

Three Gates would be a new quarry near to us and we would prefer 

that it not be allowed. Many heavy lorries up and down the roads now 

as it is. Danger on the roads to other users as roads are fairly narrow. 

Lots of heavy wear on small country roads. Oathill is already a busy 

quarry and shouldn't be increased in size. 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 

793895 

Mr 

Julian 

Palmer 

Cotswold Stone 

Quarries 

Paragraph 4.4.10 Site Number CRCW2 Huntsmans 

Environmental & other considerations 

5. Cotswold Stone operate the tiling stone quarry, Tinkers Barn, which 

occupies a large part of allocation A. The comments in respect of this 

area of the resource raise deliverability issues on the basis that it is not 

under the control of Huntsmans. Whilst it is appropriate for a plan to 

consider deliverability issues in this instance it is not correct to 

question deliverability in this way as the land is under the control of 

another quarry operator. The operator is actively considering a 

planning application for aggregate product at Tinkers Barn Quarry and 

has been in contact with the planning department to discuss a possible 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report for the 

consideration of this site. 
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application which would see aggregate production at Tinkers Barn 

quarry. 

6. Quarrying for aggregate at Tinkers Barn quarry could readily take 

place using mobile plant and would have the benefit of being an 

existing quarry location which would overall represent a more 

sustainable approach to maximising the limestone resource. The 

quarry has its own access and could readily process aggregate with 

mobile plant. Cotswold Stone strongly contend that the area covering 

Tinkers Barn quarry should remain as an allocated area for crushed 

rock aggregate production. 

794011 

Mr 

D 

Glenn 

Huntsmans Quarries 

Ltd 

We wish to support the allocation within the Minerals Local Plan of 

site number CRCW2 Huntsmans (a limestone producing quarry) 

which also includes Tinker's Barn (which produces building stone). 

Whilst Huntsmans Quarry is located within the AONB, it is notable 

that there are no other non-AONB sources of Cotswold limestone 

available to contribute to the County's required landbank of crushed 

rock 

Support noted 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 
No comments - all sites mention potential archaeological issues Noted 

802358 

Mr 

Peter 

Jukes 

Smiths (Gloucester) Ltd 

Site Number CRCW3 Three Gates Environmental & other 

considerations 

6. Whilst the initial site was promoted by another operator, Smiths 

have an interest in the land here as the operator of Cotswold Hill 

Quarry which is identified as the ‘historic permission’. It is somewhat 

misleading to say that the site is currently inactive and has no 

infrastructure in place and as such has a ‘disadvantage’. Cotswold Hill 

Quarry is currently making a contribution to the supply of crushed 

rock in Gloucestershire. On this basis Smiths do not consider that this 

site should be a contingency and should be confirmed as a site 

allocation. 

7. The operator who promoted the site has recently been acquired by 

With regards to the inactive status of 

Three Gates Quarry please refer to 

question 4.11 of the consultation 

response report bearing in mind that 

although its location is adjacent to 

Cotswold Hill Quarry they are two 

very different operations with 

separate permission. 

Whilst support for this site is noted, it 

has been decided not to take Area A 

of CRCW3A forward into the draft 

MLP. Please refer to question 4.11 of 
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another major quarrying company and as such there may be 

opportunities for working site allocation B and the existing quarry A 

and the historic permission as a single operational unit making a very 

efficient stone quarry and as such the site should be promoted in the 

Minerals Plan. 

8. The Environmental Considerations stated that the site is 

disadvantaged by a lack of infrastructure and suitable access. 

Infrastructure in terms of processing plant is not a constraint as the 

current availability of mobile plant covers an extensive array of 

processing operations and it is common for quarries to be worked 

under contract on a campaign basis. As for the access this is currently 

serving Cotswold Hill Quarry and used for the movement of 

aggregates. 

the consultation response report for 

consideration of the site. 

848952 

Mr 

David 

Sandy 
 

I am writing in response to the Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan 

Site Options and Draft Policy Framework Consultation document. I 

have read the Policy Framework consultation document and whilst I 

cannot claim to have understood all the points made, I understand the 

need for a continuing supply of aggregate and building stone from this 

area. However, I wish to express a number of comments and concerns, 

which lead to the suggestions that the Three Gates site be dropped 

from the Policy Framework document and that measures be adopted 

to reduce the negative impact on Ford of the expansion of the Oathill 

site. 

1. My most pressing concern is regarding the potential expansion of 

the Three Gates Site (CRCW3). It seems to me that the area 

highlighted as the Potential Site Allocation is far too close to the 

village of Ford in general and of Ford Manor in particular. This site is 

currently unused but if reactivated, workings at the site would 

generate noise and dust which would affect most of Ford. As 

proposed, the quarry area would be clearly visible from the road when 

approaching Ford and as such detract from the rural nature of the area 

in a designated AONB. 

I also understand that guidelines exist that require a minimum distance 

of such sites from public roads and from residential areas; the area 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 
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shown on the plan appears to contravene these guidelines. 

I believe that this proposed site should be dropped from the proposal. 

2. My second concern is with regard to the impact of traffic on both 

the proposed Three Gates site (CRCW3) and the existing/proposed 

Oathill site (CRCW4). I have lived in Ford since 2003. Over the past 

few years, I have become aware of an increasing volume of HGV 

traffic using the B4077. This traffic starts at around 5:30 am. As the 

B4077 passes through Ford (in the direction of Stow), it descends to a 

tight left hand bend, then rises to a tight right hand bend. Two HGVs 

have difficulty passing in sections of this stretch of the road. There 

have been a number of accidents, (including one fatality), involving 

cars and other vehicles at the left hand bend and there is potential for 

an HGV to cause a serious accident, resulting in loss of life, were a 

driver to lose control of his vehicle at this point. Any further increase 

in the volume of HGV traffic passing through Ford would increase the 

likelihood of such an accident occurring as well is increasing the risk 

of accident to pedestrians and cyclists (hikers use the road through 

Ford where it forms part of the Gloucestershire way and it is a popular 

route with cyclists). Whilst I have no objection to the expansion of the 

Oathill quarry, I would ask that HGV traffic be routed away from the 

B4077 at Ford, which is unsuitable for traffic of this type. 

3. My final point concerns potential health issues and as related to 

both previous points. With the increase in HGV traffic, I have noticed 

a significant increase in the level of dust and grit. This is most 

noticeable on cars parked outside my house and that of my neighbours 

in Ford. Re-opening the Three Gates quarry and any additional traffic 

generated on the B4077 as a result of the expansion of the Oathill 

quarry would result in further increases in dust. 

I believe that before any decisions are made concerning both these 

quarries, an environmental survey should be undertaken to measure 

dust levels (particularly during dry weather) to determine whether the 

current or potential future dust levels represent a threat to health, or 

perhaps contravene any limits that might exist. If conducted now, this 

study would form a baseline against which future studies could 
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highlight any worsening (or improvement) to the environment in Ford 

as quarry expansion occurs. 

In summary, I accept that the county needs the resources that these 

quarries produce and would not wish to make a blanket objection. I 

feel that the re-opening and expansion of the Three Gates Site would 

have too great an impact on Ford in environmental terms and this 

should be dropped from the Policy Framework document. I also feel 

that Ford is already adversely affected by the Oathill (and possibly the 

Huntsman quarries) and as part of any expansion, I would wish to see 

measure put in place to re-route HGV traffic in order to safeguard the 

village, accompanied by an environmental study in Ford to enable the 

impact of expansion to be tracked and controlled. 

853164 
Ms 

Waller 

Temple Guiting Parish 

Council 

CRCW2 Huntsmans Parcel A 

There appears to be some confusion in the site description on page 57. 

Parcel A would appear to be an appropriate site for an extension to 

Huntsmans Quarry. 

See later comments on Parcel E (section 5 below) which might be 

worked to a greater depth for crushed rock once the slate beds have 

been exhausted. 

CRCW2 Huntsmans Parcel B 

This would appear to be another potential location for the extraction 

of crushed rock, though ownership and proximity to Chalk Hill Farm 

may mitigate against it. 

CRCW2 Huntsmans Parcel C 

This is not within Temple Guiting Parish and may seek to amend this 

commend in the light of Naunton Parish Council's response. 

While this would appear to be the most logical site for the extension 

of Huntsmans Quarry, its proximity to Summerhill and the topography 

of the site must give cause for concern, hence the stated need for 

landscape assessments. 

CRCW3 Three Gates 

Temple Guiting Parish Council strenuously opposes the inclusion of 

Parcel A in the MLP, even as a contingency as stated on page 60. 

Parcel B, in the ownership of Huntsmans (Breedon), has been inactive 

It would be helpful if the area of 

confusion in the site description could 

be identified so that it can be clarified. 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the other issues raised have been 

considered. 
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since the early 1960s. Parcel A is in different ownership and more 

than four miles away from Huntsmans current quarry (with its 

ancillary operations), so it is puzzling how Huntsmans are promoting 

this as a possible extension or relocation of their existing quarrying 

operation. 

Why Parcel A should not be included in the MLP: 

The inclusion of Parcel A in the MLP would constitute a significant 

new development within the Cotswolds AONB. 

The topography of the site (open farmland sloping steeply to the 

south-east) is such that the quarry would be an unwelcome visual and 

environmental intrusion in the relatively unspoilt Upper Windrush 

Valley, with its open fields and woodland. 

The quarry would be visible from the historic Buckle Street, from the 

B4077 at various points, from the internationally renowned Jackdaws 

Castle racing operation, from the Cotswold Way National Footpath 

and from the villages of Cutsdean and Ford. It would be impossible to 

conceal the site by creating a bund or planting trees and, however the 

quarry might be operated, it would therefore have a significant 

adverse impact on the integrity of the distinctive landscape of this area 

within the Cotswolds AONB. 

The ancillary equipment required to operate an 8 hectare quarry would 

constitute a significant development within the AONB, and if the site 

was used for operations other than crushed stone production, as is the 

case at Huntsmans' existing site, this would constitute an even greater 

intrusive development within the AONB. 

The immediate proximity of the site to the village of Ford (with its 

listed buildings and conservation area) is another significant factor. It 

would out of keeping with all existing quarry operations in the 

Cotswolds AONB, and indeed nationally, to locate a new quarry 

immediately adjacent to a village. 

Although residents of Ford have to endure some noise, dust and fumes 

from passing traffic, the noise and dust from the quarry, as well as the 

increased traffic, would be totally contrary to the declarations in 

Spatial Vision (2.2.5): "a clean, green, healthy and safe place to live 
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work and visit" and Strategic Priority (2.3.4): "to protect, and where 

appropriate enhance the quality of the landscapes, habitats, heritage 

and other environmental assets". 

There are also significant highways issues. It is difficult to envisage 

how access might be provided safely for a new and large quarry at this 

location, close to the accident prone Three Gates cross-roads and onto 

the equally accident prone steep hill leading down to the river crossing 

in Ford. 

The strength of local feeling will no doubt be expressed through 

individual representations but the near record attendance and 

expressions of concern at a recent Temple Guiting Parish Council 

meeting, when this matter was discussed, would confirm this 

assessment. 

It is difficult to envisage a more inappropriate site for a quarry in the 

Cotswolds AONB. It would be a visual and environmental disaster for 

all who live, work and visit this area. 

CRCW4 Oathill 

It is difficult to understand how an extension to this quarry has come 

to be included in the MLP within the section relating to the production 

of crushed stone in view of the statements on page 62 relating to the 

current quarry operation: building stone and not aggregate production. 

The operator has confirmed to the Parish Council that the primary 

purpose of this quarry is to produced the highly valued (three types of) 

Guiting building stone. 

Temple Guiting Parish Council has no objection in principle to the 

designation of Area A as a potential extension to the existing quarry 

for the primary purpose of producing high quality building stone. 

However the inclusion of the quarry and Area A in the MLP for 

production of crushed rock is not supported. 

There are also topographical and environmental issues relating to the 

extension of this quarry which will need to be addressed at the 

planning application phase, notably to do with minimizing visual and 

noise impact, as well as conserving the ecology of the location. 

854626 Cllr 
 

The proposed increase in extraction should be concentrated on Please refer to question 4.11 of the 
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Nigel 

Moor 

existing sites. Even as a contingency CRCW3 ( Three Gates ) is 

unacceptable because as it is currently inactive it has no real 

infrastructure or suitable access in place.There is no justification for 

causing blight and uncertainty to the local community by allocating 

this site. 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No observations Noted 

854651 Respondent Oathill Quarry Ltd 

We wish to support the allocation within the Minerals Local Plan of 

site number CRCW4 Oathill - an important quarry for building stone 

supply but notable also for its hybrid nature in that it also produces 

some crushed rock. 

Support for Oathill Quarry noted. 

However, the MPA is proposing not 

to take forward Area A of CRFD4 

into the draft MLP. Please refer to 

question 4.11 of the consultation 

summary report for the consideration 

of the site. 

854785 
Sarah 

Munday  

I wish to object to one site proposal in the Gloucestershire Minerals 

Local Plan Site Options and Draft Policy Framework (Summer 2014). 

The site in question is site number CRCW3 'Three Gates'. I regard the 

site option as being inappropriate in terms of planning policy for 

various reasons. These are: 

- The site is currently inactive and therefore does not have any 

suitable infrastructure and/or access in place. The County Council 

should consider the site as unacceptable due to inadequate access and 

safety concerns on a stretch of road (B4077) which has had numerous 

serious road accidents, including fatalities, in recent years. 

- The site is located within the Cotswolds AONB and it is considered 

that there are several other site options which can be allocated within 

the plan, which are much more suitable. 

- There is an adjacent and important (and well used) right of way, 'The 

Gloucestershire Way', which would be adversely impacted were the 

site to come forward. 

- The site would have severe amenity and community impacts. The 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 
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site is located less than ten meters from the nearest residential 

dwelling and adjacent to the 18th Century Grade II Listed Ford 

Manor. The impact on the Manor and several other nearby dwellings - 

many of which are located within 100 meters of the edge of the 

proposed site - would be extreme and unable to be sufficiently 

mitigated. 

I urge you reconsider the use of this site for the proposed 

development, and seek a more appropriate site for this proposed 

venture. 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Not CRCW3 or 4 due to impacts on popular part of Cotswolds AONB 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 

854931 

Mr 

Mike 

Carr 
 

Re proposed Daglingworth Quarry Extension - ref CRCW1. We 

strongly object to the proposal for a number of reasons including : 

- our property is within 250metres of the proposed site 

- our property is a Listed Building 

- there are a number of listed buildings in close proximity to the site 

and we are concerned about the impact on Heritage assets 

- the site would be visually prominent on high ground 

- the site is adjacent to a major 'A' Road which will impact adversely 

if dust from the Quarry travels across the road. 

- the site would affect an established definitive right of way which 

divides the existing site from the proposed site 

- noise pollution / vibration from the extraction processes 

- increased traffic impact on the local road network 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 

854951 

Mrs 

Sunita 

Burke 

Vice Chairman 

Temple Guiting Parish 

Council 

Three Gates Quarry and Oat Hill Quarries are Building Stone Quarry 

and not aggregates.The expansion would have a detrimental impact on 

the villagers who would be subjected to increase in the number of 

lorries on the road, dust and pollution, increased noise levels. Change 

of use from a building stone quarry to aggregates, and expansion of 

business. In addition to that loss of green space and agricultural land. 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 
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855015 

Mr 

George 

Ewart-Perks 
 

Objection - Three Gates Quarry CRCW3 

I am writing with a vehement objection to the above mentioned 

quarry. There are numerous reasons why this proposal should be 

thrown out with immediate effect, and I want to outline the most 

salient below: 

1). The proposed site is extremely proximate to a Grade II listed 

building (Ford Manor) and the quarry would have a detrimental effect 

on the building and surrounding area (dust, noise, vehicular access). 

The council takes a strong line on the protection of Graded buildings 

and areas of outstanding natural beauty (and rightly so), and so to 

approve a quarry so close would be contrary to many of your 

principles and would go against the grain. 

2). I am deeply concerned by the lack of obvious vehicular access, 

with the only legitimate option being out on to an already dangerous 

stretch of 'B' road. In addition, the area is already heavily quarried and 

the new site would increase the number of lorries on country roads - 

adding to the danger. Further, I am concerned by the current number 

or lorries damaging parts of The Cotswolds eg their use of the bridge 

in Upper Swell, which has caused noticeable damage and incurred 

great cost. The area is also a prime area for the training of horses, and 

the quarry would increase the danger to horsemen and women and I 

can imagine the increased dust would effect both equine and human 

health. 

3). In keeping with point 1, the quarry would be very close to the 

village of Ford, causing great disturbance via noise, dust and 

increased traffic. Ford has a hugely successful pub, a pillar of he 

community and the surrounding area and probably the most successful 

pub in the North Cotswolds. To build a quarry nearby would have a 

detrimental effect on commerce/trade - it would certainly be visible 

from the village. 

In sum of the above points, I propose that this site is withdrawn with 

immediate effect. The location suggested in nonsensical, and you have 

other, far more viable options that wouldn't cause anywhere near as 

much disruption. 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 
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855335 

Alison 

Clifton-

Barnard 
 

4.2.3 Crushed rock resources and quarries in Gloucestershire 

This section states that "The emerging spatial strategy in this 

consultation document suggests that it is appropriate and sustainable 

to make provision in the Cotswold resource area to meet local 

provision" and goes on to say that "as well as providing for 

aggregates, the quarries within the AONB also provide for other 

construction products that contribute to the local vernacular and 

character of the Cotswolds AONB". While I believe that there is 

justification for providing materials for local use, there is no definition 

of the extent of what could be considered as local. The unacceptably 

high level of HGV traffic connected with quarrying in some areas of 

the Cotswolds, including minor roads, suggests that these materials 

are being transported over a much wider area than could be considered 

local. 

4.4 S¡te Allocations 

When considering the site options within the Jurassic limestone area it 

is clear from the figures in paragraph 4.2.8 (Table 3) that there is no 

expected shortfall within the Plan period to 2030 and only a small 

shortfall by 2040. This shortfall could be met by any one of the 

proposed options and I therefore submit that only one of the options 

needs to be taken forward into the MLP 

I wish to comment on four of the site options in detail: 

Site option CRCW1: Daglingworth 

I refer to the response made to the Consultation Document by CPRE 

Gloucestershire Branch that this would appear to be the most 

environmentally acceptable site and would supply sufficient resource 

over the plan period. CPRE's response describes the existing site as 

'well managed and has Ììttle landscape impact. lt is very well placed 

for access to the major road network. The proposed extension will 

also be very well screened from view largely because of the way the 

land lies and the existing screening planting. There may be future 

gains in sinking the plant further into the quany. It ís true that 

provision will have to be made to accommodate the bridleway which 

would cross between the existing and new extension but we believe 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 
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this could be easily done with a brídge over a connecting road/track 

between the two major areas of workings'. 

Site option CRCW2: Huntsmans 

Any allocation at this site does have the advantage of existing plant 

and access being in place. However, Huntsman's quarry is accessed 

through relatively minor roads and any increase in traffic levels would 

have a significant impact on the road capacity. This applies especially 

to the minor road known as Buckle Street which runs between 

Bourton-on-the-Water and the A44 at Fish Hill above Broadway. 

lndeed, the increased development of this site this would be at odds 

with the Proposed Strategic Priority 7: Transport (Section 2.3.4) 

which aims to 'To reduce the impact of hauling minerals by road and 

encourage more sustainable forms of transport, including necessaty 

imprcvemenfs fo infrastructurc. Where transporlation by road is the 

only practicable option, roads unsuitable for HGVs will be avoided'. 

Any expansion at Huntsmans should therefore be limited to roughly 

existing levels of production and activity. 

Site option CRGW3: Three gates 

This site should not be considered as an option for precisely the 

environmental and other consideratíons that are outlined in the 

Consultation Document. Firstly the site is located in the AONB, 

adjacent to the village of Ford. The impact of opening up this site 

would have a highly adverse impact on both the landscape and on the 

local community. The site would be on a steeply sloping east facing 

hillside which would be clearly visible both to the village of Ford and 

to passing traffic on the main road and from footpaths in the area. Any 

development of this site would significantly damage the landscape in 

this part of the AONB. 

The site is currently inactive and there is no infrastructure in place. lt 

is at a particularly dangerous stretch of the B4077 which rises steeply 

to a blind crossroads. There is no suitable access either directly onto 

the B4077 or onto either of the minor roads to Temple Guiting or 

Farmcote. The B4077 between Stow-on-the-Wold and Toddington 

already has an unacceptably high level of lorry traffic, much of which 
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is directly associated with quarrying and it would be entirely 

inappropriate within the setting of the AONB for this to be increased. 

lndeed this would be at odds with the Proposed strategic Priority 7: 

Transport (Section 2.9.4)'To reduce the impact of hauling minerals by 

road and encourage more sustainabte forms of transport, including 

necessary/ improvements to infrastructure. Where transportation by 

road is the only practicable option, roads unsuitable for HGVs will be 

avoided'. 

ln addition, a section of the Gloucestershire Way which runs along the 

site's southern boundary would be materially affected by any opening 

up of this site. your own proposed policy on mineral development 

(Section 8.2.5) states that 'Mineral development, which affects defined 

public rights of way, will only be permitted if provision is made for an 

appropriate divercion unless, in exceptional circumstances, the 

Míneral Planning Authority considers that such a diverson is not 

required. ln addition, the Mineral Planning Authority will not permit 

proposals, which are likely to materially affect National Trails' 

The impact on the people of Ford, Cutsdean, Temple Guiting, 

Taddington, Upper Coscombe and Stanway Hill of any working of 

this site, together with associated infrastructure and the resultant 

increase in lorry traffic sits directly at odds with your expressed 

spatial vísion of these Cotswold villages and hamlets being clean, 

green,healthy and safe places in which to live. 

Site option CRGW4: Oathill 

This site should not be considered as an option for precisely the 

environmental and other considerations that are outlined in the MLP. 

The current site is tucked in under the hillside and well screened from 

view. The proposed extension would bring Quarrying onto the ridge 

above where it would be highly visible. This area is currently beech 

woodland and underlain with native British bluebells in the spring, 

The working of this site would have significantly adverse effect on the 

landscape within the AONB and it should not be designated as a 

Preferred Area for aggregate production. lt would have a similar 

impact on the road network to that detailed ín my response to 
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Huntsmans Quarry (above). 

856698 

Captain 

Alex 

Green 
 

I wish to object to one site proposal in the Gloucestershire Minerals 

Local Plan Site Options and Draft Policy Framework (Summer 2014). 

The site in question is site number CRCW3 'Three Gates'. I regard the 

site option as being inappropriate in terms of planning policy for 

various reasons. These are: 

• The site is currently inactive and therefore does not have any 

suitable infrastructure and/or access in place. The County Council 

should consider the site as unacceptable due to inadequate access and 

safety concerns on a stretch of road (B4077) which has had numerous 

serious road accidents, including fatalities, in recent years. 

• The site is located within the Cotswolds AONB and it is considered 

that there are several other site options which can be allocated within 

the plan, which are much more suitable. 

• There is an adjacent and important (and well used) right of way, 'The 

Gloucestershire Way', which would be adversely impacted were the 

site to come forward. 

• The site would have severe amenity and community impacts. The 

site is located less than ten meters from the nearest residential 

dwelling and adjacent to the 18th Century Grade II Listed Ford 

Manor. The impact on the Manor and several other nearby dwellings - 

many of which are located within 100 meters of the edge of the 

proposed site - would be extreme and unable to be sufficiently 

mitigated. 

I urge you reconsider the use of this site for the proposed 

development, and seek a more appropriate site for this proposed 

venture. 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 

856783 

Mr & Mrs 

Michael 

Bochmann 
 

We are writing to you rather than completing the questionnaire as the 

latter does not sastify the points we wish to make. 

You will see from our address that we live in the village of Ford in 

close proximity to the proposed site option CRCW3: Three Gates at 

Ford and also near to Site Option CRCW2: Huntsmans and Site 

Option CRCW4: Oathill. 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation summary report where 

all of the issues raised have been 

considered. 
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Our primary concern is regarding Three Gates, in that this site is 

clearly unsuitable as a potential quarry for the following reasons: 

Being within the AONB this site needs to be protected for the sake of 

the environment in and around Ford: the effects of removing the 

hillside below which Ford is nestled would be devastating to the 

residents, wildlife, walkers and all who pass through the village by 

foot, cycle or vehicle. 

In particular it would open up the landscape, with potentially 

significant impact in the winter from bad weather, especially 

considering the problems already encountered at the junctions where 

several minor roads join the B4077 on the steep hillside down into 

Ford. 

Stone dust and mud in this area would be extremely dangerous. The 

single track road leading from the junction of the B4077 with the 

Temple Guiting Road at the south side of the site in question is 

heavily used at primary school drop off and pick up times. 

Air pollution and noise pollution from quarrying works would also be 

unacceptable. The noise of blasting, sirens, machinery and lorries 

within the village, so close to housing would be untenable. The 

current level of road haulage along the B4077 is already causing 

problems to the residents with regard noise, dust, vibration and safety. 

Increased emissions would be added to these concerns. 

We would therefore suggest that measures should be looked at to 

reduce road haulage in the vicinity of Ford not to increase it. 

Site option CRCW2: Huntsmans 

Including Huntsmans in the MLP as a site for increased production 

could also only increase the pressure on the local roads, and therefore 

is not appropriate. 

Site Option CRCW4: Oathill 

As well as the road haulage issue, increasing the area to include the 

beech woodland uphill of the current site would be environmentally 

unacceptable. 

To summarise, our views are that Three Gates should not be included 

in the MLP at all and that Huntsmans and Oathill are not suitable for 
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increased levels of production. 

871208 Respondent 
Dawson Truck and 

Trailer Ltd 

We act on behalf of the land and mineral owner of the site referred to 

in the Document as CRCW2 Huntsman’s, Parcel E- Tinkers Barn 

Quarry. This parcel forms part of the Parcel A under the same 

reference for Mineral safeguarding. The owner of Parcel E, our Client, 

is Dawson Rentals Truck and Trailer Ltd, and is currently operated 

under Lease by Cotswold Stone Quarries. 

Our Client supports the inclusion of the Parcel A as a mineral 

safeguarding area for aggregates. Our Client is supportive of the 

Parcel A being allocated for aggregates production as well as, and in 

conjunction with, the existing building stone operations. Therefore, 

the comment in the Document that “there could be deliverability 

issues associated with the existing small building stone quarry 

(Tinkers Barn) which is currently operated as a tiling stone quarry by 

a different operator and is located within Parcel A” is not applicable 

and should be removed or amended to reflect the fact that aggregates 

could be produced in conjunction with and following the extraction of 

the good quality Building Stone which lies over the stone suitable for 

aggregates. Furthermore, the comment refers to the existing quarry 

producing Tiling Stone. In addition to Tiling Stone, the quarry also 

produces, Walling and Building stone. 

Our Client and the current operator are actively considering a 

planning application for aggregate production at Tinkers Barn Quarry 

(Parcel E) and the operator has been in contact with the planning 

department to discuss a possible application which would see 

aggregate production at Tinkers Barn quarry. 

Quarrying for aggregate at Tinkers Barn quarry could readily take 

place using mobile plant and would have the benefit of being an 

existing quarry location which has the benefit of existing 

infrastructure and facilities, has been tested through the planning 

process, and would represent a more sustainable approach to 

maximising the limestone resource whilst minimising the impact on 

the environment and the AONB. 

Whilst it is possible that the aggregates from Parcel E could be linked 

For clarification purposes. The site 

was being considered in the recent 

consultation as a potential preferred 

area for mineral working. This is 

slightly different to the allocation of a 

mineral safeguarding area. A mineral 

safeguarding area protects mineral 

resources from sterilisation by 

inappropriate development with no 

presumption that the minerals will 

ever be worked, whereas a preferred 

area offers a surety that (subject to 

satisfying national and local policy 

requirements) the land would be 

available for mineral working. It is 

likely that the existing Tinkers Barn 

Quarry would be safeguarded anyway 

through the proposed mineral 

safeguarding policy and allocations 

along with other mineral operations in 

the county. 

A second clarification is that it is 

recognised that Tinkers Barn Quarry 

also produces building stone and 

walling stone. The reason that tiling 

stone was specifically referenced is 

that Tinkers Barn is an important 

quarry being one of the few quarries 

actually producing tiling stone 

whereas almost all Cotswold 

limestone quarries in Gloucestershire 

produce building and walling stone. It 

is acknowledged that this could be 
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to Huntsman’s operations, our Client believes that it would be anti-

competitive to restrain the allocation, or pre-empt possible future 

applications for permissions, to being linked to Huntsman’s operations 

at this stage. It would be for the due process of a full planning 

application to determine whether aggregates production at these sites 

stand on their own merit. We therefore propose that the Parcel A is 

treated as an allocation for aggregates separate to the other 

Huntsman’s Allocations. 

made clearer in any future description 

of the site. 

The third clarification is that the plan 

is not proposing to allocate sites 

specifically for building stone. The 

reasons for this are outlined in 

paragraph 5.2.3 of the consultation 

document. 

When considering whether Tinkers 

Barn should be an independent 

allocation in its own right, the issue of 

importance is that the site is located 

within the Cotswolds AONB. Please 

refer to consultation summary report 

for detailed explanation. 

However, it needs to be recognised 

that all quarries producing aggregates 

in the AONB are doing so under 

exceptional circumstances. The 2003 

MLP limited significant aggregate 

production to the two quarries at 

Huntsmans and Daglingworth with 

other small quantities of aggregate 

working being allowed primarily as 

unavoidable consequence of 

facilitating building stone extraction 

that can be advantageous in achieving 

efficient working. This practice is 

presently restricted under extant 

conditions. These operations have 

been assessed and deemed acceptable 

in planning terms for this purpose. It 

is also likely that less harmful 

aggregate extraction can be secured 
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by way of extensions to these 

operations for the purpose of 

maintaining adequate supplies into the 

future, where this is deemed 

necessary. The existing Tinkers Barn 

operation is supplying non-aggregate 

minerals – mostly building stone, and 

a change in this circumstance at this 

locality through the provision of 

extended, intensified aggregate 

working, risks inconsistency with 

national minerals policy. The MPA 

acknowledge some aggregate 

extraction has occurred within the 

existing quarry in the past and this 

may be carried out in the future. At 

this time no evidence has been 

presented to the MPA to justify a 

change in current aggregate supply 

restrictions. 

Please refer to question 4.11 of the 

consultation response report for 

consideration of the site. 
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Section 4 – UTV Justification 
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ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 
Sand & Gravel UTV Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Continuing the mining and processing in established areas is preferable 

to developing new sites 
Noted 

849901 

Mr 

Andrew 

Scarth 
 

SGCW6 Charlham Farm: 

I object to this area being included in the final site options on the 

following grounds: 

a) The site is far too close to the settlement of Down Ampney which 

would be severely affected by noise, dust, and air pollution. The 

settlement also has the potential of SGCW5 as well as the site in 

Wiltshire south of Down Ampney Road to the west which already has 

permission for extraction. 

b) The site runs next to (and over at the north end) a bridleway which 

runs from Down Ampney to Ampney St Peter. This bridleway is very 

popular with walkers and riders. The workings would severely detract 

from this important amenity. 

c) The predominately negative scores in the document entitled 

"Sustainability Appraisal including Strategic Environmental 

Assessment". See my comments in this section. 

SGCW5 Down Ampney: 

I object to this area being included in the final site options on the 

following grounds: 

a) The site is far too close to the settlement of Down Ampney which 

would be severely affected by noise, dust, and air pollution. The 

settlement also has the potential of SGCW6 as well as the site in 

Wiltshire south of Down Ampney Road to the west which already has 

permission for extraction. 

b) The site covers an area of significant recent archaeological 

importance being the airfield from where paratroops and gliders took 

off for Operation Overlord and Operation Market Garden in 1944 and 

to where significant numbers of casualties were evacuated. These may 

be events which are at present within living memory but to future 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 
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generations will be no less important than the Battle of Hastings is now. 

c) The predominately negative scores in the document entitled 

"Sustainability Appraisal including Strategic Environmental 

Assessment". See my comments in this section. 

850887 

Mr 

Adrian 

Lines 
 

Kempsford 

This application is based on the 2003 Minerals local plan which was a 

plan for the following 7 years. Through no fault of mine or the other 

locals affected by this application we have been denied the right to be 

consulted every 7 years with regard to the Minerals Local Plan. I have 

just returned from a meeting and been told that it is tough that the 

consultation is some 4 years late and I will have to live with the fact 

that due to GCC inability to carry out regular reviews of such things as 

the MLP I will have to face the consequences of their inaction. I believe 

the application should be put on hold until this review has been 

completed and any amendments to the 2003 plan are made. 

There is no statutory right to be 

consulted every 7 years on a Minerals 

Plan. Current national policy as 

contained within the NPPF is suggesting 

that plans should be generally based on a 

15 year period. 

There was a decision made by the 

Secretary of State under transitional 

arrangements which saved all of the site 

allocations and some of the policies for a 

longer period than the 2003 MLP ran 

for. This means that the development 

plan as is stands is the saved aspects of 

the 2003 adopted plan and the 

application is currently being determined 

against a valid development plan 

allocation. Therefore there is no reason 

on prematurity grounds to delay 

determination of the application. 

850888 

Mr 

Kevin 

Starling 
 

Thanks for your time at the consultation for the Mineral Plans at 

Kempsford Village earlier this evening. As discussed, pleased could 

you provide some feedback on the apparent lack of compliance to the 

original planning application for Manor Farm quarry at Kempsford with 

respect to maintaining a ‘dry’ quarry face. 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 

852010 

Mr 

Daniel 

Leighton 
 

Absolutely disgusting to think that a quarry can be created at the end of 

my garden and many others gardens in our lovely rural village at Down 

Ampney - it beggars belief that this site can be even considered when 

such an impact on the community could occur as a result 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 
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852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
As per above Noted 

852303 

Mr 

Robert 

O'Hara 
 

A- This area was excluded from an earlier application due to the 

presence of Roman archaeology. The adjacent extraction area at Stubbs 

Farm is undergoing restoration. The small size of the site may also 

mean that it is potentially not viable. 

B- There has been no landowner or mineral operator interest received 

so far in this process, so the potential deliverability of the parcel is 

questionable. 

C- The road network between this and the A419(T) is not suitable to 

support the increased HGV traffic. Especially with the increased 

housing development in Kempsford. 

D- Contains lighting associated with the runway at RAF Fairford which 

will impact upon the potential deliverability of this parcel. 

E&F- Proximity of the River Coln and Jenner’s Farm field will impact 

upon the potential quantity of sand and gravel resources available in 

these areas. 

The operator of Thornhill Farm/Coln Quarry is no longer interested in 

parcel E therefore this site will not be able to contribute until the end of 

the plan period. 

All landowners are being contacted prior 

to the production of the draft MLP and 

the potential deliverability of the site 

during the plan period will be an 

important consideration in determining 

which sites are taken forward into the 

draft MLP. 

Please also refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 

852999 

Mrs 

Gemma 

Ormond 
 

Parcel C includes our home and garden (just south of Castle Hill Farm 

on the map, at the '79' height point), which we own and yet is included 

in this parcel of land proposed by Coop. For evidence, I refer you to our 

Land Registry entry GR201063 which clearly states our land ownership 

This will be taken into consideration 

when determining the boundaries of any 

sites taken forward into the draft MLP. 

802210 

Mr 

Ed 

Halford 

Highways England 

SGCW1: Dryleaze Farm/Shorncote 

3.7km to the A417 

If the site was operated as an extension and did not increase existing 

annual output then it is unlikely that there would be highway issues, but 

a transport assessment would still be required. 

SGCW2: Cerney Wick 

1.5km to the A419 

A transport accessment would be required 

Comments noted and where applicable 

will be incorporated into the 

requirements for the draft MLP. 
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SRN Impact: Unlikely given the existing quarry 

SGCW3: Horcott/Lady Lamb Farm 

6.3km to the A419 

If the parcels were to be worked in isolation, the suitability of the 

highways and the potential limit to highway capacity must be 

established. This will be a key issue as to whether the parcels of land 

can operate as stand alone operations. 

SGCW4: Kempsford/Whelford 

10km to the A419 

It is anticipated that any parcels coming forward would be as an 

extension to existing operations and unlikely to increase existing road 

movements. Existing access and infrastructure are significant 

advantages. However a transport assessment would still be required. 

SGCW5: Down Ampney 

Closest parcel of land 260m to the A419 

There could be highways restrictions and therefore transport 

assessments could be required. 

SRN Impact: Given the proximity to the A419 there could be an impact 

on the network and therefore mitigation could be required. 

SGCW6: Charlham Farm 

1.5km to the A419 

Currently no infrastructure, a transport assessment would be required. 

SRN Impact: Given the proximity to the A419 there is potential for an 

impact on the network and therefore mitigation could be required. 

SGCW7: Whetstone Bridge 

3km to the A419 

There is an undetermined planning application with parcels A and B, 

however notwithstanding these outcomes highway issue will need to be 

addressed. 

SRN Impact: Unlikely to be an impact, however, not an existing quarry 

SGCW1: Spratsgate Lane 

4.6km to the A417 and A419 

Notwithstanding the outcome of an undetermined planning application 

on site, it is considered that highways issues will need addressing. 
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848193 

Mr 

Matthew 

Coplestone 

Earthline Ltd 

Earthline Ltd support the inclusion of a slightly revised area of sand and 

gravel working based on site A. 

Earthline propose that the boundaries of the site be revised to include 

land northwards up to the bridleway and westwards around the existing 

lake (a site plan can be provided). 

Suggest that additional information can be provided within the site 

description as follows: 

Site area of extraction: 2 hectares 

Sand and Gravel Yield: 55,000 tonnes 

This is a viable deposit for which there is developer (Earthline Ltd) 

interest in the site. A planning application is being scoped through the 

pre application process with a view to submission to the planning 

authority before the end of 2014. 

The mineral can be extracted whilst respecting the amenity of local 

people and the local landscape and important constraints including the 

water environment and the archaeological interest of the site can be 

managed to avoid harm. 

A scheme which includes infilling and restoration to agriculture to 

reduce the size of the present lake would be beneficial in reducing bird 

strike risk for Fairford Aerodrome. 

Noted. These comments have taken into 

account when determining which sites 

are taken forward into the draft MLP. 

854202 

Mr 

Antony 

Matthews 
 

Firstly, many thanks for a well-staffed and clearly displayed 

presentation at the DA Village Hall. Although I have been involved on 

Parish planning sub-committees for many years, I write as an 

individual. 

The proposal in SGCW6 is a new one, further to the potential for the 

working of the airfield and associated areas (SGCW5) that has been 

known of for a number of years. The area in SGCW6 is productive farm 

land and access would be very difficult, seemingly only through Area 

B. Critically, the boundary shown is exceptionally unusual in being 

right up against a quiet residential area: the noise and dust would be 

completely unacceptable. I cannot think of another example within our 

county (or neighbouring ones) where submitted allocations come so 

close to habitation, other than perhaps very isolated farms. 

In addition, the area provides amenity for walking on the bridleway and 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 
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any working for minerals creates the potential for exacerbating flooding 

concerns in the southwest corner of A (and C). My view is that the 

yield from SGCW5, including the possibility of airfield extraction 

during the tail end of the time-scale of the MLP (or more likely a phase 

beyond it in the case of the airfield) should suffice for Down Ampney's 

contribution; any working of Area 6 would be unreasonable within the 

time frame being assessed. 

If a need for county aggregate (say 20+ years ahead) could not be met 

by utilising less sensitive areas, then I believe a southern boundary 

restriction on SGCW6 should be placed at the northern edge of sub-area 

C; this would provide a substantial buffer zone of about 700m. Of 

course, this would mean a 25% loss of yield from the southern end of A 

(and all of C would be unworkable). 

854356 

Mr 

Stuart 

Wellman 
 

Area 6, A, B & C is too close to residential properties; its southern 

boundary needs to be c. 800m further north to be even somewhat 

acceptable. 

The boundaries of the area being 

consulted upon was as presented to the 

MPA. Additional work is being 

undertaken on all of the sites which will 

inform the MPA with regards to drawing 

boundaries. 

Please also refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854399 

Mr 

Alastair 

Madams 
 

Our property lies at 68 Castle Hill Farm, Nr Down Ampney, Cricklade 

Wilts SN6 6LN - grid reference SU 11713 97237 and would be 

surrounded entirely by SGCW5 parcel C - we are in fact somewhat 

dismayed that having lived here with full ownership of the property for 

7 years that we have not been consulted by the parish or county council 

regarding any of these proposed sites until now. Nor has our attached 

neighbour at No 67. The planning officer we met at the open meeting 

was not at all aware our properties were privately owned and I believe 

had been led to understand they were under the ownership of the Coop. 

SGCW5 parcel A&B - significant quality of life impacts relating to 

noise, traffic and dust. 

All the neighbouring access roads already have a significant volume of 

There has not been any consultation on 

the MLP which considered these sites 

during the 7 year period prior to the site 

options consultation. You would not 

necessarily have been consulted upon 

any planning application more than 

250m from your property but the 

planning application was widely 

advertised and the parish council would 

have been notified. 

The future intentions of the Wellcome 

Trust will be an important factor in 
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quarry traffic - approx 1 in 4 vehicles using the roads here is a quarry 

truck. They travel at high speeds on relatively small rural roads. 

Given the tonnage of the gravel extraction the quarry would be open for 

many years (c 20yrs) making it impossible to remain in residence to 

wait till the extraction process is complete. 

This land is Grade A agricultural land and should be kept in food 

production. 

The site opposite our house has recently been granted planning 

permission by your council for a very high production Biodigester 

using cereals produced by the Down Ampney estate - if mineral 

production were to go-ahead then the farm could not produce sufficient 

yield to feed the Biodigester. 

The whole farm has now been sold to the Wellcome Trust and we are 

not aware of their plans to produce sand / gravel - we do not know if 

they will take over any agreements that the Coop had with their mineral 

extractors. 

deciding which sites are taken forward 

into the MLP. 

Please also refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 

803076 

Mrs 

M 

Watkins 

Somerford Keynes 

Parish Council 

3. The potential site application for SGCW1 Dryleaze Farm/Shorncote 

Area “A” is very close to the Traveller Site (see site plan) which has 40 

“pitches” and has approximately 100 residents. The constraints on 

development of this small site (1.5 hectares) at no time mention the 

impact on people as a consideration. 

If this site is to be bought forward then it is important that the impact on 

the Traveller community be considered 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 

It is difficult to comment on sites outside the Parish where we cannot 

know the full impact, other than for highways issues which may well 

affect us. However, we remain concerned about water displacement 

from one site to another, and out into the surrounding area. 

SGCW3 Horcott/Lady Lamb Farm 

Parcel B 

This area is within the water catchment of the Dudgrove Brook. As a 

result of flooding incidents the Parish Council is actively involved in 

finding means to reduce the flows of water towards the village of 

Whelford. What is proposed here would further threaten an already 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report except 

where detailed below. 

SGW4 point 3. The plan is based upon 

the allocation within the adopted 2003 

MLP and the MLP have not received 

any evidence to suggest that any other 

land in this area is potentially 

deliverable during the plan period. 

With regards to reasonable distances this 
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vulnerable area. 

SGCW4 Kempsford/Whelford – Parcel A 

Support, providing the whole site is restored in an acceptable timeframe 

and acceptable in terms of archaeology. 

A scoping and screening opinion has already been sought. This would 

complete the site area for Earthline and hopefully enable the entire site 

to finally be restored. 

SGCW4 Kempsford/Whelford – Parcel B 

Partially support 

There are 3 landowners within this parcel. 

1. The Thames Water Sewerage Plant site in the southern corner is not 

considered appropriate and should be removed from any future mineral 

plan – Not supported. 

2. Field north of Sewerage Plant, accessed from Washpool Lane and 

currently used for equestrian/livestock purposes – Support in principle 

if bird strike risk could be managed during the lengthy period of 

extraction and restoration. 

3. Large field accessed from the Whelford to Kempsford Road used for 

agricultural purposes (quality unknown) - Support in principle if bird 

strike risk could be managed during the lengthy period of extraction 

and restoration. We question why only part of this field area is on the 

plan? 

SGCW4 Kempsford/Whelford – Parcel C 

As long as RAF Fairford remains an active base we do not support this 

option. A large proportion of this land regularly floods and as per 

adjacent site (H) during the winter months extraction work would not 

be possible. Standing water increases the bird strike risk and there are 

serious concerns that the flood risk to Whelford would be increased as a 

result of proposed restoration. The close proximity to Whelford is 

considered unacceptable in terms of noise, dust and visual impact. 

If the status of RAF Fairford were to change in the future, removing the 

requirement for quarries to be restored to agricultural land, it may 

facilitate extraction being undertaken in a manner that could address the 

flooding issues with no concern over bird strike. Restoration of the site 

can vary on a site-by-site basis as there 

are many factors which can affect this 

including prevailing wind direction, 

topography, road network and other 

nearby developments. 
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could also provide an opportunity to alleviate the flood risk to 

Whelford. We therefore request that the parcel be retained as a potential 

site within the Mineral Plan, but request that the field which currently 

contains the airfield landing lights be excluded to protect the settlement 

of Whelford from the adverse impact of noise, dust and visual impact, 

and to assist in the mineralisation of potential flooding impacts in 

current circumstances. 

SGCW4 Kempsford/Whelford – Parcel D 

We do not support this site as an option. As long as RAF Fairford 

remains an active base it is not considered viable. More importantly it is 

too close to the village, and the adverse impacts would be too great. 

SGCW4 Kempsford/Whelford – Parcel E 

Not supported. The majority of this parcel is water meadows that are 

designed to flood. We do not consider that extraction could be 

undertaken as a ‘dry dig’, the required pumping would have a huge 

impact on the River Coln which is a main watercourse. We would be 

deeply concerned about the potential increased flood risk to other 

locations as a result of restoration to agricultural land with less 

permeable materials such as clay. Some areas within this parcel are 

within Flood Zone 3 which we understand, if landfill based, are not 

allowed. 

The western section of this parcel is also too close to residential 

housing in Whelford. 

Access is a major issue, there is no suitable location for operations such 

as these. The distance from existing nearby quarries and infrastructure 

is considered too great for this parcel to be an extension of existing 

operations. 

SGCW4 Kempsford/Whelford – Parcel F 

Not supported. As with Parcel E this parcel consists of water meadows, 

although they have been used, somewhat unsuccessfully over the last 

few years due to flooding, for growing cereals and other crops. During 

winters of 2012/13 and 2013/14 a large proportion of the area was 

flooded for a couple of months, and Dudgrove Lane began to resemble 

a causeway, as per photos below – (Note - see attached doc for photos) 
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If the River Coln was prevented from spilling into these fields during 

periods of high water levels it would increase the risk of flooding to 

Whelford by increasing the pressure on the Dudgrove Drain, and also 

increase the risk of flooding downstream. 

We do not believe it would be possible to extract gravel without 

creating vast areas of open water, potentially increasing the bird strike 

risk to RAF Fairford and questioning the sustainability of operations. 

A large area within this parcel is classed as Flood Zone 3 which we 

understand if landfill based, is not allowed. 

SGCW4 Whetstone Bridge 

The Parish Council has already commented on the current, yet to be 

determined, planning application and remain an interested and 

concerned party. 

Comments relevant to all parcels within Kempsford Parish: 

The consultation document states that any of the above parcels would 

be unlikely to increase existing road movements, and that existing 

access and infrastructure are significant advantages. We do not agree 

with this statement. Kempsford Parish Council has been working hard 

over the last few years for road improvements at Kempsford, and in 

particular ‘Allotments Corner’. The road is totally unsuitable for large 

gravel lorries which are unable to navigate the corner without oncoming 

traffic being required to back up. Therefore we do not consider the 

existing highway network suitable for existing movements let alone any 

additional usage that may arise from sites outside of our Parish. 

Generally applicable to all parcels: What are “reasonable distances”? 

Are changes to village development allowed for in the Upper Thames 

Valley village settlement protection zones of Kempsford and Whelford? 

It would seem 

that the parish will soon be an island in a sea of aggregate workings in 

Gloucestershire and Wiltshire. Public Rights of Way “will” be affected 

– not “may”, and the parish already has very few routes to access the 

countryside. 

854503 
Mr 

Mark  

There is a Key Wildlife site next to the proposed site SGCW6 

Charlham Farm parcels A and B, also the likely access and plant 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 
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Williams location for the land to be worked is anticipated to be through parcel B, 

if this is the case, the current road access and layout is inadequate and 

possibly dangerous being on a tight sloping bend near a roundabout and 

power sub-station. 

SGCW6 Charlham Farm Parcel A is also in a Strategic Nature area, I 

think this must be left undisturbed to preserve it; it does not show any 

village settlement protection zone for the north west end of Down 

Ampney; it is adjacent to a vineyard and dust created by the works 

would impact both the village residents, including primary school, 

possibly impacting health, and the vineyard business. 

As well as the dust created there is an issue of noise and light pollution, 

for example light can be seen in Down Ampney from the existing 

works at SGCW5 Down Ampney parcel E. 

How would the parcels of SGCW6 and 5 be back-filled given that it is 

in a bird strike area? 

For those marked Unsure; I am not familiar enough with the area to 

comment. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

Site options SGCW1, 2, 4 and 8. 

1. We have no objections to any of these options being preferred but 

note that for some the probability of their being exploited is low for 

economic and other reasons. 

Site option SGCW3: Horcott/Lady Lamb Farm 

1. There is considerable difference between sites A and B. The former 

abuts the main Cirencester road and would have a material adverse 

visual effect on the approach to the town particularly as the other side 

of the road has already been extensively developed for housing (not 

shown on the map). Fairford is a small rural town of historic 

importance and it is important that the approach retains its rural aspects. 

CPRE therefore considers that working of Parcel A would have a 

substantial adverse effect on landscape and local amenity and would 

result in aggravated traffic problems. It is also understood to be ‘best 

and most versatile’ agricultural land. In CPRE’s view the parcel should 

not be designated as a Preferred Area. Site B does not suffer from these 

disadvantages except it too raises questions of the use of best and most 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 
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versatile land. 

Site options SGCW5: Down Ampney, SGCW6: Charlham Farm and 

SGCW7: Wetstone Bridge 

1. CPRE’s main concern here is of cumulative effect on the settlement 

of Down Ampney. We believe that there is significant scope for further 

working within the parcels identified in the CD which could make a 

substantial contribution to the supply of sand and gravel during the Plan 

period, but designation of whole parcels would have an unacceptable 

cumulative effect. 

2. We cannot support the taking forward of these options as preferred as 

presented. Rather we suggest a full integrated plan for the area should 

be undertaken, taking into account all the sites and in consultation with 

the residents of Down Ampney This would include an acceptable buffer 

zone round the village (and ideally also Meysey Hampton) and 

probably would result in only a portion of the sites being put forward as 

preferred options. 

3. As these sites abut the border with Wiltshire there is a prospect of 

unacceptable cumulative effect if the two MPAs do not act jointly to 

review this area. The DtC is highly relevant to assessing these sites. 

854557 

Mr 

Jon 

Campbell 
 

As a permanent resident of Down Ampney, I am completely opposed to 

the revised Gloucestershire Local Plan for mineral banks and possible 

future extraction in locations near residential homes. 

Specifically this concerns the 2 site options in the direct vicinity of 

Down Ampney. These are SGCW5 & SGCW6, for the following 

reasons: 

• The immense scale proposed is unacceptable when considering the the 

act on environment and community and especially when aggregated 

with adjacent sites already accepted and those new sites being 

considered in adjacent areas, including in Wiltshire. These basically 

propose that most of the village will be surrounded by gravel quarries 

over time with no thought about acceptable backfill options. 

• The location of SGCW6 being directly adjacent to the village at its 

southern edge right next to existing homes and the village school is 

outrageous. This whole site is a simply massive area for exploitation (5 

It is acknowledged in the plan that not 

all of the site options would be required 

and therefore be taken forward into the 

draft MLP. 

Please also refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 
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million tones)! Imagine for one moment if this was suggested for a 

location on your own doorstep! 

• The process will involve vast dust cloud; a health hazard to children, 

elderly and the asthmatic population. The proposed location will be 

further degraded by the prevailing wind direction as is true for the A419 

now. 

• The noise level from large industrial plant will be unacceptable and 

relentless for years inside or near to the village settlement protection 

zone, therefore blighting the residents' right for a peaceful life. 

• The Eastern border impinges (indeed at the northern end removes 

about 1 km) of an existing, popular and well used public right of way 

with mature hedgerows and links with other footpaths. Due to large 

private ownership of agricultural land in this area public footpaths are 

scarce and cherished 

• The western boundary is bordered by the Down Ampney brook which 

feeds into the river Thames. Not only does this river flood periodically 

and regularly it is also a habitat for wildlife including kingfishers and 

other rare and endangered species. In the past Roman artifacts have 

been discovered in the area of sites B & A, near the 'Folly'; possibly a 

roman grave location. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments - all sites mention potential archaeological issues Noted 

797770 

Mr 

Roger 

Cullimore 

Chairman 

Moreton C Cullimore 

(Gravels) Ltd 

We wish to support the allocation of the following sites within the 

Minerals Local Plan: 

Site number SGCW7 Wetstone Bridge - Currently subject to a planning 

application, if permission is granted, this site would make a 

contribution both to the landbank and to productive capacity for a large 

part of the plan period. 

Site number SGCW8 Spratsgate Lane - Planning permission has 

recently been granted (June 2014) so that the site is now in a position to 

be able to contribute towards the County's required sand and gravel 

landbank at an early stage in the plan period. 

Support for Whetstone Bridge noted. 

Support for Spratsgate Lane noted. 

However, as planning permission has 

been granted and the sites are 

contributing towards the landbank they 

should no longer be considered as a 

potential site allocation. 
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802542 

Mr 

Neville 

Nelder 

C/O Seitani 

Cotswold Canal 

Trust 

CCT would like to see specific reference to the needs of the canal in the 

commentary on restoration for both SGCW5 & 7. 

Noted and these comments have been 

taken into consideration when preparing 

the draft MLP. 

802600 

Cllr 

Shaun 

Parsons 

County Councillor 

I should have written before to say that I fully support the views of 

Somerford Keynes Parish Council. No doubt you have visited the 

Water Park and will have observed how close some of the gravel 

extraction has been to existing dwellings. If you have not I would be 

willing to show you around. 

I will be interested in you views. 

Noted 

803136 

Mr 

Geoff 

Winslow 

Wiltshire County 

Council 

4. Proposed Site Options – Upper Thames Valley 

General layout of the Site Options tables in the Main Consultation 

Document 

4.1 It is generally understood as to why more in-depth information is 

provided in the supporting Site Options Evidence Base paper, however, 

the Main Consultation document would benefit from having further 

information, or additional detail relating to the headline findings 

included in each of the site profile tables. At present, these tables are 

very sparse in detail and development control-led approaches. It is 

suggested that these tables could usefully be populated with key issues 

to consider in areas of transport, historic environment, water 

environment etc. 

Site Options Evidence Paper: Upper Thames Valley 

4.2 From a purely general perspective, having reviewed the site options 

evidence paper, it is clear that a significant amount of work has been 

undertaken to assimilate the likely range of factors that will influence 

the design and delivery of minerals proposals in the Upper Thames 

Valley. This is welcomed as it demonstrates a clear commitment 

towards minimising the potential effects of minerals development in the 

area; and illustrates a consistent approach to evidence gathering. 

However, at this stage, we would wish to offer the following 

observations on the overall content of the evidence and its relationship 

to the text in the draft Plan. 

- The general design and layout of the sites section of the document and 

Comments noted - Please refer to 

question 4.13 of the consultation 

summary report except where detailed 

below. 

4.1 All of these key issues are picked up 

in the General summary within the table. 

The draft MLP will be in a different 

format 

4.3-4.4 & 4.13 The site options did 

consider some previously unconsidered 

land (including Charlham Farm). As 

deliverability is a key factor in 

determining which sites should be taken 

forward into the plan it is considered that 

the site options should be based upon 

land which has some current or past 

potential for deliverability. This has 

included an opportunity to review saved 

2003 MLP rather than merely rolling 

them forward. It is only intended to 

allocated sites as preferred areas which 

have some prospect of deliverability 

during the plan period. 

4.17. GCC welcome suggestions through 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 
Sand & Gravel UTV Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

site profile tables is similar to that of the adopted Wiltshire and 

Swindon Aggregate Minerals Site Allocations Plan and as such is 

broadly supported. 

- Methodology of site selection and generation of options – the options 

being considered are, where possible, broadly extensions of existing 

workings, but are also options that have previously been considered or 

that have historically been submitted by landowners. This approach is 

fine however there appears to be little evidence that new areas of land / 

previously unconsidered areas have been evaluated through the process 

of site selection. 

- There doesn’t appear to have been any assessment undertaken to 

determine the extent of resource in areas throughout the County (as a 

whole) and areas of land in the UTV, despite the suggestion that such 

resources could be safeguarded for future use . Given the potential 

deliverability issues (at this stage) associated with many of the site 

options considered on the Gloucestershire side of the UTV, it would be 

wise to undertake a more detailed assessment of the remaining resource 

as a whole to find new site options not previously or historically 

considered. 

- Please replace all references to the ‘Wiltshire Minerals Site 

Allocations DPD’ with the ‘Wiltshire and Swindon Aggregate Minerals 

Site Allocations Plan’. 

- It would be useful to display the county boundary onto the legends of 

all the maps to show the sites in relation to the Wiltshire and Swindon 

boundary. 

Issues of deliverability 

4.3 The general approach taken has been to put forward sites that (as is 

often stated in the main document and the evidence base paper) have, at 

the moment, little chance of being delivered due to a lack of industry 

interest and landowner will. Bearing in mind the nature of this 

consultation and the additional work to follow, the position in relation 

to site deliverability may improve, but it is suggested that the draft Plan 

could usefully offer guidance in terms of contingency should some, or 

all of the site options fail to result in developable sites. At this stage, 

ongoing engagement as to how this 

could be achieved. 

4.18 Wiltshire Council were consulted. 

4.19 The site has recently changed 

ownership and the long-term 

management plans of the new owners 

will be an important consideration in 

determining which sites will be taken 

forward into the draft MLP. 

4.22 This site has now been permitted 

and will not need to be allocated. 

4.23- 4.25 It should be highlighted that 

this is a consultation exercise based 

upon options. Not all of the sites will be 

taken forward into the draft MLP. 

Studies will be undertaken on any sites 

going forward into the draft MLP which 

will be more meaningful once it is 

known which sites will be taken 

forward. 
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judging by the location of the options being considered, it is not thought 

likely that Gloucestershire will have a particular issue in addressing this 

point, but it will take landowners and the minerals industry to provide 

that additional impetus to ensure that the provision scenario can be met. 

4.4 As with all site options and indeed preferred areas, there is no 

guarantee that they will be delivered in the future, but a lot of 

assessment may have been unnecessarily undertaken on sites that have 

no chance of coming online or certainly not in the foreseeable future. 

Again, should not be read as a criticism of the draft Plan, we fully 

support the approach Gloucestershire are taking, we are merely raising 

the issue to ensure that there will be on-going dialogue on the issue of 

provision requirements and supply scenarios as the Plan develops. 

Cross-border matters 

4.5 The allocations set out within the Adopted Wiltshire and Swindon 

Aggregate Minerals Site Allocations Plan need to be displayed as ‘out 

of county’ on the Sand and Gravel site profile maps where relevant to: 

a) display the wider context of an area; and b) present an opportunity 

for ‘joined-up’ planning or “coordination”, to use the draft Plan’s 

policy imperative. Examples of where this would be beneficial include 

the potential relationship between our ‘saved allocations’ and more 

recently adopted allocations. 

Site options considered in the Upper Thames Valley area 

4.6 Due to the shared boundary and resource issues associated with the 

Upper Thames Valley area, Wiltshire and Swindon have only 

commented on site options SGCW1-SGCW8 at this stage as many of 

these proposed sites are in close proximity to planned and existing 

mineral sites on the Wiltshire side of the border. 

SGCW1 Dryleaze Farm/Shorncote 

4.7 The site profile table refers to the nearby allocated site at the 

‘Cotswold Community’ as included in the Wiltshire and Swindon 

Aggregate Minerals Site Allocations Plan. It states that it is not known 

how the preferred strategy for working the site through utilising 

existing infrastructure at the adjoining Shorncote quarry to the north 

would fit in with the current operator’s company strategy; and how it 
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[Cotswold Community] would impact upon future long-term 

safeguarding and restoration proposals. Furthermore the site profile 

highlights that a significant proportion of the allocated land is sterilised 

by buildings. 

4.8 In response, the Councils would wish to highlight that the Wiltshire 

and Swindon Aggregate Minerals Site Allocations Plan was found to be 

sound following scrutiny at examination, and adopted in May 2013. 

Each site allocation within our Plan has a robust and evidence based set 

of planning criteria that any prospective applicant will need to address 

before works take place. Indeed, such matters have been the subject of 

dialogue with Hills Aggregates who operate the Shorncote Quarry; and 

have recently been the subject of tender negotiations associated with the 

development of the Community lands. 

4.9 Given the fact that our Plan has been successfully adopted, the 

Inspector was clearly satisfied with the arrangements planned for this 

site. The Plan anticipates that no net effects on the estimated resource 

yield is anticipated as a function of any proposed future redevelopment 

on the site – thus avoiding resource sterilisation – and the Plan states 

that precise details concerning the exact areas to be work and all 

conditions on the site will be agreed at the relevant planning application 

stages. 

4.10 It is therefore not necessary, or useful for the Gloucestershire Site 

Options Evidence paper to speculate on the effectiveness of the 

Wiltshire and Swindon Minerals Site Allocations Plan. To do so 

unjustifiably questions the deliverability of the sites in the adopted plan. 

A far more useful approach would look to suggest ways in which any 

extension around the Shorncote quarry area on the Gloucestershire side 

of the border could help to facilitate a move into the Cotswold 

Community site to the south by promoting the use of shared 

infrastructure arrangements if required. 

SGCW2 Cerney Wick/Oaktree Fields 

4.11 No mention has been made in either the evidence based paper or 

the main consultation document of the nearby sites of the ‘Cotswold 

Community’ to the north west and ‘Land east of Calcutt’ to the east that 
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are contained in the Wiltshire and Swindon Aggregate Minerals Site 

Allocations Plan. 

4.12 Furthermore, no mention is made of the potential for cumulative 

impact of works in the area, particularly from the perspectives of 

groundwater vulnerability and flood risk, or the potential for phasing 

requirements associated with works in the area. 

4.13 Reference is made that the mineral operator has sold off part of the 

site and suggested that the mineral resource potential is much more 

limited than previously considered and there are question marks over 

the sites’ deliverability. Given this current situation, it is unclear as to 

why the site is being considered as a viable option. That said, the draft 

Plan has not been finalised as yet and there may be further evidence to 

counter this view later. 

SGCW3 Horcott/Lady lamb Farm 

4.14 No mention has been made in either the evidence based paper or 

the main consultation document of the nearby site of ‘Cox’s Farm’ to 

the south of RAF Fairford that is contained in the Wiltshire and 

Swindon Aggregate Minerals Site Allocations Plan. It would be 

recommended that the main consultation document consider the 

cumulative effect on RAF Fairford and local communities as there may 

be a need for appropriate phasing and the potential for in combination 

effects associated with increased risk of birdstrike associated with a 

number of pits being open for working both sides of the County 

boundary. Again, these matters can be addressed through further 

dialogue as the Plan develops. 

SGCW4 Kempsford/Whelford 

4.15 It is suggested that the nearby (Wiltshire and Swindon) allocations 

of ‘Cox’s Farm’ and ‘Blackburr Farm’ located to the west of 

Kempsford be referenced in both the Site Options Evidence Base Paper 

and the Main Consultation document as a consideration. There may be 

the potential for in combination/cumulative effects on groundwater / 

flood risk and the local road network in the area, especially if all the 

various site options, including SGCW4 were to come forward jointly or 

at the same time as the Wiltshire and Swindon site allocations in the 
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area. 

SGCW5 Down Ampney 

4.16 This site area is located in close proximity to a number of site 

allocations detailed through the Wiltshire and Swindon Aggregate 

Minerals Site Allocations Plan to the east – these being ‘North Farm’, 

‘Land east of Calcutt’ and ‘Cox’s Farm’. These site allocations should 

be detailed on the Down Ampney map and should be referred to in the 

site profile tables as key considerations. 

4.17 There is potential for significant cumulative effects associated with 

the large number of sites operating and proposed in this area. It would 

be beneficial for this to be recognised and for a shared programme of 

phasing to be developed with Wiltshire and Swindon. 

SGCW6 Charltham Farm 

4.18 The site at Charltham Farm borders Wiltshire and, as touched 

upon through the Evidence paper and the Main Consultation document, 

is linked through ownership with land parcels B and C (falling in 

Wiltshire). It is envisaged that access to the site would be through 

Parcel B in Wiltshire (touched upon briefly in the Main Consultation 

Document and Evidence paper), yet there is no additional information 

or much consideration of the likely impacts on the Wiltshire highways 

network in the area. Although it is unlikely that Wiltshire Council 

would object to such proposals, Gloucestershire will need to consult 

with the Wiltshire Highways team in order to safeguard the Wiltshire 

highways network and manage impacts. 

4.19 Again, at this stage, it is considered that the site may have issues 

with deliverability and this once again this calls into question (at this 

stage) the approach taken in site selection and the need to assess other 

site options and the wider resource in the Gloucestershire side of the 

UTV. As previously noted, it appears that only those areas of land that 

have been previously submitted by landowners in the past, but that have 

minimal industry interest, are being considered through this work. 

SGCW7 Wetstone Bridge 

4.20 It is suggested that the map of this site should also display the 

nearby Wiltshire and Swindon allocations of ‘North Farm’, ‘Cox’s 
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Farm’, and ‘Land East of Calcutt’ (part of) to give some context as to 

the level of proposed working in the area. 

4.21 The site is in close proximity to the village of Marston Meysey in 

Wiltshire and consideration will need to be given as to the likely 

impacts on this community. It is suggested that Gloucestershire and 

Wiltshire and Swindon work jointly to effectively phase workings in 

this area as part of the overall planning application process. 

SGCW8 Spratsgate Lane 

4.22 The site options evidence paper details the current situation with 

the site, its recent planning history and current position regarding a 

planning application brought forward on the site. Although our 

evidence may be erroneous, it is our understanding that this site has 

now secured planning permission. However, if this is not the case, 

given the slow progress made on determining the application, there is a 

possibility that this site will continue to face problems in delivery 

moving forward. It would be useful to provide information on the 

expected timeframe in which a decision on the application currently in 

for this site will be made. 

Site options: summary 

4.23 Based upon the assessment of the approach to site identification 

presented in the evidence and consultation draft Plan, the apparent 

issues associated with deliverability may be perceived as undermining 

Gloucestershire’s ability to address long-term sand and gravel supply 

requirements. As such, it would be helpful to provide some form of 

contingency in the draft Plan for consideration. However, it may be too 

early to say with certainty that the approach is flawed, so with this in 

mind, we would welcome further dialogue on shared issues in due 

course. 

Cumulative impacts/effects 

4.24 The cumulative impact of workings is not considered in great 

detail within the site profile tables of either the main consultation 

document or the evidence paper. The majority of sites in the UTV are 

located in close proximity to existing operations on both sides of the 

county boundary and to sites listed in the Wiltshire and Swindon 
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Minerals Site Allocations Plan. 

4.25 Given this, it is essential that the potential for cumulative impacts 

on the water environment, traffic, environmental/historically designated 

sites, birdstrike, air quality etc are investigated and considered more 

fully. 

4.26 The SA/SEA document offers a general overview of grouped 

cumulative impacts without being site/area specific. A detailed section 

on expected cumulative impacts and mitigation should be added into 

the site profile tables of each site. 

842050 
Sophia 

Price 

Heritage and Design 

Manager 

Cotswold District 

Council 

SGCW6 – Charlham Farm, Down Ampney 

We would like to highlight that a small part of the potential minerals 

allocation has also been put forward through the Cotswold District 

SHLAA process (Site ref: DA_9 – see attached map) for housing 

development. Given the uncertainty around the intentions of the 

owners, agricultural land constraints (grade 2), and the availability of 

other more suitable sites in Down Ampney for housing, the site was not 

taken forward in the Cotswold District Local Plan Reg 18 Strategy and 

Sites Consultation Document (Jan 2015) as a preferred site for housing. 

Part of the potential minerals allocation is inside the Settlement 

Protection Zone for Down Ampney, therefore we have concerns about 

the potential impact of mineral working on the residents of Down 

Ampney. However, we understand that this would be dealt with through 

the Development Management process, using a more criteria-based 

policy approach. See related comments below regarding Settlement 

Protection Boundaries. 

Other constraints to note on the site are: Grade 2 Agricultural Land, 

CDC SFRA Level 2 indicates Fluvial and Pluvial flood risk, in 

particular: Flood Zone 3b and Flood Zone 3a (Climate Change) for 

much of the site – see maps at: 

http://www.cotswold.gov.uk/residents/planning-building/planning-

policy/emerging-local-plan/evidence-base-and-monitoring/ 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854618 
Mrs 

Elaine  

We are writing to object to the proposed areas for gravel extraction in 

Down Ampney. 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 
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Eddy Both sites contain agricultural land and are in close proximity to 

residential areas. 

There would be a huge impact on the village roads. 

Prevailing winds would carry dust into homes. This would be 

hazardous to health, particularly for the elderly, children or those with 

lung disease. 

The noise levels would be unacceptable for a rural area given the 

prevailing winds. 

In addition to the implications for RAF Fairford stated in your plan, 

additional planes and helicopters from Brize Norton are now flying 

over the area since the closure of RAF Lyneham. Have RAF Brize 

Norton been consulted? 

With regard to Charlham Farm (SGCW6 area A) its southern edge butts 

right up to existing houses. 

The southern part of area A regularly floods. 

There is no existing transport infrastructure in place. 

The eastern border impinges on a public right of way. 

This land is described currently as best agricultural land. 

In conclusion the scale of these proposals and their proximity to the 

village is unacceptable to us. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

If these sites are allocated, then taking into account existing (e.g. 

Roundhouse Farm), proposed (e.g. Whetstone Bridge Farm) and 

allocated sites (e.g. Cox's Farm) that are nearby within Wiltshire and 

Gloucestershire, there is a clear need to adopt a combined approach to 

deal with potential impacts that may be cumulative in a strategic 

manner. This needs to be clearly set out and for example, should 

include: 

- the need for meaningful local engagement with stakeholders like local 

Parishes and neighbours before applications are made 

- the opportunity for creating a mainly off road track for cycles and 

walkers that could traverse between the A419 roundabout and 

Kempsford, linking in with existing routes and which might be an 

acceptable substitute for the loss of PROWs that traverse the sites 

- the possible need for contributions to complete the works to create an 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report, other than 

in the case of phasing. In respect of this 

matter, it would be inappropriate for the 

MLP to include a strict phasing 

programme. There are too many 

uncertainties concerning the scale, size 

and nature of any future working to 

make such an approach deliverable. 

However, this does not preclude the use 

of phasing at the planning applications 

stage once key variables are known. 
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all movements junction with the A419 south of Latton (which has 

already been designed and constructed to allow the simple addition of 

slip roads) 

- the need for contributions towards the maintenance of the C124/C116 

- traffic routing enforced with vehicle recognition cameras (which can 

also help apply a tariff per lorry for maintenance) 

- the control and management of phasing - which should recognise that 

it does not happen in the logical and ordered way presented in 

applications and allow for checks with stakeholders like the Highway 

Authority, the MoD and local communities when phasing with the 

restoration scheme get out of sync. 

854648 
Julia 

Campbell  

As a village resident of Down Ampney, I am totally opposed to the 

Gloucestershire Local Plan site option regarding Down Ampney 

SGCW5 and Charlham Farm SGCW6 for the following reasons: 

- The immense scale is unacceptable when considering the the act on 

environment and community and especially when aggregated with 

adjacent sites already accepted and those new sites being considered in 

adjacent areas. 

- The location adjacent to the village with the southern edge adjacent to 

current housing and the village school. 

- The process will involve vast dust which is a health hazard to 

children, elderly and the asthmatic population alike and due to the 

location of the site to the village will be further enhanced by the 

prevailing wind direction. 

- The noise level will be unacceptable and, as for the dust hazard, will 

be further enhanced by the prevailing wind direction (listen to the 

A419). 

- The Eastern border is impinges on a public right of way with mature 

hedgerows and links with other footpaths. 

It is acknowledged in the plan that not 

all of the site options would be required 

and therefore be taken forward into the 

draft MLP. 

Please also refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854715 

Mr 

Derek 

Richards 
 

General Comments (SGCW5 & SGCW7): 

1) If the MLP Site Options and Draft Policy Framework is approved in 

its current form then development proposals are likely to be submitted 

and responses will be drafted piecemeal, with little consideration 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report except 

where detailed below. 

1) The Site Options and Draft Policy 
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regarding what is needed for the Upper Thames region as a whole. 

Development proposals for Gloucestershire site options in the Upper 

Thames region are likely to have a direct impact on adjacent sites in 

Wiltshire and upon the whole Upper Thames region. 

2) Since most of the Upper Thames is subject to flooding then the EA 

should be consulted regarding the Areas of Search with a view to 

managing any changes in groundwater with a view to generally 

reducing flood risk and improving water flow, consistent with the 

Water Framework Directive, so that an overall policy for extraction and 

restoration is established for the whole Upper Thames Region 

(Gloucestershire, Wiltshire, Swindon and Oxfordshire). Consultations 

between the EA and Gloucestershire should include documented 

evidence from the public regarding flooding and should not rely purely 

on historic data, e.g. Locally Agreed Surface Water (page 140 

Appendix 15 of Framework of Evidence: Site Options), which may not 

be up to date. 

3) A cross border system approach is needed to restoration so that there 

are clear policies for Swindon/Wiltshire/Gloucestershire regarding 

restoration of the discussed canal, establishment of a wildlife corridor 

along the Thames. 

4) The descriptions of individual areas are somewhat inaccurate and 

appear to be based directly on information supplied by land owners/ 

and or potential developers. Information which is not objective, is 

incomplete or is inaccurate is not compatible with this consultation 

(paragraphs 1.4, 1.5, 1.6 of Framework of Evidence: Site Options). 

5) The Upper Thames is a relatively flat recreational area so clear 

landscaping policies are needed to hide development from footpaths, 

roads etc. Policies are needed to ensure that views and the original 

landscape are restored after completion of operations. 

SGCW7: Whetstone Bridge Farm: 

The site description is misleading/incorrect and somewhat incomplete: 

1. The site description incorrectly states that “there are few isolated 

properties some very distant”. Whetstone Bridge Farmhouse occupies 

the area in the triangle adjacent to Marston Meysey brook. Whetstone 

Framework was a consultation document 

not a draft of the plan. 

2) The EA have been actively engaged 

throughout the site options preparation. 

Their comments to the Site Options were 

incorporated into to Site Options 

evidence paper. 

4) GCC would welcome evidence 

suggesting where any potential 

inaccuracies occur so that they can be 

rectified. 

5) There was a proposed landscape 

policy included within the SO&DPF 

consultation. Additional landscape 

assessments are being undertaken which 

will further inform the draft MLP. 

4-5) statements of fact noted for 

informing the draft MP It is not 

considered relevant to include a policy 

for canal restoration. Again specific 

restoration proposals are more relevant 

for discussion at planning application 

stage. 
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Cottage, in Wiltshire, is adjacent to the site (to the edge of Area C). The 

village of Marston Meysey is also close to the site. The Roundhouse 

and Roundhouse farm are also nearby in Wiltshire. There are also 

cottages nearby towards Eisey. 

2. The site description makes no mention of Maston Meysey brook or 

Down Ampney brook. These are significant water courses (designated 

as rivers by the EA). The Marston Meysey brook adjoins the site, along 

the border with area C and the Down Ampney brook flows through the 

site. Both water courses cause regular flooding to a large part of the site 

and both water courses regularly dry up in summer months. Significant 

standoff margins are required to protect both water courses. 

3. Information provided in Minerals Local Plan Site Options and Draft 

Policy Framework Evidence Paper: Site Options Appendix 15 Page 136 

indicates linkage with the Roundhouse Farm Cite (Parcel C) in 

Wiltshire. However no description of any linkage is provided. Is 

linkage merely indicating that the same operator proposes to operate the 

Whetstone Bridge Farm site as well as the Roundhouse Farm site? Two 

important linkages or relationships that should be described are: 

a. The Roundhouse Farm site requires water flows to be maintained at 

present levels in order to sustain the nature reserve consisting of 

lakes/reed beds, so any impact on groundwater flows needs to be fully 

analysed. 

b. Airfield safeguarding requirements for this option should be identical 

or less stringent than those already required for the Roundhouse Farm 

site (Area C) which it because it is 300 yards further away from the 

airfield (RAF Fairford). 

4. The potential yield is not objectively estimated. The potential yield 

does not take account of the need for 1 meter depth of gravel aggregate 

to be retained so as to maintain water flows throughout the site 

(required according to EA comments). The potential yield is likely to be 

less than 0.3 mt (Gloucestershire), 0.15 mt (Wiltshire). The contribution 

to Gloucestershire’s aggregate land bank might not therefore be as 

significant as claimed. The statement “If planning permission is granted 

the site would make a contribution to both the landbank and productive 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 
Sand & Gravel UTV Justification - Please outline your reasons Officer Response 

capacity for a large part of the plan period” is not objective (where is 

the evidence to support such a statement?). The statement should 

therefore be deleted or be significantly modified. 

a. How could the retention of 1 meter of aggregate be tested and/or 

enforced? 

b. How could a 1 meter depth of aggregate aquifer be accurately 

measured? 

c. What would be the margin of error (10-25%)? 

d. Would the margin of error be used in specifying maximum extraction 

depths? For example, if the margin for error were 25% then would 

Gloucestershire specify a set of depths across the site so as to achieve 

average aggregate retention of 1.25 meters depth (in order to achieve 

the required the retention of at least 1 meter depth of aggregate 

aquifer)? 

e. The Roundhouse Farm site (adjacent are C) requires groundwater 

flows to be maintained in order to sustain its lake/reed beds. Would 

retention of 1 meter of aggregate aquifer be sufficient? Further 

consultation with the EA would appear to be required. 

5. The flood risk assessment is incorrect 

a. In the Minerals Local Plan Site Options and Draft Policy Framework 

Evidence Paper: Site Options Appendix 15 Page 141 indicates that 

there is low flood risk to the site. This is incorrect. Most of the site is 

regularly flooded during winter months. It was flooded during winter 

2013/2014 and spring 2014. During the recent Whetstone Bridge 

planning application there were comments, plus photographic evidence, 

indicating that the site had been flooded on at least 4 occasions during 

the last 4 years. 

There is no policy stated with regard to canal restoration 

• There is a disused canal is to the south of the site (area B). Any 

planning proposal should include plans for canal restoration , including 

the establishment of footpath along the canal (joining up with similar 

canal restoration in area C) 

There is no stated restoration policy to wildlife/nature conservation: 

• Information provided fails to identify the nearby (adjacent) Strategic 
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Nature Area ("SNA") of Roundhouse (Area C) as a series of permanent 

lakes/reed beds. Key Development Criteria, conserving and enhancing 

biodiversity within or next to Roundhouse Farm site, should be 

included. Restoration to wildlife/nature conservation, and more 

specifically to wetland /reed beds, should be stated as a requirement so 

as to link with the agreed restoration of Area C (Roundhouse Farm). 

This would facilitate the creation of a Thames Wildlife corridor is 

created (in line with the Cotswold Water Park Biodiversity Action Plan 

2007 – 2016). 

854802 

Councillor 

Julia 

Job 
 

SGCW5 Parcels A B & C has been accepted as areas of gravel which 

will be extracted sometime in the future. However Parcel C has been 

extended northwards past the Down Ampney to Marstone Meysey one 

track lane and this extended area surrounds private residential homes 

and encroaches on the workings of the farm. There is also planning 

consent for an Anaerobic Digester near to the farms grain stores. Since 

the closure of the lorry monitoring by trading standards at Shire Hall 

there is no redress to lorries who ignor the weight limit through Down 

Ampney and there is a risk of lorries taking the shortest route from this 

site through the village. Strict planning condition should be that no 

gravel lorries are allowed through Down Ampney Village. This 

northern boundary of Area C should be pulled back south of these farm 

buildings. Areas A B & C should have sufficient buffer zones of at least 

1000 meters from any residential houses and high bunds to reduce 

noise, dust and pollution of the Ampney Brook waters which flow into 

the River Thames. 

SGCW6 Charlham Lane is exceedingly close to residential properties 

with no buffer zone allowed on this map. 

Areas A B & C are north of the village and run parallel to Down 

Ampney Brook. The areas on the Wiltshire side of the brook and the 

southern Glos area A are frequently flooded during bad weather and 

water can flow from these areas over the main western route into the 

village causing it to be impassable. Given the hydrology problems of 

this area and the close vicinity to residential properties The Charlham 

Lane sites should be omitted from the next round of consultation. 

The whole of SGCW5 & SGCW6 has 

recently changed ownership and the 

long-term management plans of the new 

owners will form an important 

consideration in determining which sites 

are taken forward into the draft MLP. 

Please also refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 
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854822 

Mr 

Les 

Cox 
 

Due to the immediate proximity of the proposed site to our own 

residential property, we have concerns regarding noise, dust, visual 

intrusion, health and increased flood risk. 

a) FLOOD RISK - the proposed site is within the existing flood plain of 

Ampney Brook. This flood plain has been effective every Winter, and 

in periods of high rainfall, for the last 11 years while we have been in 

residence. The proposed site is underwater on average four times each 

year to a depth of approximately 1m and directly against the west 

boundary of our property. Down Ampney Road / Charlham Way also 

floods on a regular basis and the water disperses from the road through 

the rear of our property into the flood plain. 

Any disturbance to these natural water flows and courses will put our 

property, and possibly the neighbouring properties, at risk of flooding. 

b) DUST - the proposed site is directly west of our property and with 

the prevailing winds being westerly, our property would be directly and 

regularly affected by dust from the proposed workings. 

c) NOISE AND VISUAL INTRUSION - our property is only separated 

from the proposed site by a 1m high Cotswold drystone wall. This 

would be no protection from the increased noise and visual impact from 

the proposed site workings. 

d) HEALTH - the proposed site was previously used as an RAF WWII 

base camp and the south east corner of the proposed site contains 

sewers which are now incorporated into the mains drainage system of 

many properties which are adjacent to the proposed site. Any workings 

within the proposed site would have to take account of and avoid 

disturbance to this mains sewer. Along the southern boundary within 

the proposed site run the mains gas supply and fibre optic broadband 

cables. Any workings at this southern end of the proposed site would 

have to take account of and avoid disturbance to these essential services 

to the village. 

OVERALL COMMENT - It is appropriate that a separation distance / 

buffer zone be introduced to protect the village and its occupied 

residential properties from this proposed site. We would like to propose 

that the southern edge of the proposed parcel is kept to the north of an 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 
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existing farm track and line of mature horse chestnut trees, therefore 

creating a 400m buffer zone running parallel with Down Ampney Road 

and therefore benefiting by not disturbing the immediate area of flood 

plain. It would also reduce the noise, dust and visual impacts by 

keeping the proposed site workings behind the existing row of mature 

chestnut trees. 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

SGCW4-C - impact on PROW. 

SGCW6 - too close to Down Ampney plus impact on PROW. 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854860 

Mrs 

Gail 

Dillon 

Clerk 

Down Ampney 

Parish Council 

Down Ampney Parish Council would like to raise the following 

concerns/points regarding the proposed sites surrounding our village in 

support of our answers above. We believe these should be priority when 

determining specific conditions on any future proposed sites : 

1. SGCW5 (Down Ampney) - Parcel C - this parcel of land surrounds 

Castle Hill Farm and engulfs its nearby (privately owned) houses. 

There would be significant quality of life implications for these 

residents in terms of dust and noise pollution. The boundary of any 

extraction should be moved back to comply with Settlement Protection 

Boundaries (a policy which we believe should be retained). 

2. SGCW6 (Charlham Farm) - Parcel A - this area relates to productive 

farmland and access would be extremely difficult. The area encroaches 

to the north side of the village and the boundary again seems to be 

extremely close to a quiet residential area of the village. The noise and 

dust levels for these residents again would be unacceptable. Any 

minerals extraction on this site would also significantly increase the 

potential for flooding in the village. 

3. The hydrology of the area is therefore of obvious concern and Down 

Ampney Parish Council would urge that there be sufficient 

investigation to prevent localised flooding which is becoming an 

increasing risk in the area. 

4. Noise pollution should be reduced to a minimum with any works 

being encased. Down Ampney experiences predominantly south and 

south-westerly winds which already makes noise an issue for the 

Please refer to question 4.13 of the 

consultation summary report except 

where detailed below. 

7. & 8. These are matters which would 

be addressed through any planning 

application. 
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village, in particular from the A419 dual carriageway. 

5. Dust pollution, as with noise pollution, due to the prevailing winds. 

6. Transportation - if extracted north of the airfield by Castle Hill there 

is a danger of lorries using village routes especially as there is no 

redress now on weight limits being ignored. There must be legal 

agreements in place which are enforceable and ensure there is no 

transportation of any extracted materials through the village of Down 

Ampney. 

7. Down Ampney Brook should be protected by suitable Bunds and 

buffer zones. 

8. It is important to note that the areas of the proposed sites are in the 

Central Area of the Cotswold Water Park and as such is designated as 

agricultural with low impact tourism, such as walking, cycling, horse 

riding, bird watching etc. on the Cotswold Water Park Master Plan. 

When this area is reinstated it is imperative that this is taken into 

account and that no applications for tourist attractions, golf course, 

hotels and holiday homes are given any window of opportunity to arise. 

A Cotswold Water Park Master Plan priority is to form more 

permissive and public rights of way and this would be an ideal 

opportunity, when extraction reinstatement takes place, to work with 

the landowner to facilitate this social and low impact tourism need. To 

keep the character of this part of the Cotswolds it is imperative for this 

central area to be an agricultural ‘buffer zone’ between the eastern and 

western tourist developed areas of the Cotswold Water Park and this 

should be written into any permission clauses. 

9. Substantial buffer zones (Settlement Protection Boundaries) must be 

reinstated in order to protect the residents. 

10. As the parish of Down Ampney is in the direct flight paths to and 

from RAF Fairford bird strike is a cause for concern to our village. This 

needs to be addressed and proper Bird Management Plans put in place. 

 



Section 4: Do you support the following site options in the Severn Vale? 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

 SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel A 

SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel B 

SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel C 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

A 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

B 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

C 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

D 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

No No No Yes Partially Yes No 

850967 

Mrs 

N 

Horrocks 
 

Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

851060 
M J 

Ball  
No No No No No No No 

851599 

Mr 

Geoffrey 

Cowper 
 

No No No No No No No 

851627 

Mr 

Brett 

Gibbons 
 

No No No No No No No 

851635 

Ms 

Mary 

Harding 
 

No No No No No No No 

852054 

Mrs 

Betty 

Rewell 
 

No No No No No No No 

852165 

Ms 

Rosemary 

Pritchard 
 

No No No No No No No 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
No No No No No No No 
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 SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel A 

SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel B 

SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel C 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

A 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

B 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

C 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

D 

852388 

Mr 

Malcom 

Gunter 
 

No No No No No No No 

852395 

Mrs 

Jennifer 

Gunter 
 

No No No No No No No 

846332 

Mr 

David 

Prior 
 

No No No No No No No 

852756 

Major 

F W 

Graham 
 

No No No No No 
 

 
No 

853073 
T J R 

Allen  
No No No No No No No 

853082 

Mr & Mrs 

Peter 

Tomkins 
 

No No No No No No No 

853119 

Mr & Mrs 

Christopher 

Chapman 
 

No No No No No No No 

853269 

Mr & Mrs 

Ray 

Withers 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

853290 
Carol 

Lloyd  
No No No No No No No 

853353 
Mr & Mrs 

J  
No No No No No No No 
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 SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel A 

SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel B 

SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel C 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

A 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

B 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

C 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

D 

O'Reilly 

853371 

Mr 

Peter 

Bowles 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No No No No 

851629 

Mr 

Kenneth 

Sherrin 
 

No No No No No No No 

853810 

Mr & Mrs 

B G 

Priddey 
 

No No No No No No No 

854243 

Mrs 

S 

Thomas 
 

No No No No No No No 

854286 

Mr 

Michael 

Cole 
 

No No No No No No No 

854355 
Anne 

Green  
No No No No No No No 

854443 
Kate 

Masters  
No No No No No No No 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

845999 

Mr 

Bryan 

Stiles 
 

No No No No No No No 
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 SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel A 

SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel B 

SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel C 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

A 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

B 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

C 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

D 

854554 

Mr 

Gary 

Quinn 
 

No No No 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

797770 

Mr 

Roger 

Cullimore 

Chairman 

Moreton C 

Cullimore 

(Gravels) Ltd 

Yes Yes 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

801871 

Mr 

T 

Bowler 

Hilton Hotels 

Corporation 
No No No No No No No 

847093 

Mr 

Godfrey 

Page 
 

No No No No No No No 

854397 

Mrs 

Susan 

Satchell 

Clerk 

Twyning Parish 

Council 

No No No No No No No 

854608 

Mr 

Michael 

Trott 
 

No No No No No No No 

854646 

Mr & Mrs 

John 

Lannen 
 

No No No No No No No 

854709 

Miss 

Janet 

Houlan 
 

No No No No No No No 

854783 
Mr 

Tony  
No No No No No No No 
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Details 

 SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel A 

SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel B 

SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel C 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

A 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

B 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

C 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

D 

Baldwin 

854784 

Mr 

David 

Kendrick 
 

No No No No No No No 

854788 
Linda 

Gold  
No No No No No No No 

854790 

Mrs 

Jean 

Kendrick 
 

No No No No No No No 

854833 

Mr 

David 

Prior 

Committee 

member 

RAGE 

No No No No No No No 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

No No No No No No No 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure Unsure 

854980 

Mr 

Peter 

Gold 
 

No No No No No No No 

854982 

Mr 

Robert 

Gate 
 

No No No No No No No 

854989 
Jennifer 

Meredith  
No No No No No No No 
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 SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel A 

SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel B 

SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel C 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

A 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

B 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

C 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

D 

855063 

Air Vice 

Marshal 

Ron 

Hesketh 

 
No No No No No No No 

855252 

Mr 

Douglas 

Thomas 
 

No No No No No No No 

855259 
Chris J 

Rogers  
No No No No No No No 

855261 

Ms 

Felicity 

Rogers 
 

No No No No No No No 

855264 

Mr 

Luke 

Rogers 
 

No No No No No No No 

855311 

Mr & Mrs 

David 

Ward 
 

No No No No No No No 

855312 

Mr 

David 

Martineau 
 

No No No No No No No 

855364 

Mr 

John 

Reynolds 
 

No No No No No No No 

855369 
G M 

Raggett  
No No No No No No No 

855372 N J 
 

No No No No No No No 
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 SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel A 

SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel B 

SGTW1 

(Pages Lane) 

- Parcel C 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

A 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

B 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

C 

SGTW2 

(Redpools 

Farm) - Parcel 

D 

Lambert 

855373 
Hilary 

Caudle  
No No No No No No No 

856221 
Clare 

Rogers  
No No No No No No No 

856231 

Mr 

John 

Gardiner 

Service Advisor 

Twyning Garage 
No No No No No No No 

 



Section 4 – SV Justification 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 
Sand & Gravel Severn Vale Justification - 4.15 Please outline your reasons 

Officer Response - 4.15a 

Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Sites A,B,C are too small and far to close to dwellings and the Church End conservation 

area with its listed buildings. The development of sites A &C would be acceptable if the 

processing was done in the area of the mining and that the delivery of material was by 

barge on the Severn. Area B could be mined under the same conditions, but the impact 

on Puckrup Hotel and golf course would be severe. There is no justification for allowing 

site D to be used as a transport link as this would indicate acceptance of the material 

being moved by road. It would also avail the developer the opportunity to process the 

material at site B on Pages Lane, should the current application be successful. This 

would be for at least a decade and is completely unacceptable. 

Additional Representation received via email 23.7.14: 

Specifically I object to the sites in SGTW1 Pages Lane being included in the plan. One 

of the three identified sites is currently subject to a planning application and the EIA 

therein minimizes the impact this mining would have. 

In stating that the assessments in the plan are ‘entirely reasonable’ is to dismiss the real 

concerns that such ventures will have. In the case of the Pages Lane application, this is 

clearly a test case as the site has the worst environmental profile. It is close to the 

conservation area of Church End with its listed buildings and will be only 5 metres from 

the garden of the nearest dwelling. 

There are clearly huge deposits of sand and gravel in the sites identified in SGTW2 

Redpools Farm and this area needs further careful consideration. There is an opportunity 

for the minerals to be taken from these sites together with the adjacent large site at Bow 

Farm in Worcestershire. There is clear guidance to recommend that transportation 

should be by means other than road transport wherever possible. It is clear from the 

plans for SGTW2 that a transport link will be established to move the mineral by road 

via the A38. This is clearly contrary to the guidance found in the NPPF. 

Mineral processing needs a site and it is understood that the current application on Pages 

Lane, if granted, will become the long term location for the processing plant. This would 

effectively mean over a decade of pollution, noise and traffic chaos. 

There is no justification for the three Pages Lane sites to be included in the plan. The 

extraction would create massive environmental and health issues as they are located so 

close to dwellings. Redpools and Bow Farm sites have potential but the impact on local 

businesses, most of which are predominantly outdoor activities would be severe. In the 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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Sand & Gravel Severn Vale Justification - 4.15 Please outline your reasons 

Officer Response - 4.15a 

Officer Response 

case of the fishing lakes, the business could well collapse if dust settles on the surface of 

the ponds and the ability to top up is lost due to de-watering. This would have a knock 

on effect whereby the fishermen and their families would not frequent the local pubs, 

use the village shop and the local taxi firms. 

A common sense decision should be taken to not include the Pages Lane sites in the plan 

and a much more careful assessment of the Redpools area undertaken. While I 

appreciate this is a site selection exercise with no firm commitment to develop, it is the 

first step on a slippery slope that will ultimately lead to further planning applications, the 

impact of which will have a long term detrimental effect on the community. 

850876 

Ms 

Pamela 

Rodley 
 

I would like to express that I strongly object to any mineral extractions for several 

reasons 

Firstly, health reason as I have Asthma which will be greatly effected by any air quality, 

which dust would effect from the extractions 

Secondly, the traffic that would effect the smooth running of these already small lanes 

and the high risk of traffic accidents 

Thirdly, the effect on the conservation area and the buildings 

Fourthly, the effect of the property market with the devaluation of surrounding 

properties 

fifthly, the quality of life that a quite village already enjoys and has done for many years 

sixthly, the effect of wild life in this rural area already having rare species 

and lastly the destructive effect that would be imposed on the rural countryside and 

danger for horse riders that use these lanes 

The list goes on and on 

Basically, I strongly object for any planning permission to be given. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

850908 

Mr 

K 

Parsons 
 

As a resident of Church End, I am writing to comment on the application for sand and 

gravel extraction in and around the area of Pages Lane. I could not access your 

questionnaire on the site given, nor could I locate it by entering Pages Lane etc on that 

site. You will I am sure have received many comments about disruption etc, but my 

comments are as follows: 

Pages Lane is used by many residents of Twyning to access the A38 for work purposes 

and school trips, you do not need to be a traffic consultant to see the chaos which will 

ensue if it is clogged with large lorries and other heavy machinery over the next ? years. 

The blight on housing sales will be catastrophic. For example, my property has been on 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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Sand & Gravel Severn Vale Justification - 4.15 Please outline your reasons 

Officer Response - 4.15a 

Officer Response 

the market for 2 years next month, in what is supposed to be a housing boom, with not 

one offer. I cringe each time I see the local residents banners and fly posters in the area. 

I trust no consideration will be given to the application on the basis of creating jobs, 

none will be added by the extraction as was the case in Uckinghall/Ripple.(Which at 

least was out of sight ) 

Nor I hope will the council be swayed by the argument that it is essential for all the 

housing which is proposed to be built, there is plenty of gravel in existence. 

The motivation for the application is one of greed and personal gain with no regard for 

the effect on the lives of the people in the area. 

851060 
M J 

Ball  

We have historical knowledge of previous sand and gravel extraction because our land 

adjoins Abbots Court Farm. The monitoring of the site was virtually non-existent and we 

complained on many occasions that lorries were coming in "out of hours" and tipping 

illegal substances. Therefore we have no confidence in GCC Planning. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

851599 

Mr 

Geoffrey 

Cowper 
 

I wish to raise string objections to the proposal for gravel extraction at the above sites at 

Pages Lane and Redpools Farm 

If this were to go ahead it would have a major for years to come on the main employers 

in the area, notably in tourism, a big provider to the economy, hotels, market gardens, 

farms and sports activities, notably golf and fishing. 

The whole of the area would face major disruption to the water table which would affect 

buildings, lakes, and the rivers, with unknown long term consequences. The area is 

already prone to flooding, this would make matters a whole lot worse. The settlement of 

Church End, with its historic church and other listed buildings would suffer a 

devastating impact, causing subsidence at the least. 

The roads surrounding the area which would be used to transport the gravel are totally 

inadequate for the sort of vehicles that would be used, being in the main narrow lanes. 

Even the A 38 is really only suitable for urban traffic. There is no provision for road 

widening or any form of safety measures. 

Open spaces would be lost along with high quality agricultural land at some of the 

locations with no gain even after extraction is finally finished. The whole area would be 

converted, as in most gravel extraction areas, to lakes, which is the fall back position 

when the contractors talk of "landscaping". Just look at hundreds of similar areas across 

the country. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 
Sand & Gravel Severn Vale Justification - 4.15 Please outline your reasons 

Officer Response - 4.15a 

Officer Response 

851610 
Alex 

Cole  

My name is Alex Cole. I was born in Twyning and currently resident there. 2 areas of 

intended sand and gravel extraction (SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm) 

are planned that will impinge on the community I live in. 

My parents have lived here since 1976 and remember previous sand and gravel 

extractions, when dust blew over all the houses and there was little point in cleaning 

your car because it got covered in dust. Presumably this also affected householders 

hanging out washing. Sand and dust may also force customers inside who use local pubs, 

the fishing ponds very near the intended site on Cherry Orchard Lane, etc. 

I am concerned if there is major disruption to the water table, esp since the flooding of 

2007 when my parents had no running water for 3 weeks. I enjoy walking the village a 

lot, and wonder what the impact will be on the beautiful countryside we enjoy. It gets a 

little disheartening seeing large industrial projects impacting on small beautiful villages. 

I can't imagine the fear and misery caused on elderly people like the Page family on 

Page's Lane, with their worries for the future of their house, alongside other neighbours 

to the intended project. 

I myself was recently distracted by a massive tractor and workforce coming out of Dark 

Lane (opposite Page's Lane off the A38) and crashed my car. I don't blame the tractor or 

the workforce - I should have been looking at oncoming traffic - but it was a distraction 

all the same. 

Thank you for listening and I hope that you will turn down this application 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

851623 

Mr 

Christopher 

Cole 
 

Sand & Gravel Extraction SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm. 

We object to the granting of planning permission on the following grounds:- 

1. The huge impact on the residents of Churchend and Twyning of noise and dust. We 

have lived here since 1971 and endured years of the mess from the sand & gravel 

extraction on the Williams’ farm site. In fact it is only now after 40 years that that site is 

a green field again! 

2. The new application will cover two sides of the Puckrup Hall hotel and greatly affect 

their amenities. 

3. Mr. & Mrs. Page, Sion House, Pages Lane are affected by the SGTW1 site. The new 

SGTW2 application would see their property completely surrounded by continuous 

noise and dust for years to come compounded by the prospect of a 17 metre high bund 

all around their land. This proposed works would ruin their of plant sales business and 

their future retirement. 

4. The main road, the A38, is inadequate for continuous lorry traffic. At present the main 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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access road to Twyning from the Tewkesbury direction is via Pages Lane. The noise and 

dust and lorry movements will make Pages Lane too dangerous and so involve more 

traffic using the Brockeridge Common road. This road meets the M50 junction on / off 

ramp and is considered by the Institute of Advance Motorists to be one of the most 

dangerous in Gloucestershire. 

On these ground we object to these two extraction applications. 

851627 

Mr 

Brett 

Gibbons 
 

Please find my objections to these proposals for development below. My primary 

objection at the end of my other objections that no-one seems concerned about and I 

don’t care if it is a valid objection or not under planning - is DEATH – No 6. 

1. This is such inappropriate, devastating and permanent use of this Land that could be 

used for Housing or Tourism development. 

(I would happily buy land here and build my own home if I think I could buy a plot and 

get permissions or happily see more appropriate commercial home development on this 

land, digging it up and filling it with water is crazy and is of no economic benefit to this 

area at all apart from what you get I imagine for approving this and the subsequent 

license costs.) 

2. Major disruption and adverse affects, including noise, dust, water table and river 

pollution. 

3. Permanent loss of Farmable land (different from Land that could be developed for 

Housing instead). 

4. Unsuitable traffic size and flow for narrow highways. 

5. When filled with still water post use in a warming world, you will see an increase in 

disease carrying insects probably including mosquitoes in the decades ahead affecting 

people and livestock. In a warming world you will have committed yourself to the 

COST of managing disease carrying insects at these sites, how short sighted you are. 

The arctic ice is as good as gone nothing can stop it, this planet is warming! Why do you 

want to put large pools of stagnant water in this area. 

6. And finally DEATH!! – For sure, absolutely and guaranteed at some point in the 

active lifetime or post mining of the proposed Quarry a person or persons will lose their 

life due to misadventure at these sites. 

TIME and TIME again we read stories of young people losing their lives at quarries, I 

don’t think I need to paste more than the link below, I think if you engage your brains 

your will recognise that people and young people DIE at quarries and you MUST 

consider this! 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report except 

where detailed below. 

1. No evidence has been 

submitted to the planning 

authority to suggest that 

the land is required for 

housing. Should this be 

the case the proposed 

minerals safeguarding 

policy would come into 

effect and the prior 

extraction of minerals 

would be encouraged as 

part of any housing 

development. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 
Sand & Gravel Severn Vale Justification - 4.15 Please outline your reasons 

Officer Response - 4.15a 

Officer Response 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-28480800 - These are just ‘Deaths across 

England this year’ 

If these proposals go ahead, it will happen, you will be responsible for a DEATH of a 

young person or persons at some point at one of these quarries, you and these 

commercial companies are incapable of making these sites safe during and after their 

use. On your head be it. When it happens I hope the bereaved family take the council to 

the cleaners for millions as you have now been warned by objection and if you had any 

sense you would realise the danger in approving these proposals. 

Don’t put Tewkesbury on the map and in the news for the wrong reasons. 

My full details below, please register my objection to planning for these death traps 

being constructed and huge swathes of Land being devastated and put permanently 

beyond use for anything else for future generations. 

851635 

Ms 

Mary 

Harding 
 

I am writing to you to strongly object to the go ahead of the Sand & Gravel around the 

above addresses, which will mean numerous lorries running on the A38 past our 

property. We are situated on a bad bend on the A38, this is very hard to see around the 

bend when pulling out of our drive, we have already had some close moments with 

vehicles coming from Tewkesbury towards Worcester. 

As we are already close to the M50 motorway I feel with more lorries on the A38 plus 

the M50 noise pollution would be quite high, on top of that there is also the danger with 

mud and sand on the Rd and as I am a keen motorcyclist & use my bike for transport 

daily it would be very slippery. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

852027 

Mrs 

Lynne 

Workman 
 

I write to express my concern over the plans to extact minerals in the the areas sgtw 1 & 

2. I run a holiday accommodation business less than .5 mile from these sites and am very 

concerned for the impact on my holiday business and the likes of Puckrup Hall Hotel 

and others. There will be noise, dust, lorry movements which will e detrimental to the 

tourism (and employment ) of the area. The holiday experience we offer will be effected 

by this and only negatively. There is a conservation area by the site in Church End and 

again the quality of life will be severly affected. I also have grave concerns for some of 

the roads which clearly are not able to handle heavy goods vehicles 

Please do not allocate this area for the reasons above for mineral extraction. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

852043 
J 

Tavener  

Re SGTW1 and SGTW2 

Sirs, I am appalled at the plans to destroy so many areas of the Twyning district. I 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 
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researched and visited this area before deciding to relocate and it ticked all the boxes. 

Services: Bus, Village Shop, Village Post Office. Community: Village Hall, Village Pub, 

Village Green, Childrens Playground. Other village attractions... Local fresh food, sports 

club, golf club. 

The atmosphere and spirit will be changed and if this goes ahead will or would certainly 

have not influenced me to move here. I have lived very near gravel pits and the roads 

become dirty and dusty and not a place you would search out to move to. 

summary report. 

852054 

Mrs 

Betty 

Rewell 
 

Re 2 sites, either side of the A38, N of Tewkesbury, SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 

Redpools Farm. 

I wish to register my strong objection to the proposed plan put forward by the 

Gloucestershire County Council for the long term extraction of minerals from the sites 

referred to above. 

We are talking here of an area highly regarded for its natural beauty, for its peace and 

tranquility of which for many generations has been nurtured and protected by its 

residents, many of whom work on the land as their families have done before them. 

Many people, such as myself and family have lived here for a relatively short time (in 

our cases between 20 and 35 years). We feel privileged to be here and are proud to be 

able to welcome visitors, many from overseas to this beautiful part of England which we 

have "inherited". So for the heritage side of the matter, but the practicalities are 

enourmous. 

ROADS: The A38 bisects the marked area. It is our main road, yet at no point is it very 

wide and receiving traffic from both the M50 and the M5 can become at certain times 

quite congested. Turning off the A38 one is on narrow, country lanes, at some points 

barely wide enough for one medium sized lorry. Keeping in mind that there is already 

planning application for sand and gravel extraction, in the horrible eventuality of both 

being passed, one must be always praying that in the case of lorries "never the twain 

shall meet"! Even assuming that some provision will have been made to keep our local 

traffic flowing, roads around Twyning, Shuthonger and Church End would be severely 

affected. 

AIR AND NOISE POLLUTION: These would be inevitable - probably to a very great 

extent and bringing serious health risks to the very old and the very young and many in 

between. Twyning school comes very high on the Primary School league table and it is 

difficult to obtain a place there; but who would want to expose their children to 

asthmatic and other problems? The same would apply to our thriving sports centre and 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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childrens playground. 

SUBSTRUCTURE: Disturbance to the water table and the substratum in general would 

be inevitable, even possibly affecting the foundations of some buildings. Problems 

would also occur with our fishing lakes and rivers and drains and sewers. 

GENERAL IMPACT: Tourism in the area would suffer severely. Local businesses such 

as hotels, market gardens, fishing, boating losing custom as visitors no longer find the 

area to be a pleasant day out or holiday place. 

For all the above reasons and many more i strongly lodge my objection to making the 

above application. 

852165 

Ms 

Rosemary 

Pritchard 
 

SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

I am writing to object to the 2 proposals detailed above for sand and gravel locations. 

My objections are: 

- the huge detrimental effect to tourism and knock on effect with local tourism as the 

sites are near a hotel and on a main route into Tewkesbury 

- this will also have a negative impact on local businesses and the environment for 

residents in terms of noise, dust and pollution 

- it will also mean the loss of grade 1 agricultural land 

- the current highway structure is inadequate for long term use of HGV's 

I would therefore urge you to reconsider these proposals 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
As above Noted 

852388 

Mr 

Malcom 

Gunter 
 

I refer to sites SGTW1 Pages Lanes and SGTW2 Redpools Farm. 

The proposed gravel extraction must not go ahead. The landscape will be changed for 

ever. Agricultural land, so vital for home produced food, will be lost for ever. The local 

settlements will be disrupted both in the short term and long term with noise , air 

pollution, increase in road usage and accident figures. 

The local tourist facilities eg golf, fishing lakes, public footpaths, wildlife areas, flora 

and fauna all will be affected badly. 

I personally value these elements and will feel quite distressed if they are lost. 

Keep the gravel extraction to the areas immediately adjacent to the River Severn. 

Do not let the pursuit of financial gain outweigh the quality of life in this special rural 

area. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report.. 
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852395 

Mrs 

Jennifer 

Gunter 
 

Ref SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

Having lived in the Twyning area for 21 years I enjoy the peace and quiet the 

environment offers. The area is rich in all sorts of flora and fauna...a conservation area 

that needs concerving!!!! The effect of this sand and gravel excavation will have 

devastating effects. 

It is an area used regularly by local rambling groups as well as individuals who enjoy 

walking in pleasant,peaceful countryside. 

The proposed gravel extraction must not go ahead. If it does The landscape will be 

changed for ever. 

Agricultural land, so vital for home produced food, will be lost for ever. The local 

settlements will be disrupted There will be increased noise and air pollution There will 

be an increase in road usage and on such narrow lanes an increase in accident figures. 

The local tourist facilities eg golf and fishing lakes, will be affected badly. Pages Lane is 

used regularly as a route from the village to the A38. It is a narrow lane .....too narrow 

for two cars to pass in places...how will it cope with large gravel lorries!!! 

One company will have financial gain if this planning goes ahead but the residents of 

Twyning,Church End, Shuthonger and Puckrup will all loose much more...... their 

beautiful, peaceful countryside. 

This is why we came to live in Gloucestershire!!!!! 

Do not let the pursuit of financial gain outweigh the quality of life in this special rural 

area. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

846332 

Mr 

David 

Prior 
 

I am writing to object in the strongest terms to the inclusion of the Pages Lane and 

Redpools Farm sites in the draft minerals local plan. My house is within 50m of the area 

adjacent to Pages Lane which is subject to a current planning application. The applicant 

has attempted to obtain planning permission for the Pages Lane sites on numerous 

occasions since 1985. However, these have always been turned down ultimately as they 

are far too close to residential property – only 5m at the closest point. To the best of my 

knowledge no county council in England has ever approved a sand & gravel site so close 

to residential property. 

The Redpools Farm site is also too close to residential property and the Hilton Hotel and 

any development there would above all undermine the business of the hotel. Neither of 

these sites has been previously included in the Minerals Plan. 

My understanding from the owner of these sites is that his long term plan would be to 

extract the minerals from Redpools Farm and process these in the site to the south of 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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Pages Lane. Since he also owns Bow Farm (in Worcestershire) adjacent to Redpools 

Farm there is a danger that output from Bow Farm will also be processed at the Pages 

Lane site. This would effectively condemn Twyning to disruption from minerals 

extraction for 20-40 years. 

All these sites are so close to Church End that they would: 

1. Fundamentally undermine the lives of local residents by nature of noise, dust and 

impact on the landscape. 

2. Totally compromise the conservation area of Church End. 

3. Disrupt the water table with unknown consequences for local properties and lakes. 

4. Loss of tourism. There are several local businesses dependant on tourism and job 

losses would result from the downturn caused by sand & gravel workings. 

5. Damage to local business such as nurseries and market gardens and resultant loss of 

jobs. 

6. Inadequate highway structure to cope with the large increase in (slow moving) HGV 

traffic. 

7. Loss of Grade 1 and Grade 2 agricultural land. 

For all the above reasons it would be totally inappropriate to include these sites in the 

GCC plan. 

852756 

Major 

F W 

Graham 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan Site 

Options and Draft Policy Framework with particular reference to mineral extraction on 

land adjacent to Pages Lane, Twyning. 

Mineral Extraction (ref: 13/0017/TWMAJM) SGTW1 Pages Lane 

My comments are based on the map supplied to me by RAGE (attached). 

My first point is that the map is not completely accurate in that it shows part of my land 

included in the application and shown as “land adjacent to fishing lakes at G (Elm 

Corner Strawberry Farm) north of Page’s Lane. 

It is true to say that 25 years ago I did consider being included in the plan but decided 

not to pursue the matter. 

To be clear, Mr R. Cullimore visited me in February 2014 to ask if I was interested in 

including my land in his proposals. I told him, quite clearly, that since I was considering 

retirement and selling my farm, the thought of having quarrying on my doorstep was the 

last thing I wanted. 

I am therefore surprised and indignant that he has seen fit to include my land in his 

application. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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We have for many years endured conditions similar to quarrying as a result of heavy 

machinery excavating huge trenches into which large lorries dumped inert material. The 

noise, dust and heavy vehicles entering and leaving the site along my eastern boundary 

affected our immediate environment at Elm Corner in that the dust reduced the quality of 

our strawberries and aggravated our asthmatic condition. The peace and quiet that I had 

sought in Twyning was affected. The proposal to remove, wash and transport 3,000,000 

tonnes of sand and gravel from sites E and F on the map would: 

• multiply these assaults on the environment many hundreds of times, thus making 

strawberry growing impossible 

• seriously affecting my, and my wife’s, health, 

• destroying the peace and quiet Twyning provides and changing the nature of the 

village to its detriment for a long time 

The attached map also portrays, to my horror, the full extent of the overall plans for 

gravel extraction in our area. I was not aware of this and I feel condemns the entire area 

to many years of disruption and misery. 

Ref: SGTW2 – Red Pools Farm 

With large deposits of minerals available west of A38 and into Worcestershire, in an 

area where there is little habitation, it beggars belief that it is necessary to inflict this 

misery on Church End and Twyning, which is quite densely populated. 

Minerals currently being quarried from site H on the map could be quietly transported 

without using the A38, removing the horrendous traffic conditions which would be 

created by the many lorries necessary to transport such huge quantities. 

It is understood that it is intended to set up a washing station on area E to prepare all of 

the 3,000,000 tonnes of minerals for sale. This will undoubtedly concentrate all of the 

transport on one spot which I believe is total madness. 

It is not clear where the water is coming from to facilitate this process. The mains water 

supply is currently JUST adequate, falling to a low during periods of prolonged hot, dry 

weather, making irrigating my crops impossible during the day. 

852762 

Mr 

Terry 

Spencer 
 

I have recently been made aware of planned mineral extractions in the Twyning area of 

Tewkesbury. Having recently purchased a "Park Home" , to help my wife recover from 

serious illness and to be near specialist medical centres at both Cheltenham and 

Gloucester , I am very concerned ,it seems I feel sure you recognise the present 

tranquillity in this location which has been exactly, "What the doctor ordered", now it 

seems that if this massive project is allowed we will sadly have to consider alternative 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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accommodation once again , thus causing more unwanted anxiety. I know there are 

others who will have to consider giving up their licensed properties, some after many 

years of enjoyment, peace and relaxation in the latter years of life! 

Having studied the proposals I notice little regard for homes and businesses in this 

location and indeed many will become almost surrounded . I appreciate theA38 is an 

ideal route to move such materials but in many cases the narrow roads and infrastructure 

are completely unsuitable causing mayhem in the community which will ruin village life 

as currently enjoyed ! There can be no doubt that tourism will be decimated . I do hope 

these plans can be at least scaled down and my fears allayed , the cost to the 

environment , business and lifestyle is never worth it ! 

853073 
T J R 

Allen  

SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

Please register my objection to the proposed extraction plan for these sites on either side 

of the A38, north of Tewkesbury in Gloucestershire for the following reasons: 

1. The proposed extraction will have and adverse impact on the local residents of 

Twyning and the surrounding area due to the intrusion of vehicles, increased traffic and 

associated noise and dust that would be produced. 

2. The detrimental effect on safety and the traffic disruption caused by HGV's and 

additional vehicles. 

3. The negative impact on local vegetation and natural habitat that would adversely 

affect the native species of badger, polecat, hedgehog, pipistrelle bat and cinnabar moth. 

4. The disruption to the water table and the impact of flooding that could potentially 

occur due to surface water run off. 

5. The negative impact on historical features and heritage assets of the villages of 

Puckrup and Twyning. It has been noted that Tywning has a Grade II listed medieval 

church and the village is also designated a Conservation Area. 

6. The loss of arable Grade 1 agricultural land at certain locations. 

7. This horrific development will undoubtedly become a blight on this peaceful area and 

would materially change its outlook and appeal. 

It has been acknowledged that the Pages Lane sites are of a relatively small yield for 

allocation as Preferred Areas, given the strategic scale of provision for S&G required. 

(Minerals Local Plan Site Options and Draft Policy Framework Evidence Paper, 

Gloucestershire County Council, June 2014, page 156) 

For all these reasons, I would suggest that these applications be refused due to the 

possible negative impacts far outweighing the limited commercial contribution that 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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would be realised. 

853082 

Mr & Mrs 

Peter 

Tomkins 
 

WITH REFERENCE TO THE TWO SITES SGTW1 AND SGTW2. I WISH TO 

STRONGLY OBJECT TO THE EXTRACTION OF SAND AND GRAVEL. 

THE QUESTION I ASK IS WHAT IS MORE IMPORTANT SAND AND GRAVEL 

OR PEOPLES LIVES, THEIR HEALTH THEIR LIVES AND THEIR 

RIGHT TO LIVE IN PEACE AND HAPPINESS. IF THIS APPLICATION GOES 

AHEAD IT WILL DESTROY ALL OF THESE TO SO MANY PEOPLE 

AND MAY CAUSE EVEN PREMATURE DEATH. PLEASE ASK YOURSELF THIS 

QUESTION? 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

853119 

Mr & Mrs 

Christopher 

Chapman 
 

Local Plan Site Options, Ref: SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

We write to object most strongly to the proposed mineral extraction on the above sites 

on the following grounds: 

1. Twyning, and specifically Church End, has already been subjected to the major 

disruption and inconvenience of sand and gravel extraction (to the east of the road 

between Church End and Twyning) in the early 1970s. It took many years for the area to 

recover from this intervention. More major changes to the landscape will result from 

these proposals, the only beneficiary being the company making profits from the 

extractions. 

2. Church End is a designated conservation area with many historic buildings. As 

residents of this area, we are prohibited from making energy saving improvements such 

as double glazing and solar panels. The dust, 

noise and pollution from proposed mineral extraction will have a significant impact on 

older properties and will undoubtedly affect property prices in this sought-after area of 

the village. As we already suffer financially from the restrictions imposed upon us, 

further financial disadvantage is quite unacceptable. 

3. The local road infrastructure is totally inadequate for the amount of traffic and HGVs 

that will be involved in the project. Pages Lane is the main route into the village of 

Twyning and is already hazardous due to its narrowness and restricted views for traffic. 

A potential mineral processing plant near the A38 will increase health and safety hazards 

to an unacceptable level. This is a rural area and the introduction of an industrial site is 

wholly inappropriate. 

4. The proposal will severely affect recreational activities. The area, including local 

footpaths, is frequented every day by walkers, cyclists and horse riders. Environmental 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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pollution and heavy vehicle movements will be a deterrent and a hazard to the many 

people who have the right to be able to undertake these activities for pleasure and well-

being. 

5. There will be a major impact on local businesses and associated tourism . Puckrup 

Hall Hotel is a major employer in the area. Other businesses including the riding school, 

strawberry farm, fishing lakes and local nurseries will suffer from a reduction in 

business and this will, in turn, mean less employment for local people or, at worst, 

businesses closing down. 

6. The proposed works will affect the balance of the environment to the detriment of 

flora and fauna. There is an abundance of wildlife in the area which will inevitably be 

disrupted by the proposed works. 

Overall, we know that works of the type proposed last for many years and it then takes 

as long again for the area to recover. Whilst no one wants this type of activity in their 

'back yard' the area of Church End is totally unsuited to the disruption, inconvenience 

and cost that residents will suffer as a result of this project. 

853269 

Mr & Mrs 

Ray 

Withers 
 

I am again writing to you to most strongly object to the proposal to extract sand and 

gravel from site SGTW1 area. 

My main objections are: 

a. Noise and pollution for local residents to suffer for many years. 

b. The adverse effect this work will have on local commerce. 

c. The loss of good quality agriculture land when the country is in need of further 

production of food. 

d. The dire effect it will have on property owners in the immediate area on fall of home 

value and the ability to sell. 

e. The huge increase in slow HGV traffic and consequent negative impact on both road 

quality and safety. 

f. The effect on water courses and land during and after extraction inevitably leads to 

constant flooding and erosion of fields. 

Finally, before any decision is taken surely residents in any of the effected areas should 

be assured that full 

monetary compensation should be offered, if extraction proceeds, by both Council on 

domestic rates and the 

Contractor to meet full market values for their homes. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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853290 
Carol 

Lloyd  

I wish to object to the proposed sand and gravel extractions at the SGTW1 Pages Lane 

and SGTW2 Redpools Farm sites as I will be personally affected by the disruption, 

living so near to the area. The running of the Hilton Hotel Puckrup, The nurseries, riding 

school, dog training business, fishing lakes and the local residents will all be adversly 

blighted should this happen. The hamlet of Shuthonger, a rural and mainly residential 

place is also on a geological fault line along the A38. If such vast areas are dug, this may 

cause problems which could alter water levels and quality. 

During the proposed extensive extraction much dust, noise and extra traffic will be a 

nuisance to all in the vicinity over a long period of time. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

853353 

Mr & Mrs 

J 

O'Reilly 
 

We understand that Gloucestershire County Council have a proposed plan for the 

extraction of Sand & Gravel at Pages Lane, Twyning (SGTW1) and Redpools Farm 

SGTW2) which have previously received many objections already from local residents, 

these having been submitted to Tewkesbury Borough Council. 

We remain steadfastly against this proposed extraction for all of the reasons we have 

already expressed to Tewkesbury Council. namely the following reasons: 

1. The huge impact this will have on residents health with regard dust pollution and 

noise 

2. The vast amount of increased HGV's - Pages Lane in particular already has problems 

enabling two cars passing side by side 

3. The local small businesses in and around the area will be greatly affected 

4. Locals and visitors to the area will be put off walking/cycling/horse riding 

5. Surely it will be detrimental to the safety of children in the Village 

6. There will be disruption to the Water Table and possible pollution to the Water 

supplies in the area 

7. The proposed site of Pages Lane, in particular, is a Conservation area - and for this 

reason alone - should be refused, it will have a devastating effect on Church End and its 

Historical buildings 

8. The land which is being earmarked is Grade 1 Agricultural Land and it is 

unforgiveable that this should not be used for this purpose - especially when we are all 

encouraged to buy food which is grown and produced locally - both to cut down on Air 

Miles bringing in foods which can easily be grown in the UK - and also from the very 

important view of supporting local businesses - You only have to look at the number of 

empty shops in Tewkesbury to see that both Councils could and should do more to help 

local business grow 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report except 

where detailed below. 

9. The Highways Agency 

are responsible for the 

Motorway network. 

Unfortunately issues such 

are telephone masts and 

housing proposals are 

beyond the scope of the 

MLP and are more 

appropriate for discussion 

within the context of the 

Tewkesbury Local Plan 

and Joint Core Strategy. 

However, the local 

planning authority cannot 

prevent any planning 

application from being 

submitted and is under a 

duty to process any valid 

applications in accordance 

with national regulations. 
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Whilst writing can we ask if the Bridge strengthening and Repairs on the M50 

Motorway has anything to do with the Sand and Gravel being extracted from beside and 

underneath the Motorway. 

If the strengthening had to be done for this reason we would be interested to know who 

paid for this work to be carried out, as it seems very co-incidental that this work had to 

be done when the extraction started. Would be interested to know who is responsible for 

this - the Council or would it be better to go direct to the Highways Agency. 

Further to our comments made in our previous e-mail to yourselves, may we add that it 

seems the residents of Twyning/Church End seem to be under constant aggravation over 

the last few years. We have had the threat of Telephone Masts and now the on-going 

saga of the Sand & Gravel extraction, not to mention the proposed Housing 

Developments by Persimmon and Newland Homes. Please allow us to live our lives 

in peace and not have this unwanted intrusion into our beautiful Village - this is why we 

chose to live here and various sections of both Tewkesbury and Gloucestershire County 

Councils are hell bent on the ruination of such a lovely area. 

It will be remembered come Voting time. 

853371 

Mr 

Peter 

Bowles 
 

I am writing as a Twyning resident, to object most strongly to this sand and gravel 

extraction plan. Having lived in the village during previous extraction work at a similar 

distance from my house, I am familiar with the effects of extraction and processing. 

Noise and dust significantly reduce the quality of life, all day every day. The prevailing 

wind will carry both to Twyning village, which is too close to both the extraction sites 

and proposed processing plant. This is in addition to the negative effects on amenity, 

wildlife, the water table and the safety issues of large volumes of heavy vehicle traffic. 

This plan has many negative aspects, which in my opinion outweigh the benefits of 

mineral extraction. 

This plan does not appear to have even considered using river transportation to a remote 

processing site, because the site is connected to the river Severn by another extraction 

site in Worcestershirre. 

I am unfamiliar with the process for plans such as these, so please can you tell me what 

happens after this initial consultation? There is so much detail that should be debated 

publicly. 

I have already submitted comments on plan SGTW1 Pages Lane, which is related to this 

plan. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report except 

where detailed below. 

Issues related to potential 

for river movements will 

be clarified in the draft 

MLP. 

With regards to plan 

process, the County 

Council is intending to 

produce a draft MLP for 

consultation later on in 

2016. The comments will 

considered when 

producing a final version 

of the plan which will be 

officially published. Any 
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comments received to the 

published version will not 

be considered by the 

Planning Authority, they 

will be submitted to the 

Planning Inspectorate 

along with the plan. The 

Planning Inspectorate will 

appoint a Planning 

Inspector to independently 

examine the plan. If he or 

she feels there are issues 

which need further 

exploration they will 

invite relevant parties to 

either make further 

written representations or 

speak at the Examination. 

851629 

Mr 

Kenneth 

Sherrin 
 

Sand and gravel extraction sites SGTW1 and SGTW2 

Ref. the horrendous planning proposals indicated above, I am objecting in respect of the 

detrimental effect it would have on me and my property in Twyning. 

the likely adverse effect on the water table with potential pollution to local rivers and 

water supplies. 

The impact on the surroundings which will be caused to the conservation area at Church 

End and its historic buildings etc. 

The inadequate highway structure and long term use by a large no. of HGV's and the 

consequent danger to other traffic and pedestrians. 

The serious negative impact on the value of my property. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report 

802210 

Mr 

Ed 

Halford 

Highways 

England 

SGTW1: Pages Lane 

1.2km to the A50 

HIghways improvements will be required 

SRN Impact: Potential to impact on the M50, particularly with recognition that highway 

improvements will be required. 

Comments noted. These 

will be taken into account 

when preparing the draft 

MLP 
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SGTW2: Redpools Farm 

1.2km to the A50 

Highways issues will need to be addressed with any applications. 

SRN Impact: Potential to impact on the M50 

853810 

Mr & Mrs 

B G 

Priddey 
 

SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

We would like to object most strongly to the above proposed plan for the following 

reasons. 

1. Noise 

We are the 1st bungalow in direct line with the processing plant. The noise from this will 

be intolerable. There will also be constant noise from the lorries as they move and tip the 

sand and gravel with the constant reversing beeps all around the site. We know from 

experience how much noise an excavator generates. So, if you add all of this together, 8 

hours per day, 6 days per week, life will be hell. 

2. Dust 

The dust from all of this will impinge on every aspect of daily living. Air quality will be 

impaired. People with breathing difficulties and young children will not be able to spend 

time in the garden. Windows will have to stay closed, even in hot weather. Washing will 

not be able to go on the line - it will get soiled. Everything will be covered in dust. 

3. Water Levels 

Water collects on those fields as it is. Therefore the risk of flooding is more than 

possible. 

4. Traffic 

The A38 is a very busy and very FAST road. Any more traffic than normal will make 

life very difficult. It will be even more dangerous walking down to the bus stop. Pulling 

out of the drive certainly will not be easy. There will be a great increase in the volume of 

noise created by the extra traffic caused by the lorries. There are a lot of accidents which 

are not reported at the junction of Pages Lane. 

Please take our objections into consideration 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854243 

Mrs 

S 

Thomas 
 

I am writing to strongly oppose the sand and gravel extraction on either side of the A39 

leaving Shuthonger. I live very close to the proposed sites and have huge concerns 

regarding my family's welfare. 

1. The potential risk of large amounts of dust in the air. 

2. The pollution from a considerable increase in lorries using our lanes. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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3. The added danger of these lorries to my children and I as we cycle around the area 

(something Tewkesbury Council encourages us to do!) 

4. The extra flood risk to my house which is already quite high. 

More frightening are the future plans of the landowners for further applications - getting 

closer to the village of Twyning. 

854286 

Mr 

Michael 

Cole 
 

I wish to object strongly to the proposal to include SGTW1 and SGTW2 in the current 

Minerals Plan proposals. 

This is currently a tourist-rich area. Its landscape beauty ‘between the two rivers’ (from 

which the name Twyning is derived) should not be despoiled or down valued by being 

included in this plan. 

This area attracts and accommodates many tourists. Pubs, leisure amenities (like the 

fishing lakes) as well as restaurants and the golf course need those who come from 

outside the area. They will most certainly decide to go elsewhere if massive sand and 

gravel extraction takes place around here. 

I live in the Conservation Area of Church End near the Listed Church building and 

adjacent to other listed houses. One of these sites borders on this Conservation Area. 

Setting a precedent by allowing infringements by dust, noise, traffic etc. to be permitted 

must not be allowed. This could have far reaching National consequences for other 

Conservation Areas. 

You must not allow wholesale despoilation of the landscape which currently provides 

employment to hundreds of people and pleasure to thousands. 

My property is 5 metres, YES 5 METRES from the area currently under a planning 

application, that forms part of the plan, so I have to admit a personal objection to these 

areas being included in the proposal. We need all the good agricultural land we have – to 

feed ourselves. The land is DEFRA rated Grade 1. From current WHO and other Health 

and Safety bodies, the threats from particles in the area produced by such a development 

are now recognized to be dangerous, especially to asthmatics like me. 

Please do not include SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm in the plan 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854355 
Anne 

Green  

I am a resident of Twyning and I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed 

mineral extraction SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm. 

I feel this will impact hugely on the village’s local business particularly local nurseries 

fishing lake and Puckrup hotel which employs local people. The current road is single 

track and the traffic would cause safety issues for not only car users but our young peole 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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cycling and walking into Tewkesbury. This land is currently used for agriculture and so 

reflects our rural community a large scale mineral extraction would change the village 

environment and so impact on our tourism. I also feel that the noise and dust could 

impact on the villager mental and physical health 

I oppose the application 

854443 
Kate 

Masters  

I am writing to give my objection to the sand and gravel planning application SGTW1 

Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm, Twyning. My objection is because this 

planning application will have a huge detrimental effect on the local area and our 

beautiful village. The biggest negative impact on the local residents will include noise, 

dust and the impact on the landscape. Also, the inadequate highway structure for the 

long term use by a large number of HGVs which includes safety and travel disruption 

implications. Please think again as the negative impact is huge on all of the local 

residents and also has a detrimental effect on tourism in the area, of which Twyning and 

Churchend are villages that are very popular with tourists who come to appreciate this 

beautiful village. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854467 
F M 

Jefferson  

Ref sites SGTW1 & SGTW2 Redpools Farm. 

The above proposals are outrageous on such a large scale near an ancient village viz - 

Health: The health risks to inhabitants from a constant, long term, grit and noise 

exposure is not acceptable. A larger than average proportion of inhabitants are elderly. 

Tourism: Destruction of the tourist attraction of the village and surrounding villages 

from dust, noise, grit & excessive missing relocated traffic and extraction machinery will 

destroy the livlihoods of many residents and ruin the environment. 

Farming: The destruction of fertile farming land when this country needs to maximise 

food production to cope with the increasing population. Plus the secondary damage (as 

at 2 above) done to nurseries and intensive farming businesses. 

Water Tables: These will be adversely affected in many ways that may be predictable or 

unpredictable. Who can estimate the adverse effect on river pollution, fishing and 

agriculture etc. 

Employment: As a direct consequence of the proposals local employers near in hotels, 

mobile home and caravan sites, boating, fishing activities etc will be devestated. The 

resulting effect on family income and well being will be catastrophic. Please do not 

expect us to believe that those employed in the mining business will be anything other 

than imported labour. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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Standard of Living: Every local resident will suffer a loss in their standard of living. 

Both practically and financially. 

House Prices: These will fall dramatically and structural damage will occur. 

Conservation area: It will be impossible to protect the conservation standards at church 

end. 

Roads: The local roads are inadequate for the volume and type of traffic that will occur. 

Why should we have our existing roads increased in size and calibre just for mining 

traffic requirements. 

I hope that along with many other letters of objection that you are able to consider 

abandoning these proposals. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

I am not familiar enough with the area to comment. Noted 

845999 

Mr 

Bryan 

Stiles 
 

Mineral Reserves Plan for Gloucestershire (7 years) and specifically SGTW1 Pages 

Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm. 

I have previously recorded my objection to 13/0017/TWMAJM Land Adjacent to Page’s 

Lane, Church End, Twyning, Tewkesbury, Gloucestershire, and the proposed 

‘Extraction of Sand and Gravel and Progressive Restoration to Agriculture, Amenity and 

Nature Conservation’. I write now in regard to what I understand to be the proposed 

long-term draft mineral plan that includes land adjacent to Church End on either side of 

the A38, a very extensive site. I will repeat my previously raised objections whilst 

highlighting a number of specific points in regard to the long-term plan. 

(1) The National Policy Planning Framework (NPPF) requires that ‘noise from a new 

development should avoid giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and 

quality of life.’ The NPPF further states that ‘Planning policies and decisions should aim 

to identify and protect areas of tranquility which have remained relatively undisturbed 

by noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason’. 

Previous applications for mineral extraction in this area have been refused on the basis 

of noise and clearly underlying these refusals was the premise that sand and gravel pits 

in the immediate vicinity of Church End was inappropriate in view of the noise that 

would be generated. Whilst noise reduction measures might be considered, I have little 

confidence that with certainty or total reliability all concerns can be addressed. This 

includes the impact of impulsive noise such as dropping aggregate onto belts, emptying 

1. Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report except 

where detailed below. 

The draft MLP will 

contain policy provision 

to replace E16 which 

would be applied to any 

relevant planning 

applications. As outlined 

above the operator would 

need to demonstrate that 

any potential impacts can 

be satisfactorily be 

mitigated. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 
Sand & Gravel Severn Vale Justification - 4.15 Please outline your reasons 

Officer Response - 4.15a 

Officer Response 

mechanical buckets, loading lorries and reversing sirens. Should 13/0017/TWMAJM be 

approved, which I sincerely trust it will not be, then the noise impact on the community 

will at least be contained to a few years. Should the authority proceed with the draft 

plans for mineral extraction around Church End, and if processing before transportation 

were to be conducted at the site related to the current application, then this imposition 

would last for decades and could only be considered unreasonable and punitive on the 

local community, irrespective of any financial cost saving to the operator. 

(2) Flooding and the danger of potential damage to the water table. Whilst a mitigation 

strategy has been proposed for the existing application, I am now very concerned as to 

what confidence local residents may have that the wider risks which will be introduced 

through the long term plan can be addressed with certainty. There are many interlinked 

variables involved and these collectively lead to a material risk of failure in any such 

water management scheme. 

(3) Proximity to the village. Most County Councils in the UK would not even consider 

an extraction application and processing operation of this sort within 200m of a 

Conservation Zone. Church End is a Conservation Zone. Gloucestershire rightly prides 

itself on its efforts to maintain and sustain its rural character and should consider its long 

term plans in that light. 

(4) Traffic disruption and road safety. The very significant increase in HGV traffic using 

Pages Lane and the A38 has been acknowledged in the application currently under 

review and cannot but be further increased should the long term draft plan come into 

force. At peak times ‘bunching’ will be inevitable. These volumes combined with the 

size of the vehicles involved (noting that standard saloon vehicles cannot pass at points 

in Page’s Lane), would seriously call into question whether this plan would meet 

requirements for, ‘safe and convenient access by road, without detriment to the local 

highway network and not to have any significant adverse effects on nearby residential or 

other uses,’ as specified in Policy EMP4. 

(5) The dust and associated pollution. The existing application acknowledges that 

‘nuisance dust may be generated during the excavation, loading and transportation of 

minerals and also as part of the restoration operations on site’. Whilst formal Dust 

Management and Monitoring Schemes and Complaints Procedure’ might be introduced I 

am now concerned as to what confidence local residents may have that the related risks 

which will be introduced through the long term plan can be addressed with certainty. 

I understand that the Minerals Local Plan Policy E16 requires that, ‘there should be no 
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adverse impact on tourism or local businesses’. E16 further provides that ’the 

contribution or impact that proposals for mineral development are likely to make to the 

social and economic well-being or otherwise of local communities will be a material 

consideration in assessing their suitability’. Whilst it will be for the owners and 

operators of local businesses to make their own feelings felt, I can only surmise that the 

impact of this proposed operation would be wholly detrimental. 

854554 

Mr 

Gary 

Quinn 
 

I Mr Gary Quinn from XXXX wish to strongly object to the planned extraction of Sand 

and Gravel proposed ref SGTW1. 

The negative impact to the landscape, loss of amenity, noise, dust and travel disruption 

implication all pose a real concern. The health threat of Silica is a true worry. 

I also believe the transportation of materials should be via cannel boat /river, not local 

highways. 

Please note my objection 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report except 

where detailed below. 

The potential for 

transportation via river 

will be clarified in the 

draft MLP. 

854562 

Mr 

Tim 

Lewis 
 

We have just heard of the Council’s above proposed plans. 

Our principal concern is the Pages Lane site and the areas adjoining the A38 – the effect 

on the close residential area of Church End not only of gravel extraction but the potential 

ongoing use of such areas for a very long time for the treatment and onward road 

transportation of gravel from the adjoining areas, which are far more extensive. Due to 

our proximity to such sites, we will be significantly affected by noise, dust and 

additional traffic movement from them. It seems there are areas further away from 

residential areas where gravel could be worked and moved off site by barge along the 

Severn. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report except 

where detailed below. 

The potential for 

transportation via river 

will be clarified in the 

draft MLP. 

854563 
Sam 

Haycock  

Having recovered from the shock of reading the dreadful new proposals re mineral 

extraction on either side of the A38 at Twyning, here are a few of my objrction to the 

proposals :- 

The main A38 and Pages Lage would find it impossible to cope with the greatly 

increased traffic. 

The A38 is a busy road at the best of times and often acts as a divertion for M5 traffic 

when there is an accident on the motorway. In these circumstances I have often taken up 

to 40 minutes to get into Tewkesbury. If these plans go ahead Twyning will be virtually 

cut-off. The whole of the image of the village will be reined I cannot see tourists driving 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report except 

where detailed below. 

The County Council has 

been engaging with 

Tewkesbury Borough 

Council throughout the 

preparation of the plan. 
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through this mess to get to our church and picturesque village. 

Dust, mud and noise will totally spoil our village, 

The area planned for processing the minerals will, I presume need lots of running water 

to separate the sand from the gravel and the machines to grade the gravel into sizes. All 

this is totally unsuitable for the area. 

We also have 2 applications for housing development in the village, has anything been 

done to co-ordinate these plans with this one ? 

Any issues which TBC 

consider appropriate for 

consideration through the 

minerals plan process 

such as potential housing 

should have been raised to 

the MPA through the 

ongoing engagement. 

793636 

Ms 

Holly 

Jones 

Tewkesbury 

Borough Council 

Tewkesbury Borough Council has previously objected to proposals for mineral 

extraction in this area on the grounds that it will cause unacceptable cumulative adverse 

impact on the environment and those living in the vicinity. With regard to the current 

planning application for sand and gravel extraction at Pages Lane, Twyning, it was 

considered to lack information to demonstrate that the development would have a 

satisfactory means of drainage or reduces the risk of flooding, both on the site itself and 

the surrounding area, or minimises the risk of pollution. In taking this forward as an 

allocation in the Minerals Local Plan it is considered that the proposal could harm the 

rural character and appearance of the area and could harm the setting of the designated 

conservation area. However, it is also recognised that there could be economic benefits 

both during and after any such operations: in terms of local employment and 

development requirements for the mineral; and possible recreational afteruses such as 

the creation of fishing lakes or wildlife habitats. These factors need to be considered by 

the Mineral Planning Authority in determining the suitability of the proposed additional 

sites for allocation in the plan. 

In terms of the specific concerns of Tewkesbury Borough’s environmental health officer 

in respect of these proposals - 

• SGTW1 Pages Lane:- There have been a number of planning applications for sand and 

gravel extraction refused at this site over the years. One of the main reasons for refusal 

has been the amenity of the local properties due to noise and dust. Due to the extremely 

close proximity of residential properties in this location, it is debatable whether these 

amenity issues are possible of being overcome. Therefore there are concerns over the 

viability of this site and its proposed allocation in the Minerals Local Plan. 

• SGTW2 Redpools Farm:- No planning applications have ever been submitted in 

relation to this site, and therefore formal assessments have not been submitted. Due to 

the close proximity of residential properties, there would be similar concerns as with 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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SGTW1 Pages Lane, in terms of noise and dust. Therefore there would be concerns 

about the viability of this site and its proposed allocation in the Minerals Local Plan. 

Whilst a policy on Buffer Zones is supported in principle to safeguard sensitive 

receptors from the negative impacts of mineral workings it is unclear how the proposed 

policy would (or could) be implemented in respect of these sites given the juxtaposition 

of residential properties to the proposed mineral workings. 

There is also concern in terms of the potential impact of mineral working on host 

communities in this area, including: noise; dust; landscape; biodiversity; transport; 

tourism and economic development etc. These factors are not all currently 

acknowledged in the schedules for the two proposed ‘sites’ (SGTW1&2) near to 

Twyning. 

In addition the council’s Executive Committee and the Local Member for Twyning have 

raised further specific objections and concerns to sites identified within Twyning: 

General 

• The significant negative impact on the Conservation area of Church End 

• Landscape harm 

• Loss of amenity to local residents due to the close proximity of the identified sites 

• The cumulative and unfavourable effect on the amenity of the local community. (There 

are four settlements within 1km of the proposed sites.) 

• The significant risk to local tourism in the area (Hilton Hotel & Golf Club to mention 

one) due to the contiguous proximity of the identified sites 

• Wholly inadequate highway infrastructure for the continuous operation of the proposed 

vehicle types. 

• High risk of continuous noise and dust pollution given the close proximity of the sites 

to residential properties given the previous planning histories to sites adjacent to Pages 

Lane 

• High risk of adverse and continuous noise and dust pollution/concerns in relation to the 

sites identified around Redpools Farm, again due to the close proximity of residential 

properties. 

• Hydrology concerns due to the high water table and the impact this may have on the 

adjacent fishing lakes & buildings which are in close proximity to the identified sites 

• A live petrochemical pipeline runs though one of the proposed sites 

• Potential harm to an adjacent Roman Road 

• The PROW ATW36/1 crosses through one of the proposed sites 
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• Potential harm to the scheduled monument at Towbury Hill Camp 

• Potential harm to 33 listed buildings within 1km of the site, one of which is Grade 2* 

listed 

• Potential harm to adjacent bore hole that is used to feed a local property 

• The loss of Grade 1 soil in the area. (See ADAS report.) 

• Potential adverse impact from dust settlement on the nearby fishing lakes and fears 

from residents in relation to dust and the darkening effect on their properties 

• Potential contamination of the water table adjacent to the fishing lakes 

• Potential loss of facility to top up adjacent fishing lakes 

• Potential impact of the adverse effect of dust settlement on local soft fruit picking 

businesses, orchards and glass houses 

• Highway safety risk of substantial numbers of heavy goods vehicles (extracting 

minerals from the proposed Worcestershire extraction site) using the A38 

(Gloucestershire) exit at Redpools Farm. 

• Concern about the adequacy of the road infrastructure (which comprised narrow 

country lanes) and the traffic confusion which could ensue as a consequence if mineral 

extraction were to occur at this location. 

• None of these sites were included in the previous Minerals Local Plan 2003 or 

considered for inclusion at the preferred option stage 2008 

Businesses 

The economic impacts, as well as the environmental impacts, need to be considered very 

closely as there are many adverse impacts in this regard associated with the sites at 

Twyning i.e. dust settling on the nearby fish ponds, noise effects on horses at the stables, 

the effects of dust on the soft fruit picking businesses, orchards and glass houses and the 

effects on the Hilton Puckrup hotel and its golf course. 

Potential harm to the following businesses & tourism by virtue of continuous dust & 

noise 

• Pages Lane Nursery – Pages Lane 

• Strawberry Farm – Cherry Orchard Lane 

• Tewkesbury Riding School – Cherry Orchard Lane 

• Hill View Lakes (Fishing Lakes & Cabins) – Cherry Orchard Lane 

• Church End Nursery – A38 

• Cotswold Grange Country Park – Downfield Lane 

• Sunset View Caravan Park – Church End 
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• S Williams & Sons – Church End 

• J & J Nurseries Ltd – Showborough 

• Hilton Hotel, Puckrup – Golf & Leisure facilities A38 

• Twyning Garage & Car Wash – A38 Shuthonger 

• Twyning Village Shop 

• Twyning Village Inn 

• Fleet Inn, Twyning Village 

• Crown Inn, A38 Shuthonger 

• Brockeridge Park Business Centre 

The Local Member strongly endorses the comments and concerns that have been raised 

by the Senior Environmental Health Officer at Tewkesbury Borough Council in relation 

to the proposed sites at SGTW1 and SGTW2. 

These concerns will need to be weighed in the balance both in determining the current 

application and in deciding whether it is appropriate to allocate these sites for future 

extraction in the Minerals Local Plan. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments - all sites mention potential archaeological issues Noted 

797770 

Mr 

Roger 

Cullimore 

Chairman 

Moreton C 

Cullimore 

(Gravels) Ltd 

Site number SGTWl Page's Lane - The site contains a distinct mineral deposit, namely 

Triassic quartzite sand and gravel which has a high polished stone value and is suitable 

for a wide range of construction products. Part of the site is subject to a current planning 

application. 

Comments noted. 

801871 

Mr 

T 

Bowler 

Hilton Hotels 

Corporation 

We act on behalf of Tindall Hotels Ltd. Partnership in respect of their interests at The 

Hilton, Puckrup Hall, Tewkesbury. The Hotel is a key employer and recreational 

resource in the local community and an important stakeholder in the local economy. It 

currently offers conference facilities and extensive grounds to cater for events including 

weddings. In addition, there is an 18 hole golf course, spa, fitness centre and indoor 

pool. 

We have considered the consultation document for the latest iteration of the emerging 

Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan; 'Site options and the draft policy framework', and 

hereby submit the following representations. 

We note that a total of 18 sites are proposed in the consultation document as being 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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options for potential allocation for crushed rock aggregates (8 sites) and for sand and 

gravel (10 sites). Whilst we appreciate that no decisions have yet been taken as to which 

site options should be taken forward by the plan as preferred site allocations; the 

proposed options clearly represent the direction of travel in the County Council's 

consideration of which areas of the County should be allocated for future mineral 

extraction. 

As such, Tindall Hotels Ltd Partnership wishes to object to the identification of two of 

the sites being proposed as options for allocation for sand and gravel extraction : 

SGTW1 Page's Lane; and SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

These two proposed allocations are in the immediate vicinity; and in the case of 

Redpools Farm adjoin, the grounds and golf course of The Hilton Hotel, Puckrup. The 

potential impact of either of these proposed allocations being taken forward in an 

adopted plan would be considered to be significant and adverse. 

The Page's Lane site comprises three parcels of land. As acknowledged by the 

consultation document the three parcels will, individually, produce a relatively small 

yield of sand and gravel. Therefore, we assume that the only rationale for including the 

sites in the consultation as a potential allocation is their collective contribution and the 

fact that the three land parcels are in the ownership of the same operator. However, the 

proposed allocation is wholly inappropriate in consideration of their size and the fact 

that planning history confirms the sites will come forward individually not collectively. 

Indeed, there is acknowledgement within the descriptive site schedule that "amenity of 

local properties has been a key reason for the refusal of previous applications to work 

sand and gravel at the site". The consultation document also confirms that "for parcel B 

the issues will be considered through the currently submitted planning application ". 

In the case of this latter statement, what the descriptive schedule does not say is that the 

application in question (for Parcel 8) is long running in its determination and is subject 

to a large number of un-resolved objections relating to key environmental issues 

including air quality; noise impact; traffic impact; landscape & visual impact; and water 

extraction I drainage. Sustained objection to the application proposals have also been 

submitted by Savills on behalf of Tindall Hotels Ltd. Partnership who consider that the 

scale of the works proposed are significant in the context of the locality and are not 

sensitive to the amenity of nearby residents and businesses. 

Notwithstanding the objection to the current planning application for Parcel B at Page's 

Lane, we object to both of the proposed allocations in the emerging Minerals Local Plan 
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for the following principal reasons. 

The nature and scale of plant and machinery employed on the sites and the HGV trips 

which would be generated onto the local highway network would have a devastating 

impact on visitors to the Hotel and the golf course. This is particularly the case for the 

Redpools Farm site where we note that the proposed access road is to be taken through 

Parcel D; which is to the south of, and immediately adjoining, the golf course. However, 

not only would this access serve the Redpools Farm site, the site schedule in the 

consultation document (page 85) states that "Once Redpools Farm has worked the 

operator envisages the same plant and access (most likely in Parcel DJ serving the Bow 

Farm site in Worcestershire)". This is not acceptable to Tindall Hotels ltd. Partnership. 

There must also be a question mark over the viability of the Redpools Farm site in 

consideration of the comment in the consultation document that the Bow Farm site is not 

allocated and will, if promoted, be a matter for Worcestershire County Council to 

determine at a future date. Irrespective, what is clearly conveyed is the threat of a long 

term and significantly adverse environmental impact on the Hotel. 

The impact on noise levels from plant and machinery and upon air quality from airborne 

dust particulates would be prolonged and unacceptable on the amenity of the Hotel and 

its guests, whereas the landscape and visual impact of the proposed allocations 

demonstrate a fundamental lack of recognition for wider land uses, including the 

potential impact on the Hotel and leisure operations. It is emphasised that the Hotel is a 

popular destination for a range of functions including weddings, corporate events, 

leisure and golf breaks; all of which will be adversely affected given the nature of 

mineral working activities and the fact that the majority of visitors to Puckrup are 

attracted by the high quality natural environment. 

We are also concerned that the proposed allocations will lead to dewatering which will 

have significant implications on the surrounding area, specifically Puckrup Hall's golf 

course. Should groundwater levels rise in the surrounding area as a result of the 

proposed mineral workings on the sites, this would have far reaching impacts on the 

outdoor activities associated with the Hotel and golf course. The golf course in particular 

could be seriously affected during peak times of the year and, in turn, visitors could be 

deterred from visiting the resort to use the golf facilities. 

To conclude, we accept the Government's stated opinion in the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) that minerals are essential to support sustainable economic growth 

and our quality of life. However, we also contend that plans should promote sustainable 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 
Sand & Gravel Severn Vale Justification - 4.15 Please outline your reasons 

Officer Response - 4.15a 

Officer Response 

development and meet the vision and aspirations of the local community. The 

identification of sites at Page's Lane (Ref. SGTW1) and Redpools Farm (Ref. SGTW2) 

for future sand and gravel extraction does not represent sustainable development, nor 

does it reflect the vision and aspirations of the local community; as evidenced by the 

weight of objection to the current Page's Lane Parcel B planning application. 

As an established local business and employer, the Hilton Hotel, Puckrup provides an 

important role in attracting visitors and tourists to the area and makes a significant 

contribution to the local economy . This will be considerably and adversely affected by 

the proposed allocations. The services offered by the Hotel will become significantly 

less attractive to visitors should extraction works commence in close proximity to the 

resort. This in turn will impact not only on the Hotel itself, but all other associated 

businesses linked to the resort including the supply chain which provides services, 

produce and products, not to mention the services and facilities of nearby Twyning 

village. 

It is considered that the proposed allocations would give rise to a scale of adverse 

impacts which would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of allowing 

sand and gravel extraction on the sites. Therefore, land at Page's Lane and Redpools 

Farm should not be taken further forward by the emerging Minerals Local Plan. 

I trust this representation will be given due consideration and should you require any 

further information please do not hesitate to contact me. 

801871 

Mr 

T 

Bowler 

Hilton Hotels 

Corporation 

Our comments are split into 5 main areas: 

Tourism 

The Hotel attracts over 40,000 visitors to the area each year who stay overnight. Each of 

these visitors will contribute to the wider local economy. It is unlikely that if the hotel 

were surrounded by gravel pits that these numbers would continue to visit. There are 

numerous other competitor hotels where people would prefer to stay and not see the 

landscape damage caused by mining. 

Economic Impact 

As well as the 40,000 visitors each year, we have a golf club of 450 members and a 

leisure club with 850 members. The visitors in particular will use local taxis, restaurants 

in Tewkesbury, shops, tea rooms and all the retail units that add to Tewkesbury’s charm 

along with the local pubs particularly in Twyning. Any drop in visitor numbers will 

obviously affect spends locally. A reduction in our business levels could also affect the 

number of staff we employ which currently stands at 110. 

Please see response to 

your other representation 
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Noise/Dust/Landscape 

If these areas become preferred it will mean that the hotel will be facing a large area of 

mineral extraction. The noise and dust from the workings and any associated plant could 

be driven by the prevailing winds towards the hotel. 

This would affect guests and golf club members who enjoy a quiet country location with 

the dust and noise disturbing their stay at the hotel. 

Our wedding business – 60 to 70 weddings per year could also be affected with the 

resulting disturbance. As already stated there are plenty of alternative locations for our 

customers to choose to visit. 

From our Terrace it is possible to look out over the edges of Tewkesbury and beyond 

and this would be spoilt should the resulting mining go ahead. 

Transport 

The A38 is just not suited at present to large scale mining in the area. If the sites are 

approved it is likely that a farm road that borders our property would be used to move 

gravel from a site in Worcestershire to a processing plant near Paige’s Lane. As well as 

the noise, dust and disturbance, it would mean too many lorry journeys along a narrow A 

road. There is a potential of 3.5 million tons of gravel being moved which is a lot of 

lorries disturbing our thriving countryside business. 

Hydrology 

Throughout the grounds of the grounds of the original parkland for Puckrup Hall, there 

is a natural stream feeding into Walmer Pool on the edge of the A38. All the irrigation 

for our golf course is fed naturally from here. Should large scale mineral extraction be 

allowed in this area, the water table could be destroyed and this valuable feature 

disappear. Although we have yet to see a report carried out by a Hydrology expert it is 

expected that our natural water source would be destroyed by this mining and mean that 

we incur significant extra cost to our business in using mains water to keep the golf 

course to a standard that our members and visitors expect. This extra cost could mean 

the difference between golf remaining a viable business or not. 

If you require further information please do not hesitate to contact me. I would welcome 

a visit from the relevant council members to show what a devastating effect this plan 

would have on our very successful business. 

807759 

Mr 

Ben 

Horovitz 

Strategic 

Planning Team 

Worcestershire 

Worcestershire Minerals Local Plan: Call for information about preferred locations for 

aggregate extraction in Worcestershire 

Worcestershire County Council is planning for a steady and adequate supply of minerals 

Comments noted and will 

be taken into 

consideration when 
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County Council in one or more of the following ways (in order of priority): 

1. Designating Specific Sites – where viable resources are known to exist, landowners 

are supportive of minerals development and the proposal is likely to be acceptable in 

planning terms. Such sites may also include essential operations associated with mineral 

extraction; 

2. Designating Preferred Areas, which are areas of known resources where planning 

permission might reasonably be anticipated. Such areas may also include essential 

operations associated with mineral extraction; and/or 

3. Designating Areas of Search – areas where knowledge of mineral resources may be 

less certain but within which planning permission may be granted, particularly if there is 

a potential shortfall in supply. 

The County Council is currently consulting on opportunities for additional information, 

or to put forward additional locations for consideration as either Specific Sites, Preferred 

Areas or Areas of Search in the consultation on the Draft Plan. 

Summary 

The draft Gloucestershire 'Minerals Local Plan Site Options and Draft Policy 

Framework' site options include SGTW2 Redpools Farm, and reference is made to the 

neighbouring Bow Farm in Worcestershire, near the settlement of Ripple. 

At this stage no decisions have been taken as to what the County Council might formally 

allocate within the draft Worcestershire MLP and we will be carrying out further work 

on the site options before we confirm the inclusion of any of them in a formal draft of 

the MLP. 

Notwithstanding the above and without prejudice to the Worcestershire Minerals Local 

Plan consultation, we are keen, as part of our Duty to Co-operate and in the interest of 

partnership working, to identify opportunities for restoration priorities (to be developed) 

and will be consulting you on these in the future. 

Whilst the proposed use of the site would be a compatible use within the flood zones, 

and as such not immediately a constraint, we are keen that at any constraints or 

opportunities from a surface water management perspective are properly considered as 

part of a catchment management approach. 

Surface water risk 

The 'emerging' Worcestershire surface water management plan identifies a number of 

ordinary (named and un-named) watercourses that interact with the 'SGTW2 Redpools 

Farm' site and its catchment. The site is bordered by the River Severn and the Ripple 

preparing the draft MLP. 

We anticipate that there 

will be the need for 

additional Duty to Co-

operate meetings between 

the two authorities, in 

particular during the 

preparation of the draft 

MLP. 

Additional hydrological 

studies will be 

commissioned on any 

sites going forward into 

the Draft MLP. 
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Brook, which then joins the Mythe Brook. There is an unnamed water course that also 

joins the Mythe Brook downstream. 

The neighbouring site at Ripple is currently in operation. There is a historic water 

feature (potentially wetland or wet woodland) that is a tributary of the Mythe Brook and 

that runs through the middle of the existing site. This would in future form the western 

boundary of the proposed allocation. However, this feature would appear (from desk top 

studies) to have been negatively affected by existing works which may have potentially 

lowered the water table, causing the features to dry out and/or 'scrub-up'. 

The Worcestershire Green Infrastructure Strategy and 'emerging' Worcestershire Local 

Flood Risk Management Strategy take a pro-active restoration and enhancement 

approach to the water environment. 

Without prejudice we would therefore advise that, in order to re-establish the drainage 

and ecological characteristics of the site, any future proposals for cross-boundary 

minerals extraction should be restoration and enhancement-led. We would expect the 

Minerals Local Plan to give consideration to the issues identified. 

Surface water opportunities 

Consideration will need to be given to protecting watercourses in terms of flood risk, 

biodiversity and water quality and as part of a catchment-based approach. 

The site and tributaries also form part of the Mythe Brook catchment and account will 

need to be taken of any downstream risks to communities and infrastructure. Long term 

opportunities should be sought for flood alleviation. 

847093 

Mr 

Godfrey 

Page 
 

Sites SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

I object most strongly to the above sites being included in the proposed plan for the 

following reasons:- 

SGTW1 References A,B and C 

1. Soils in these areas are Grade 1 Agricultural Land as confirmed by ADAS in their 

report attached to my wife's submission dated 9th August 2014. Grade 1 soil is a 

Valuable National Resource. Only 1.3% of all land in Gloucestershire and 3.3% of all 

land in England is of this quality. It is a primary constraint that Grade 1 land should not 

be exploited for Mineral Extraction. As such the proposal is contrary to Policy E7 of the 

GMLP. 

2. My property is immediately adjacent to the proposed sites A and B. Mineral 

excavations so close could seriously affect the water table below my house and buildings 

and damage their foundations. I have a large number of trees on my land, including 100 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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young fruit trees which qualified for a grant from Gloucestershire County Council 

Environment Directorate in 2007, and many mature trees including Ash, Walnut, Cider 

Apple, Maple and many old fruit trees which still bear marketabe fruit. My hedgerow 

trees provide valuable cover for wild life. Potentially all vegetation including several 

Traditional Orchard trees would suffer from the drying out of the soil which would also 

seriously affect the allotments on my property. My wife's plant Nursery at Sion House 

would be forced to close. 

3. Living adjacent to sites A and B would create a high risk of health problems for my 

wife my family and myself as a result of noise and dust pollution and anxiety. Perimeter 

bunds will not eliminate noise and dust pollution and our health will be seriously 

affected, 

4. Pages Lane runs through site A & B which is the main access route to Twyning 

(population 1650/750houses) with traffic census figures in October 2013 indicating that 

well over 1000 vehicles use the lane each day. In summer months this figure is greatly 

increased when extra farm machines and holiday makers use the lane. Sand and gravel 

lorries would use Pages Lane to gain access to/exit from a fast moving stretch of the 

A38. This would pose safety problems for pedestrians, horse riders, cyclists, children, 

motorists and commercial traffic who regularly use that road junction. The inevitable 

dust surrounding the site will be unsightly and cause road surfaces to be unsafe. 

5. There are hydrology concerns due to the lowering of the water table which could 

affect the supply of water to a nearby bore hole at Hill's Lakes and to Hilton Hotel golf 

course. Other fishing lakes to the east of Churchend which are replenished from springs 

in area B wuld be affected. Many houses in the area have wells which are in use 

including Sion House. These would be affected if the water table falls. 

6. There would be a massive impact on the Conservation area at Churchend where some 

gardens are only 5 metres from site B. There are over 100 adults/children living in this 

area. Families with young children would live in constant fear of the dangers to their 

inquisitive children who would be lured to the silt ponds and deep water courses 

7. There would be a huge detrimental effect on tourism in the area. Hilton Hotel at 

Puckrup is one of Hiltons main hotel and leisure complexes in the UK. It attracts visitors 

from all over the world and is the largest employer in the area. Other leisure businesses 

locally are fishing lakes and cabins, riding school, four large caravan sites. Visitors who 

use these facilities aso support other local businesses including the village shop, pubs 

and taxi firms. This would have a knock on effect on the local and county economy. 
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SGTW2 references B,C and D 

1. A live petrochemical pipeline runs through sites B and D 

2. Site D runs immediately adjacent to the southern boundary of the Hilton golf course. 

See paragraph 7 above. 

3. Potential harm to a Roman road which runs through B and D 

4. Potential cultivation problems to soft fruits grown in glass houses adjacent to sites B 

and D. 

To have sand and gravel extractions in the sites suggested would destroy the beauty of 

the whole area which so many residents and tourists enjoy, Many residents have retired 

to the locality to enjoy the peace and tranquility of a pleasanty situated Gloucestershire 

village. They too are worried about the effects sand and polluted air will have on their 

health. 

In view of the above, may I request that the site options outlined in SGTW1 and SGTW2 

are deleted from the county's future mineral extraction plans. 

854397 

Mrs 

Susan 

Satchell 

Clerk 

Twyning Parish 

Council 

SGTW1 Page’s Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

General 

From the figures given for these sites in the draft plan, the average depth of the sand and 

gravel deposits at Twyning is clearly very thin, probably less than 2m. This means that a 

considerable amount of land has to be excavated in comparison with other thicker 

deposits in the County in order to extract the same amount of mineral. Inclusion of these 

sites would not be sustainable, and would make a very small contribution to the reserves 

required. 

Twyning is currently unaffected by sand and gravel extraction and is a tranquil rural 

area, with a significant leisure and tourist industry (See “Businesses” below). It should 

be protected in accordance with para 123 NPPF. The adverse impact of extraction from 

these sites on the environment, the amenity of the residents and on local business and 

would demonstrably outweigh the benefits of using these very modest deposits. (Para 14 

NPPF) 

There would be significant harm to the landscape on a long term basis if all these sites 

(and the adjoining area in Worcestershire) were allowed to be developed. 

The highway infrastructure is inadequate to safely support the number of vehicle 

movements which are likely to occur (both during the extraction and landfill stages). In 

particular Pages Lane is a single track road. 

At this point, the A38 is straight and carries fast moving traffic. There is a high risk that 

The recent consultation 

documents (which was 

not the draft plan) did not 

indicate any depth of 

deposits. It would be up to 

any potential operator to 

demonstrate the potential 

of the resource. This can 

be clarified before any site 

is allocated in the draft 

plan. 

Any sites going forward 

into the draft MLP are 

having additional 

landscape assessments 

undertaken upon them. 

Please also refer to 

question 4.15 of the 

consultation summary 

report. 
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traffic accidents will increase, as a result of drivers attempting to overtake slow moving 

vehicles, and failing properly to take account of emerging vehicles. 

There are many properties and businesses close by which would be adversely affected 

by nose and dust. There are listed buildings close by at Shuthonger, Woodend, Puckrup 

and particularly at Church End where amongst other grade II listed buildings, the Church 

is listed as grade II* The setting of all these listed buildings would be adversely affected. 

Businesses and Tourism 

There are a number of businesses which would be directly affected by development of 

these sites and it is questionable whether all would survive the excavation period. These 

include: 

- Pages Lane Nursery – Pages Lane 

- Strawberry Farm – Cherry Orchard Lane 

- Tewkesbury Riding School – Cherry Orchard Lane 

- HillView Lakes (Fishing Lakes & Cabins) – Cherry Orchard Lane 

- Church End Nursery – A38 

- Cotswold Grange Country Park – Downfield Lane (Mobile homes) 

- Sunset View Caravan Park – Church End 

- S Williams & Sons – Church End (Fishing Lakes) 

- J & J Nurseries Ltd – Showborough 

- Hilton Hotel, Puckrup – Golf, Conference & Leisure facilities A38 

- Twyning Garage & Car Wash – A38 Shuthonger 

- Twyning Village Shop 

- Twyning Village Inn, Twyning Village 

- Fleet Inn, Twyning Village (with outdoor dining area) 

- Crown Inn, A38 Shuthonger 

The Fishing Lakes are groundwater fed and these proposed works would cause 

disruption to the aquifer. The nurseries would be extremely vulnerable to dust 

contamination. The public houses, holiday cabins, caravan parks and hotel attract a 

considerable number of holiday and conference bookings and it is unlikely that such 

bookings would continue if sand and gravel excavations adjoined the premises. In 

addition the area is popular with walkers and day visitors to the river who buy drinks and 

food locally and their numbers are likely to fall significantly. Failure of the businesses 

would impact in employment in the area. The effect on tourism is likely to affect the 

wider area. 
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Archaeology 

The River terraces which make up the sand and gravel deposits are known to be areas of 

potential archaeological significance. They were favoured locations for settlement 

during the Prehistoric, Roman and Anglo-Saxon periods and much of the archaeology is 

hidden under Medieval and later plough soils. Towbury Hill Fort is located nearby and a 

Roman Road crosses sites B and D. 

Hydrology/Geology 

The Council believes that there would be significant impact on the hydrology of the area 

if these areas were worked and have commissioned reports on both proposed locations 

from Hydrogeo Ltd. These reports are submitted in support of the Council’s 

submissions: 

- SGTW2 Twyning PC Report Hydrogeo Redpools Farm 

- SGTW1 Twyning PC Report Hydrogeo Page’s Lane 

- SGTW1 Twyning PC Appendix A Pages Lane 

- SGTW1 Twyning PC Appendix B Pages Lane 

- SGTW1 Twyning PC Pages Land water features 

See report annexed (E-mailed separately) 

Considerations specific to the individual sites 

SGTW1 Page’s Lane 

These sites adjoin the historically important conservation area at Church End. They are 

in very close proximity to a number of dwellings and it is doubtful that any mitigation 

measures which could be put in place would be sufficient to protect these residents from 

significant loss of amenity. A planning application has currently been lodged in relation 

to area B and the senior Environmental Health Officer at Tewkesbury Borough Council 

made this point in response to that application. 

If the sites A and C were worked, it would be highly likely that the neighbouring riding 

school would have to cease to trade. Horses are by nature flight animals and liable to be 

alarmed by any sudden noises. This would be inevitable during quarrying and tipping 

operations. It would make it impossible safely to teach children and inexperienced riders 

at the premises. 

Please see SGTW1 Twyning PC Report Hydrogeo Page’s Lane. The land comprises a 

highly sensitive shallow groundwater environment and disruption of the sand and gravel 

layers would cause significant harm to premises nearby who are dependent on the 

groundwater. 
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SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

Significant areas of this site contain no deposit or have features limiting the area which 

could be exploited. See para 2.2 of SGTW2 Twyning PC Report Hydrogeo Redpools 

Farm. For instance areas A, B and C contain land designated as Open Access Land 

under Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 as well as being crossed by a bridleway. 

These areas are of significance for leisure and tourism. 

Areas B and D are crossed by a high pressure oil pipeline in current use and therefore 

not all of the land identified could be exploited, because of the need to protect the 

pipeline and its environs. Parts of areas B and D contain no deposits of sand and gravel 

according to the geological maps. 

The combination of these factors means that they could not be sustainably exploited. 

There are reed beds and marshes located along Mythe Brook (sitesABC) which are 

likely to be of significant ecological importance. 

Please see SGTW2 Twyning PC Report Hydrogeo Redpools Farm for a detailed analysis 

of the adverse implications of exploiting this site. The report concludes that there is a 

highly complex groundwater environment disruption of which could have far reaching 

effects for residents, businesses and the local environment. Disturbing 32 ha of land to 

obtain a limited amount of mineral is unacceptable. 

For all the reasons set out above, Twyning Parish Council would submit that sites 

SGTW1 Page’s Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm should not be included in the 

Gloucestershire Minerals Plan 

Further to my previous E-mail, Twyning Parish have asked Gloucestershire Centre for 

Environmental Records for details of any species recorded within 500m of these sites. 

There has never been any comprehensive survey but the species they have listed which 

are of note include: 

On Mythe Brook: 

Teal 

Tufted duck 

Reed Bunting 

Yellow Wagtail 

Curlew 

Golden Plover 

Fieldfare 

Lapwing 
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Puckrup/Bow Brook 

Narrow leaved water dropwort (Red list nationally rare) 

Shuthonger 

Turtle Dove (Red list) 

Cinnabar moth 

Twyning 

Pipistrelle Bat 

Skylark (Red list) 

Lesser redpoll 

Cuckoo 

Hobby 

Kestrel 

Spotted flycatcher 

Wood warbler 

Great Crested Newt 

Smooth Newt 

854456 

Mrs 

Pam 

Page 
 

I object most strongly to the following sites being included in the proposed Minerals 

Local Plan for the following reasons:- 

SGTW1 Sites A, B & C 

1. These sites are grade 1 Agricultural Land (evidenced by enclosed grading from 

ADAS) it is emphasised that only 3.06% of land in England is of this 

high standard. 

2. Our property, particularly its foundations, which is situated in the centre of these sites 

will be affected by the drying out of the land surrounding it 

and the inevitable lowering of the water table. We will be unable to open windows on 

our property or dry washing or enjoy time in the garden because of the inevitable dust 

emanating from the sites. Noise would be terrible and far above recommended levels. 

3. Our health would be affected by noise, dust and stress. All these are in contravention 

of the Human Rights Act Article 8. 

4. My nursery business which is behind our property and adjacent to plot A would have 

to close with the loss of jobs as with a business such as ours 

anv dust from the site will greatly reduce the quality and productivity of plants. 

5. Any fruit from trees in our orchards (for which a grant was obtained from Glos CC in 

2007) will be unsaleable and our income would be affected. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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6. We have a well on our property which is used and this will possibly dry up. 

7. Site B is adjacent to a Conservation Area, and sites A and C are also very close and 

this will have a negative impact on properties in the 

conservation Area. There are a minimum of 105 people within 150 metres of the site. 

8. Water from the many springs under these sites flow into the ancient Walmer Pool on 

the golf course to the West of the site A en- route to the 

Severn and historic lakes to the East of the Site B en-route to the Avon. 

9. People entering the Village of Twyning would have to travel through the middle of 

the site as Pages Lane is the main entrance to the Village and 

the road is bordered on the north and south by the site. We know that over 1000 vehicles 

a day use this road together with many Farm Vehicles 

and holiday traffic in the summer months. This coupled with heavy lorries and other 

machinery into and out of the sites and also joining the 

very busy A-38 would be a terrific traffic hazard and many accidents waiting to happen! 

SGTW 2 

With regard to site B 

On this land is an old Coach Road. This land is not registered with H.M.Land Registry 

and is possibly of Archeological lnterest. lt is thought to be part of the Old Coach Road 

running from Gloucester to Worcester. This land is also adjacent to Glasshouses 

growing large quant¡t¡es of Raspberries. 

On Sites B&D 

There is a WWll Oil pipe line running from South to North which is still in use. 

Sites C & D are adjacent to Hilton Puckrup Hall's Golf Course and would greatly affect 

both jobs, membership and tourism. 

ln Worcester County Council's current Local Minerals Plan site H, which is adjacent to 

sites A and c we understand there ¡is permission to remove 

minerals on the understanding they are taken out by river. Surely any current plan should 

incorporate this thereby preventing any dangers and hazards on the A-38. 

Sites SGTW1 Pages Lane Site A B & C and SGTW2 Redpools Farm SitesB C&D 

Many jobs locally will be lost from the businesses adjoining these sites including 

Nursery businesses, Large Hotel, Cabins, fishing lakes and Riding 

School and the residential and holiday caravan sites of which there are 3 within a short 

distance of the site will be affected. This will have a knock on effect on other businesses 

in the village (Local shop, pubs, holiday lets, taxis) to name but a few. 
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We trust the above comments will be taken into consideration when the decision for 

preferred sites are made and that the sites at Pages Lane and 

Redpools Farm will be removed from the plan. 

None of these sites were included in the previous Minerals Local Plan and they should 

not be included in the current plan for the reasons above. 

lf the aggregate is required in the North of the County this can be acquired only half a 

mile over the County Border in Worcestershire. 

I trust you will take the above into consideration when making your decisions. 

854608 

Mr 

Michael 

Trott 
 

GCC Proposed Minerals Extraction Plan, sites SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 

Redpools Farm 

I wish to object to the proposed plan to extract sand and gravel over a long period from 

the above-mentioned two sites either side of the A38 north of Tewkesbury. The grounds 

of my objection are as follows: 

Negative effect on local economy - this by no means a thinly-populated area: there is a 

significant detrimental risk to local business, such as hotels, market gardens and 

nurseries, fishing lakes and caravan sites. 

Impact on a Conservation Area - There will inevitably be a major impact over many 

years on the surroundings of a Conservation Area at Church End, Twyning. 

Negative effect on health - There is a significant risk to health from fine sand dust 

inevitably released during sand and gravel extraction close to housing at Church End and 

Shuthonger. 

Travel disruption and unacceptable effect on road safety - There will be a substantial 

increase in HGV traffic in Pages Lane and on the A38, roads whithout adequate 

structure for the long-term use by HGV's and therefore an unacceptable risk of accidents. 

Increased noise nuisance - There will be noise from extraction equipment and HGVs 

coming and going all day for many years. 

Possibility of flooding and subsidence - The effect of removing absorbent sand and 

gravel on flooding is uncertain and subsidence could occur and impact local houses at 

Shuthonger and in Pages Lane itself. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No observations noted 
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854646 

Mr & Mrs 

John 

Lannen 
 

We write to express our concerns and objections to the 2 sites either side of the A38 

being - SGTW1 Pages Lane & SGTW2 Redpools Farm. 

We live just off the A38 at Shuthonger, and are concerned on many points:- 

1. the increase in traffic and noise would definately affect us, with concerns for the 

safety and disruption for us to turn off and onto the A38. 

2. the constant noise of the heavier traffic would be detrimental to the quality of life for 

all the local residents and business's, I am a member at the Puckrup Golf Club and would 

be most concerned at the noise and disruption to not only myself but to all the 

membership. 

3. We have a well on our property that we use, and it is a concern to us with disruption 

to the water table and potential pollution. 

4. The area is slightly elevated and affected by strong winds particularly from the south 

west, which concerns us about the dust levels, particularly in hot weather, likewise in 

stormy conditions. 

5. The stretch of the A38 between Shuthonger and Twittocks, although part restricted to 

40mph, is notorious for speeding cars and motorbikes, extra traffic on this stretch would 

inevidablely create more accidents, especially when the M5 is closed, as this route is 

used as a diversion. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854709 

Miss 

Janet 

Houlan 
 

I wish to give you my objections to the proposal SGTW1 Pages lane and SGTW2 

Redpools Farm 

This is a rural village with minor roads into and out of it. I, like many others, currently 

use Pages Lane into and out of the village in order to avoid the larger vehicles already 

entering and exiting the village via the cattle grids. The proposal to allow significant 

numbers of heavy goods vehicles per day to use Pages Lane would cause considerable 

congestion and increase the likelihood of road accidents. The village roads are already 

badly damaged through weather and heavy goods vehicles and additional heavy traffic, 

and the mess they leave in their wake, will exacerbate this condition. 

Sand and gravel extraction will create dust and noise. It will be impossible to contain the 

dust, and winds will drive it over Church End and Twyning. These are residential areas 

and not suited to combating dust, dirt and noise. 

Twyning is currently in the process of producing a Neighbourhood Development Plan 

and, therefore, it seems precipitous to consult on such far-reaching proposals, impacting 

on the community, before that plan is agreed. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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854783 

Mr 

Tony 

Baldwin 
 

I wish to register my objections to the planning applications for sand and gravel 

excavation at the two sites either side of the A38 north of Tewkesbury: SGTW1 Pages 

Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm. 

My objections are as follows:- 

1) I am concerned about how the noise and dust pollution that these applications, if 

allowed to proceed, will have on the quite enjoyment that I currently experience at my 

property. Such quite enjoyment being one of the major facts for me moving into the area 

in the first instance. 

2) I am concerned about the impact of the extra traffic, mainly lorries, on the existing 

road structure. In recent years Tewkesbury and the surrounding areas have suffered 

major disruption due to closures on the M5 due to accidents. Increased heavy goods 

transport movements can only serve to cause additional problems during such incidents 

which appear to be all to frequent in recent years. 

3) I am concerned about the impact on the local businesses as these proposals will affect 

the peaceful enjoyment to be had at the Hotel and fishing lakes in the area. Visitors to 

the area are likely to choose other venues leading to a loss in much needed revenue 

brought in through tourism. 

4) I am concerned about adverse affects that these proposed works may have on the 

water table and the possible affects that this may have on the local area, together with 

the added risk of pollution to the water courses. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854784 

Mr 

David 

Kendrick 
 

Re: SGTW1 Pages Lane & SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

I am appalled at the proposed plan by Gloucestershire County Council for the long term 

extraction of minerals within the County that includes the local area on either side of the 

A38 between Tewkesbury and Twyning. The above applications form part of this sad 

initiative and I wish to register my strong objection to the proposals for the following 

reasons: 

1. The huge detrimental impact on agriculture and the loss of Grade 1 agricultural land 

in many areas – this is also a major employment sector, which could be severely affected 

by the proposal. 

2. The negative impact and loss of amenity to local residents especially on Pages Lane 

who will suffer from the impact of noise, dust and traffic aggravation. 

3. The highway structure is totally inadequate for the long-term use by 20-tonne+ HGVs. 

Safe travel will be affected, causing long delays and many RTAs. 

4. A major negative impact on the landscape and surroundings of the Conservation area 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 
Sand & Gravel Severn Vale Justification - 4.15 Please outline your reasons 

Officer Response - 4.15a 

Officer Response 

at Church End and its historic buildings and lakes with a resultant detrimental effect on 

tourism which is a major employment sector in the Tewkesbury Borough Council area. 

5. There will be a negative effect on local businesses associated with tourism – hotels, 

market gardens, nurseries and fishing lakes. 

6. There will be major disruption to the water table with adverse effects on local lakes 

and buildings plus great potential for pollution of the Severn and Avon rivers, which 

could affect water supplies to the area 

I sincerely hope that common sense will prevail in any decisions made about this 

application and GCC’s proposed plans for Mineral Extraction in the County. 

854788 
Linda 

Gold  

MINERAL EXTRACTION SGTW1 PAGES LANE / SGTW2 REDPOOLS FARM 

I write to strongly object to the plan for Gloucestershire County Council to extract 

minerals from land on both sides of the A38 by Twyning and Ripple. This would be a 

disaster for local people and businesses. 

The extraction work proposed would have a huge impact on the local environment. 

Local people would be severely affected by dust and noise and extraction work would 

reduce the saleability and value of houses. Businesses would also suffer; the hotel, both 

nurseries and the fishing lakes would suffer as a result of the work which will impact on 

jobs. 

There would be disruption to the water table and potential for contamination of the river 

Severn and Avon. 

The small country roads would be overrun with works traffic and heavy HGVs. This 

would affect all residents in Twyning and Ripple as the access roads to both villages 

would be snarled up with works traffic and dust in the air. The A38 is a busy road and I 

fear that works traffic would significantly increase the risk of accidents of that road and 

on the local roads. 

Sand and gravel and mineral extraction should be carried out away from people’s houses 

so as to cause the minimum amount of disruption possible not next to village. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854790 

Mrs 

Jean 

Kendrick 
 

Re: SGTW1 Pages Lane & SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

I am appalled at the proposed plan by Gloucestershire County Council for the long term 

extraction of minerals within the County that includes the local area on either side of the 

A38 between Tewkesbury and Twyning. The above applications form part of this sad 

initiative and I wish to register my strong objection to the proposals for the following 

reasons: 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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1. The huge detrimental impact on agriculture and the loss of Grade 1 agricultural land 

in many areas – this is also a major employment sector, which could be severely affected 

by the proposal. 

2. The negative impact and loss of amenity to local residents especially on Pages Lane 

who will suffer from the impact of noise, dust and traffic aggravation. 

3. The highway structure is totally inadequate for the long-term use by 20-tonne+ HGVs. 

Safe travel will be affected, causing long delays and many RTAs. 

4. A major negative impact on the landscape and surroundings of the Conservation area 

at Church End and its historic buildings and lakes with a resultant detrimental effect on 

tourism which is a major employment sector in the Tewkesbury Borough Council area. 

5. There will be a negative effect on local businesses associated with tourism – hotels, 

market gardens, nurseries and fishing lakes. 

6. There will be major disruption to the water table with adverse effects on local lakes 

and buildings plus great potential for pollution of the Severn and Avon rivers, which 

could affect water supplies to the area 

I sincerely hope that common sense will prevail in any decisions made about this 

application and GCC’s proposed plans for Mineral Extraction in the County. 

854833 

Mr 

David 

Prior 

Committee 

member 

RAGE 

Applications to extract sand & gravel from the Pages Lane sites have been made on 

numerous occasions since 1985 including one that is current. However, these have 

always been turned down ultimately as they are far too close to residential property – 

only 5m at the closest point and only 50m from many private houses. To the best of our 

knowledge no county council in England has ever approved a sand & gravel site so close 

to residential property. 

The Redpools Farm site is also too close to residential property and the Hilton Hotel and 

any development there would above all undermine the business of the hotel. Neither of 

these sites has been previously included in the Minerals Plan. 

Our understanding from the owner of these sites is that his long term plan would be to 

extract the minerals from Redpools Farm and process these in the site to the south of 

Pages Lane. Since he also owns Bow Farm (in Worcestershire) adjacent to Redpools 

Farm there is a danger that output from Bow Farm will also be processed at the Pages 

Lane site. This would effectively condemn Twyning to disruption from minerals 

extraction for 20-40 years. 

All these sites are so close to Church End that they would: 

1. Fundamentally undermine the lives of local residents by nature of noise, dust and 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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impact on the landscape. This loss of amenity we believe is serious enough to make it 

contrary to Article 8, Article 2 section 3 and Article 1 of the Protocol of the Human 

Rights Act. Evidence from the current application for area B on Page’s Lane shows that 

noise would exceed recommended limits at both the closest private property (5M) and 

several houses within 50M. The noise issues would be serious enough to be contrary to 

the guidelines identified in the NPPF, Policy M4 and P1 of the RGSP, Policy EMP4 

item D of the TBCLP and Policy EVT3 of the TBCLP. With regard to dust all of the 

sites are immediately upwind of the susceptible properties ensuring that the conservation 

area, the hotels and market gardening businesses and others will be in direct line of and 

close to the dust producing activities. 

The resulting pollution would be contrary to Policy M4 and P1 of the RGSP, Policy DC1 

of the GMLP, Policy EMP4 item 4 of the TBCLP and Policy EVT4 of the TBCLP. 

2. Totally compromise the conservation area of Church End. 

We believe the proposals for mineral extraction would be contrary to Policy E5 of the 

GMPL, Policies S4, S6, NHE1, NHE3 and NHE6 of the RGSP and finally policies 

HEN1 and HEN2 of the TBCLP. 

3. Disrupt the water table with unknown consequences for local properties and lakes. 

This means the proposals are contrary to Policy E11 and E12 of the GMLP and Policy 

P1 of the RSGP. It is also likely that any development would be contrary to Policies 

EVT6 and EVT7 of the TBCLP. 

4. Loss of tourism. There are several local businesses dependant on tourism and job 

losses would result from the downturn caused by sand & gravel workings. 

These detrimental issues mean the proposed sites would be contrary to Policies TOR1, 

EMP2 item C and EMP4 item D of the TBCLP. 

5. Damage to local business such as nurseries and market gardens and resultant loss of 

jobs. 

6. Inadequate highway structure to cope with the large increase in (slow moving) HGV 

traffic. On this basis the inclusion of the two sites would be contrary to the following 

Policies: 

M5, T2 and T3 of the RGSP, E16, E19 and E20 of the GMLP, TPT1© and EMP4 item 

D of the TBCLP. I also think Policy DC6 of the GMLP should be invoked. 

7. Loss of Grade 1 and Grade 2 agricultural land. This is contrary to Policy E7 of the 

GMLP, and as it is not sustainable contrary to Policy M1 and NHE3 of the RGSP and 

Policy AGR1 of the TBLP. It may also be contrary to Policy M3 of the GRSP. 
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8. There is a major ‘live’ petrochemical pipeline running through the Redpools site and 

it would be totally inappropriate and potentially very dangerous to disturb this pipe 

work. 

For all the above reasons it would be totally inappropriate to include these sites in the 

plan 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

SGTW1 is too close to Church End and Twyning - with several hundred residents within 

a few 100m - with a cumulative adverse effect. The cost/benefit is therefore not proven - 

following the guidance above "Where mineral working takes place, amenity, health, 

quality of life and economic vitality will be paramount to the decision making process." 

there is an impact on amenity, quality of life and economic vitality (loss of tourism jobs, 

no gain). The usefulness of the different quality of Severn Vale sand is not substantiated 

in any detail within the evidence pack and may be based on developer comments from 

the 1990s previously refuted in an appeal. 

SGTW2 will impact tourism and market gardens, as well as remove the important 

PROW that connects Puckrup/Bow bridge to bank of the River Severn. It will also lead 

to an unacceptably high lorry traffic onto the A38 from the wider Bow Bridge extraction 

at a point directly opposite existing turning to Twyning , creating road user conflict and 

impacting Puckrup golf course. The only acceptable parcel might be parcel A. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854980 

Mr 

Peter 

Gold 
 

SGTW1 PAGES LANE AND SGTW2 REDPOOLS FARM 

I am amazed that I even have to wrote this in respect of the 2 mineral extraction plans 

above. Before even getting in to specifics, surely common sense should prevail. There is 

miles of country side, so why decide to even think about putting extraction plans on this 

scale adjacent to a village. If you actually came and inspected the area you would see 

several businesses in the tourism related trade who would fall by the wayside given the 

size of this extraction plan, which is over 30 times the exisiting application 

(13/0017/TWMAJM). All of these businesses employ local people and bring income 

into the area. No matter what various experts say about noise, dust and the ecological 

damage - these will all be a problem for the people who live here. It is after all a 

standing joke that in this day and age you can get find an "expert" to say what you want. 

Part of the plan is right against a conservation area. The A38 is already clogged with 

traffic and numerous speed reductions along it's length make overtaking between 

Tewkesbury and Worcester virtually imposssible, the addition of slow moving lorries 

will only make an inadequate road even worse. I can not believe that the people who live 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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here have to make these obvious comments about why this is such a ridiculous idea. 

854982 

Mr 

Robert 

Gate 
 

bjection to Planning applications for following sites: SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 

Redpools Farm 

I am writing to object to the 2 applications referred to above on the grounds of: 

1. a negative impact and loss of amenity to local residents including noise, dust and 

impact to the landscape 

2. the inevitable consequence of a stream of HGVs in the immediate area including the 

route between Twynig and Tewkesbury 

3. in more general the risk to tourism in the area and the affect on local businesses and 

employment 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854989 
Jennifer 

Meredith  

I write to object most strongly to two proposed sites for sand and gravel extraction being 

included in Gloucestershire County Council Minerals Local Plan i.e. SGTW1 Pages 

Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm which are both very close to the hamlets of Church 

End, Shuthonger and Puckrup and the larger, populous village of Twyning. 

The area has already been under threat for more than 18 months from the current 

planning application (13/0017/TWMAJM ) which seeks permission to extract sand and 

gravel from a field to the south of Pages Lane (part of SGTW1) and which is being 

vigorously opposed by local councils, residents and businesses. The process is being 

drawn out, in my opinion, vexatiously, by the applicant and it is the 3rd time in 30 years 

that he has applied. The application has been refused for very good reasons in the past 

which have not changed. This applicant has also included for consideration in the Plan 

land adjacent to local fishing lakes that he does not own. The Pages Lane site is about 50 

metres from our home and less than 30 metres from the boundary of our garden. Our 

neighbours and the other residents of the villages have had this threat hanging over them 

for a very long time and consider that “enough is enough”. The current preferred areas 

for sand and gravel extraction in Gloucestershire are in the Upper Thames Valley and 

none of the sites currently being worked are anywhere near as close to residential areas 

as SGTW1/2. 

My objections to these sites being included in the Plan are very much the same as the 

reasons for objecting to the current planning application and I would specify them as 

follows:- 

Environment 

Twyning and the adjacent hamlets are currently peaceful, rural communities in an 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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attractive setting, largely residential but also with many businesses which rely on 

tourism, leisure and agriculture. These proposed sites are very close to both houses, 

nurseries, fishing lakes, a riding school, a prestigious hotel and golf course and bed & 

breakfast enterprises which thrive by the very nature of the environment. The effect of 

open cast mining with its noise, dust, air pollution, the danger and mess created by heavy 

lorries on rural roads which were never designed for them and in general the loss of 

amenity would be disastrous. On a personal level I have talked to villagers who have 

lived in the area for more than 40 years and who remember the effects of previous sand 

and gravel operations to the east of the current sites. They were unable to open windows 

or hang out washing because of the dust, the roads were caked with mineral residue and 

they were plagued by heavy lorries coming and going through the village. Once the 

planning permission is given, there is no turning back and constraints placed upon the 

operators tend to be meaningless as they are not enforced. People should not have to live 

under these conditions and the local economy should not be endangered in this way. 

Article 8 of the European Convention On Human Rights has been adopted by the UK 

Government and concerns the respect for private and family life. If development of these 

sites is allowed, it would be in direct contravention of the Act. 

Health 

The dust from the sand excavated contains silica which is now known to be very 

detrimental to health and this is aggravated where the dust particles are fine. It would be 

blown by the wind all over the populated area with the attendant risks to health and 

wellbeing of everybody, not least the very young and very old and those with respiratory 

conditions. Noise is another factor. Many of the residents closest to these proposed sites 

are retired and at home all day and there are others who work from home. We have all 

chosen to live in a quiet rural environment rather than an industrial 

or urban landscape. We would be subjected to the psychological stress of continual 

noise, vibration and disturbance created by these operations. Our neighbour has an 

autistic child who is unable to tolerate loud noise and they would be forced to move 

house. 

Cultural and Historical 

Church End is a Conservation Area. The presence of major industrial activity a few 

metres from its borders is unacceptable. The Church of St. Mary Magdalene is very old 

and a listed building. There are other listed buildings in the village and also buildings of 

historical interest. Quite apart from spoiling the outlook, the presence of open cast 
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mining would pose a threat to the fabric of some of the buildings by way of dust and 

vibration damage. Part of the proposed site between the A38 and the River Severn 

includes the route of a probable Roman Road and an ancient trackway. There 

are also ancient ponds and lakes which could suffer and dry up because of disturbance to 

the water table, including St. Chad’s Well which is of historical significance. 

Agriculture 

Large parts of the proposed sites are currently agricultural. There is at least one area of 

Grade 1 Agricultural Land. The soil once disturbed, placed in bunds or mixed with 

subsoils is irrevocably damaged and cannot be returned to its former condition. There 

are nurseries directly adjacent to the proposed sites growing soft fruit, flowers and other 

vulnerable produce in glasshouses which would be forced to close down. The 

windblown dust reduces the light levels and therefore the growing potential in the 

glasshouses. There are also orchards in Pages Lane. Any dust on fruit renders it 

unsaleable. 

Tourism and Economy 

As mentioned above, the area is an attractive one and people enjoy coming here for 

holidays and leisure activities which form a large part of the local economy, staying in B 

& Bs or holiday homes and caravan sites. The hotel also hosts weddings, conferences 

and other functions which generate business for the wider local economy e.g. caterers 

and other suppliers, photographers, taxis, florists, hairdressers and retail outlets. The 

hotel is also the major local employer. All this is at potential risk if it is totally 

surrounded by mining operations. To put it graphically, nobody wants a 

wedding photograph with a picture of an excavator or mobile washing and screening 

plant for sand and gravel in the background. There is a national cycle route running 

through the village which would be incompatible with the heavy traffic generated by the 

excavation. Similar danger would be posed to walkers and horse riders. Once extracted 

the sand and gravel has to be transported on: will it be going via the A.38 and through 

Tewkesbury which is already unsuitable for heavy traffic? I understand that the proposed 

railhead at Ashchurch which was to provide a transport link has now been abandoned. 

Conclusion 

The process of planning applications is already heavily weighted in favour of applicants 

who have the right of appeal if turned down in the first instance. Objectors have no right 

of appeal. Please do not make such inappropriate proposals even easier for applicants by 

including them in the Local Minerals Plan. 
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854994 

Mr 

R 

Else 
 

I would like to make the following comments on the above documents with particular 

reference to: SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm. 

General: 

It is stating the obvious but extracting minerals is a non-sustainable operation unlike for 

instance forestry. Whilst it is a requirement to have a county wide plan with a certain 

level of future requirements identified eventually a situation will exist where such 

materials will be required to be imported into the county. As currently identified sources 

are exhausted it will be become harder to exploit new areas where greater and greater 

compromises will be required because of their location. That point has been reached 

with the two sites noted above for the reasons noted below. In addition there have been 

numerous planning applications in the past to extract sand and gravel from these 

locations and each time they have been refused for the same reasons noted below. These 

are also the reasons that the areas have not been included in the past in the earlier 

minerals plan and nothing has changed in the local environment to change that situation. 

I also believe that as this exercise is a Gloucestershire County Plan no account should be 

taken in linking it the nearby sites in Worcestershire as that is not within the remit and 

would add hugely to the objections noted below. 

Conservation area impact: 

The area to the south and east of the sites has been designated a conservation area. It 

includes listed properties and historic properties and has medieval lakes that were once 

part of the grange that served Winchcombe Abbey. A mining operation right next to 

such an area will have a huge negative impact and it is a requirement that surroundings 

of such conservation areas should be protected. The nearest garden of the properties in 

the conservation area is 5m away from the area shown as B on the SGTW1 Pages Lane 

map. (This area is also the subject of a current planning application which hopefully will 

again be refused as all the previous applications for the site have been over the last two 

decades). As well as greatly affecting the setting of the conservation area and the rural 

landscape there is a major danger to the springs that feed the historic lakes which is 

noted below under hydrology. I believe the proposals for mineral extraction would be 

contrary to Policy E5 of the GMPL, Policies S4, S6, NHE1, NHE3 and NHE6 of the 

RGSP and finally policies HEN1 and HEN2 of the TBCLP. 

Loss of Amenity: 

The whole area adjacent to the sites is primarily a peaceful rural environment. There will 

be a very significant loss of amenity to local residents if the majority of the surrounding 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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area is turned into an opencast mining operation through noise, dust, visual intrusion etc. 

This loss will affect both residents who live within a few metres of the sites and also the 

more wide spread local community. I believe this issue is serious enough to make it 

contrary to Article 8, Article 2 section 3 and Article 1 of the Protocol of the Human 

Rights Act. 

Economic issues: 

The primary economy of the area is tourism. There is a major hotel and golf complex 

adjacent to the sites, (The Hilton Puckrup Hall Hotel), and this is the major employer in 

the local area. Any detrimental effect to their business will have a knock on effect to 

many other local companies – taxis, photographers, produce suppliers, flower companies 

and so on. In addition to this hotel there are riding schools, fishing lakes and local public 

houses and B&B providers – all are extremely concerned about their future should any 

part of the various locations be included in the minerals plan. It is naïve in the extreme to 

think there would be any long term benefit to tourism post the development. By that 

stage the entire supporting infrastructure will have been devastated with job losses and 

companies ceasing to trade. In addition to the tourism activities there are several market 

gardening operations. These are either partially or fully surrounded by the two sites 

noted above. These activities rely on there being no dust – which will either ruin their 

crops or limit their growth through contamination of their glass houses reducing the 

transmission of light. One of the operations also relies on a well for water supply which 

would be threatened by the excavation of the major expanse of the underlying aquifer. 

(A similar situation would be experienced by the fishing lakes as they also rely on a 

subterranean water supply and their lakes are highly susceptible to dust pollution falling 

onto the surface). 

These detrimental issues mean the proposed sites would be contrary to Policies TOR1, 

EMP2 item C and EMP4 item D of the TBCLP. 

Highway issues: 

There is significant concern with HGVs turning onto the A38 trunk road from minor side 

roads. Such vehicles pose a concern with their slow manoeuvring and wide bulk. Whilst 

there is obviously currently a limited use of the local roads by HGVs it is a different 

situation to having a very large number as the road network is not structured for such use 

over such an extended period of time. One also has to question which routes will be used 

for onward journeys and there can be no legal restraints placed upon which routes such 

vehicles choose to use including driving south through Tewkesbury town centre. On this 
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basis the inclusion of the two sites would be contrary to the following Policies: 

M5, T2 and T3 of the RGSP, E16, E19 and E20 of the GMLP, TPT1© and EMP4 item 

D of the TBCLP. I also think Policy DC6 of the GMLP should be invoked. 

Noise: 

There is a current planning application in area B on the SGTW1 Pages Lane map and 

there are already grave noise concerns due to the limited stand off distances as the site 

boundary is only 5 metres from the nearest property in the conservation area of Church 

End. The same issues will apply to all the local domestic housing as well as the tourism 

activities. As a basic requirement there should be a significant standoff – say a minimum 

of at least 250m. The result of such a condition would render a huge area of both sites 

inaccessible for development limiting the mineral yield. The noise issues would be 

serious enough to be contrary to the guidelines indentified in the NPPF, Policy M4 and 

P1 of the RGSP, Policy EMP4 item D of the TBCLP and Policy EVT3 of the TBCLP. 

Dust: 

As noted before under economic issues there are potentially severe effects from dust. 

The scale of the proposed developments and the particle size distribution of the minerals 

make any effective mitigation near impossible. For the local domestic properties again 

there is a major concern with dust and again this is related to the close proximity and the 

proposed limited stand off distances – down to 5m as noted before rather than a typical 

250m. All of the sites are also immediately upwind of the susceptible properties ensuring 

that the conservation area, the hotels and market gardening businesses and others will be 

in direct line of and close to the dust producing activities. 

The resulting pollution would be contrary to Policy M4 and P1 of the RGSP, Policy DC1 

of the GMLP, Policy EMP4 item 4 of the TBCLP and Policy EVT4 of the TBCLP. 

Hydrology issues: 

The proposed sites are directly situated on a major aquifer which is huge concern if most 

of that aquifer is removed. There are a number of natural springs that are fed by this 

aquifer including those feeding the medieval lakes in Church End and the historic St 

Chads well near the river Avon at Twyning. There has to be significant risk of at least a 

disrupted or diminished supply to these water features and potential for a disastrous 

cessation of supply. Whilst a small excavation of the water table might be of limited 

impact such a huge disturbance created by the almost total removal of the aquifer is 

extremely likely to have a major - irreversible - effect. There are also numerous wells 

and boreholes in the local area that depend upon the aquifer which feeds both 
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commercial and domestic properties. I also believe there will be an increased risk of 

localised flooding caused by the extraction as there will be reduced capacity for the 

land/aquifer to absorb the effects of significant precipitation events. This means the 

proposals are contrary to Policy E11 and E12 of the GMLP and Policy P1 of the RSGP. 

It is also likely that any development would be contrary to Policies EVT6 and EVT7 of 

the TBCLP. 

Pipeline: 

There is a major ‘live’ petrochemical pipeline running through the Redpools site and it 

would be totally inappropriate and potentially very dangerous to disturb this pipe work. 

One could envisage that even allowing a disturbance free area either side of the pipeline 

could be insufficient due to the nature of the ground geology that transmits low 

frequency/high amplitude vibrations in to the material supporting the tubing. This is a 

potential major public health and safety issue. 

Archaeological issues: 

It is believed that a Roman road is buried to the west of the A38 road and runs through 

the Redpools area. It is also believed that an ancient track way also traverses this area. 

Both are probably related to the nearby Towbury Hill Fort and the setting of this Iron 

Age monument would be adversely affected by the Redpools development. As noted 

before there are also many listed buildings and historic buildings near both sites and 

these will be potentially harmed by the developments in both their setting and the 

potential damage caused by alterations in the water table and low frequency vibrations 

into their structures from the ground workings by heavy machinery. 

Agricultural issues: 

Some of the market gardening land which will be excavated for mineral extraction is 

rated as Grade 1 or Grade 1/2 and this precious natural resource will be affected and lost 

by the proposed mining operations. This non-sustainable situation is a primary restraint 

for mineral extraction. The stripped soil and subsoil cannot be totally separated and their 

replacement on either the underlying clay or compacted infill will render them 

significantly down graded. If lakes are incorporated into the restoration schemes then 

this also means loss of this valuable land resource. This is contrary to Policy E7 of the 

GMLP, and as it is not sustainable contrary to Policy M1 and NHE3 of the RGSP and 

Policy AGR1 of the TBLP. It may also be contrary to Policy M3 of the GRSP. 

Conclusions: 

There are very good reasons why the two identified sites have never been included in 
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earlier minerals plans. All of the issues noted above realistically preclude their 

incorporation into such plans as the adverse effects are too harmful and many can only 

really determined by a subjective appraisal. The risk of the latter being wrong is high 

and the potential outcomes are then disastrous. Any form of ‘failure mode and effect’ 

analysis or risk appraisal will eliminate them from any serious consideration. 

Note – for information I have also attached a map showing the sites relationship to local 

businesses and the conservation area and this also notes the scale of the proposed plan in 

relation to the previously noted planning application and the additional magnitude of the 

Worcestershire workings should they be linked directly or indirectly with the plan. 

855063 

Air Vice 

Marshal 

Ron 

Hesketh 

 

I object to these applications on the following grounds; 

- The Application contradicts the National Planning Policy Framework which states 

"identify and protect areas of tranquillity which have remained relatively undisturbed by 

noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason." 

- With a major hotel, golf course, market gardens, fishing lakes, stables amongst other 

facilities in the immediate vicinity these applications would have a severe impact on 

tourism and commercial enterprise in the area and consequently on local employment. 

- There will be major disruption to the water table with the potential for adverse effects 

on local lakes and buildings. Furthermore the water treatment plant for domestic supply 

is only a short distance down the Severn from the proposed works. Can those taking the 

decision on this matter be absolutely assured that there will not be pollution from these 

abstraction sites? 

- The proposed sites are in close proximity to the Conservation area at Church End. I do 

not live in this Conservation area but have an interest in the care of the historic parish 

church. The nature of the work proposed, whatever precautions are taken, will have an 

impact on this building if only in terms of airborne pollution. This area is protected by 

Conservation status for good reason and that responsibility cannot end at the immediate 

boundary of protection. 

- I am not persuaded that assessments by highways engineers adequately cover the 

impact of HGV movements to the proposed sites. Road measurements and visibility 

studies do not capture the disruption of such movements and their potential total impact 

on this rural environment. 

- These applications involve the loss of grade 1 agricultural land in some locations. It 

can hardly be said that we have sufficient of this resource to give the extraction of gravel 

a precedence. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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- None of the above points take account of the huge impact and loss of amenity to the 

local residents including noise, dust and impact to the landscape. 

In sum, all would accept that gravel extraction has to take place and Authorities have to 

meet their quotas, but they also have to take balanced decisions that protect the 

environment in their care. The proposed sites have too many risks to the local economy, 

infrastructure and historic environment to make them a viable part of mineral extraction 

strategy for this county. 

855084 

Mrs 

Vera 

Hesketh 
 

I object to these applications on the following grounds; 

- The Application contradicts the National Planning Policy Framework which states 

"identify and protect areas of tranquillity which have remained relatively undisturbed by 

noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason." 

- With a major hotel, golf course, market gardens, fishing lakes, stables amongst other 

facilities in the immediate vicinity these applications would have a severe impact on 

tourism and commercial enterprise in the area and consequently on local employment. 

- There will be major disruption to the water table with the potential for adverse effects 

on local lakes and buildings. Furthermore the water treatment plant for domestic supply 

is only a short distance down the Severn from the proposed works. Can those taking the 

decision on this matter be absolutely assured that there will not be pollution from these 

abstraction sites? 

- The proposed sites are in close proximity to the Conservation area at Church End. I do 

not live in this Conservation area but have an interest in the care of the historic parish 

church. The nature of the work proposed, whatever precautions are taken, will have an 

impact on this building if only in terms of airborne pollution. This area is protected by 

Conservation status for good reason and that responsibility cannot end at the immediate 

boundary of protection. 

- I am not persuaded that assessments by highways engineers adequately cover the 

impact of HGV movements to the proposed sites. Road measurements and visibility 

studies do not capture the disruption of such movements and their potential total impact 

on this rural environment. 

- These applications involve the loss of grade 1 agricultural land in some locations. It 

can hardly be said that we have sufficient of this resource to give the extraction of gravel 

a precedence. 

- None of the above points take account of the huge impact and loss of amenity to the 

local residents including noise, dust and impact to the landscape. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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In sum, all would accept that gravel extraction has to take place and Authorities have to 

meet their quotas, but they also have to take balanced decisions that protect the 

environment in their care. The proposed sites have too many risks to the local economy, 

infrastructure and historic environment to make them a viable part of mineral extraction 

strategy for this county. 

855252 

Mr 

Douglas 

Thomas 
 

SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

I am writing to object to the above two proposals to extract minerals. 

My reasons are as follows:- 

1. The local highways (particularly the A38) and side roads are inadequate to safely 

support the extra large number of HGVs. I am concerned that the increase in traffic that 

would result from the granting of the above proposals would generally cause disruption 

and delays, and present additional hazards for myself and my family. 

2. One of the main reasons for living in Twyning is it's quiet rural setting. Granting of 

the above applications would result increased noise and dust, and have a negative impact 

on the landscape. I would not want the local roads 'improved' to cope with the above 

applications (should they be successful) since this would harm the rural ambiance. 

3. I am concerned about the possible detrimental impact of these applications on the 

water table and on groundwater and water supplies. 

4. Local businesses (hotels, nurseries etc.) may suffer if these two applications were to 

be granted. In addition, tourism could be adversely affected. 

5. There would be a loss of agricultural land if these two applications were granted. This 

would impact farming and the environment. 

I hope that you will carefully study the above and refuse these planning applications. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

855259 
Chris J 

Rogers  

Reference SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

I am writing as a local resident opposed to the two gravel extraction proposals referred 

to above. 

The proposed extraction will have a huge detrimental effect on tourism in the area. 

Tourism is a major local employment sector and local businesses and their employees 

will be severely affected by the proposal. 

My family and I are planning to convert part of our property into holiday 

accommodation to compliment the equestrian riding facilities we possess. This is 

fundamentally dependent on the pleasant rural nature of the location and its network of 

quiet byways, which will be destroyed by the proposed gravel extraction. We will not 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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make the investment if the gravel extraction is permitted. Accordingly the income and 

employment generated by this tourist attraction will be lost to the area. 

There will be a huge negative impact on my life and my family’s as we will lose the 

leisure amenity provided by the surrounding countryside. We use the local network of 

rural byways for walking, cycling, horse riding, and running through the countryside. 

The recreational byway network will be destroyed by the gravel extraction proposed. 

The noise and dust generated by the gravel extraction, processing and transport will 

directly affect my property and devalue it. 

The traffic generated by the proposed extraction will pose a safety risk to me and my 

family as motorists, motorcyclists, pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders. 

The noise generated by the HGV traffic will be very audible from our property robbing 

us of the amenity of a quiet rural location with extensive tranquil gardens. 

Existing local businesses including hotels (most notably Puckrup Hall), fishing lakes, 

market gardens and nurseries will be negatively affected, reducing the wealth generating 

capacity of the area and its employment base. 

There will be major disruption to the water table which will have adverse effects on the 

local drainage regime which in turn could affect water supplies in the area and 

exacerbate flood risks, all of which will directly affect me as an adjacent local 

landowner. 

855261 

Ms 

Felicity 

Rogers 
 

Reference SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

I am writing as a local resident opposed to the two gravel extraction proposals referred 

to above. 

The proposed extraction will have a huge detrimental effect on tourism in the area. 

Tourism is a major local employment sector and local businesses and their employees 

will be severely affected by the proposal. 

My family and I are planning to convert part of our property into holiday 

accommodation to compliment the equestrian riding facilities we possess. This is 

fundamentally dependent on the pleasant rural nature of the location and its network of 

quiet byways, which will be destroyed by the proposed gravel extraction. We will not 

make the investment if the gravel extraction is permitted. Accordingly the income and 

employment generated by this tourist attraction will be lost to the area. 

There will be a huge negative impact on my life and my family’s as we will lose the 

leisure amenity provided by the surrounding countryside. We use the local network of 

rural byways for walking, cycling, horse riding, and running through the countryside. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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The recreational byway network will be destroyed by the gravel extraction proposed. 

The noise and dust generated by the gravel extraction, processing and transport will 

directly affect my property and devalue it. 

The traffic generated by the proposed extraction will pose a safety risk to me and my 

family as motorists, motorcyclists, pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders. 

The noise generated by the HGV traffic will be very audible from our property robbing 

us of the amenity of a quiet rural location with extensive tranquil gardens. 

Existing local businesses including hotels (most notably Puckrup Hall), fishing lakes, 

market gardens and nurseries will be negatively affected, reducing the wealth generating 

capacity of the area and its employment base. 

There will be major disruption to the water table which will have adverse effects on the 

local drainage regime which in turn could affect water supplies in the area and 

exacerbate flood risks, all of which will directly affect me as an adjacent local 

landowner. 

855264 

Mr 

Luke 

Rogers 
 

Reference SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

I am writing as a local resident opposed to the two gravel extraction proposals referred 

to above. 

The proposed extraction will have a huge detrimental effect on tourism in the area. 

Tourism is a major local employment sector and local businesses and their employees 

will be severely affected by the proposal. 

My family and I are planning to convert part of our property into holiday 

accommodation to compliment the equestrian riding facilities we possess. This is 

fundamentally dependent on the pleasant rural nature of the location and its network of 

quiet byways, which will be destroyed by the proposed gravel extraction. We will not 

make the investment if the gravel extraction is permitted. Accordingly the income and 

employment generated by this tourist attraction will be lost to the area. 

There will be a huge negative impact on my life and my family’s as we will lose the 

leisure amenity provided by the surrounding countryside. We use the local network of 

rural byways for walking, cycling, horse riding, and running through the countryside. 

The recreational byway network will be destroyed by the gravel extraction proposed. 

The noise and dust generated by the gravel extraction, processing and transport will 

directly affect my property and devalue it. 

The traffic generated by the proposed extraction will pose a safety risk to me and my 

family as motorists, motorcyclists, pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 
Sand & Gravel Severn Vale Justification - 4.15 Please outline your reasons 

Officer Response - 4.15a 

Officer Response 

The noise generated by the HGV traffic will be very audible from our property robbing 

us of the amenity of a quiet rural location with extensive tranquil gardens. 

Existing local businesses including hotels (most notably Puckrup Hall), fishing lakes, 

market gardens and nurseries will be negatively affected, reducing the wealth generating 

capacity of the area and its employment base. 

There will be major disruption to the water table which will have adverse effects on the 

local drainage regime which in turn could affect water supplies in the area and 

exacerbate flood risks, all of which will directly affect me as an adjacent local 

landowner. 

855311 

Mr & Mrs 

David 

Ward 
 

We wish to object strongly to the Severn Vale preferred sand and gravel areas identified 

in the Draft Policy Framework Consultation Document. 

These are referenced as :- 

SGTW1 : Pages Lane 

SGTW2 : Redpools Farm 

The former is the subject of a current Planning Application, reference 

13/0017/TWMAJM and we have submitted objections to this. 

The latter is not, as yet, the subject of a Planning Application but is of major concern as 

it is proposing to extract some 30 times as much minerals and appears to be linked to the 

Pages Lane application, in that it identifies that the extracted minerals would be 

processed there prior to onward road transportation. 

A significant area of the proposal is on the existing river Severn Floodplain which 

already floods part of our land, how will this be affected? 

The water table is high, as is shown when flooding occurs, this is surely going to be 

negatively affected by the proposal? 

We have an operational well on our property, how will this be affected? 

The proposal will completely ruin the view from our property which, together with the 

continual noise, dust and impacted air quality, will greatly reduce our quality of life. 

It is not clear how the extracted minerals are to be transported, but the suggestion is that 

this will be by road. The current road infrastructure is surely not suitable for use by a 

very large number of HGVs constantly moving thereon? 

The proposal makes reference to a possible linkage to facilities that are part of the 

existing extraction works near to Bow Farm in Worcestershire, however, whilst a 

preferred area for extraction is identified at Bow Farm in the Hereford and 

Worcestershire Minerals Local Plan, there is, we believe, no associated planning 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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application for this as yet. 

If this is indeed the case then all workings and transportation would need to use the A38 

road infrastructure. 

855312 

Mr 

David 

Martineau 
 

I do NOT support the allocation of the following sites for Sand and Gravel Extraction in 

the Severn Vale. 

SGTW1(Pages Lane) Parcels A,B,C, SGTW2 (Redpools Farm) Parcels A,B,C,D 

Reasons are: 

1 High grade land is in short supply, this land is high grade but would no longer be after 

Gravel and sand extraction. 

2 Health and well being of local people is of first importance and would be affected by 

quarrying. 

3 Local businesses would be damaged and local employment would be reduced. 

4 Local amenities would be damaged ie.golf fishing recreation and water supplies. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

855312 

Mr 

David 

Martineau 
 

We are responding to your request for comments on the consultation documents as 

above. We would point out that very little time has been given for this consultation and 

we can only comment on the areas directly affecting us. 

My wife and I are joint owners of Chtrch End Nurseries, shown as 'Nursery' adjoining 

the V/est side of the A3 8 road at Shuthonger, Tewkesbury and next to areas 'B' and 'D' 

on your plan SGTW2 Redpool Farm. 

We are retired from market gardening and live on the site. 

The nursery is let to B.H.Savidge & Son of Rock Farm, Lea, Herefordshire HR9 7JZ . 

The nursery has 3 1/2 acres of glass and polythene tunnels. 

Heating, ventilation, watering and feeding of plants are computer controlled. 

Heating is supplied by a 2 mile long 6 inch gas main laid from Tewkesbury. 

The whole nursery is planted with raspberries growing in pots. The plants are supported 

by a system of overhead wires and watering is done by an individual trickle system. 

Temperature must be controlled by computer regulated ventilators. 

Average staffing is 10 people, with up to 40 people in the busy season. 

The cropping is intensive and of high value and is sustainable 

The minimum distance between the proposed gravel quarry and the glasshouses is only 2 

metres. 

Summary:- The unacceptable impacts of the proposed sand and gravel quarries are:- 

l. Loss of crops due to dust deposits on the glass excluding light and affecting yields. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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2. Damage to the fruit due to dust passing through open ventilators and settling on the 

fruit. 

3. Damage to the moving parts of the ventilating gear due to dust deposits causing 

additional wear 

4. Health risks to the workers caused by dust laden air entering the glasshouses through 

open ventilators and being trapped inside and inhaled by workers. 

5. Reduction of job opportunities should the nursery fail to produce good crops. 

DUST 

An Air Quality and Dust Assessment has been made by DUST SCAN LTD during the 

period 201312014 in connection with Planning Application No. 13/0017/TWMAJM. 

Potential dust impacts were classed as 'severe' for Church End Nurseries. 

We have little confidence in the ability of sand and gravel quarries to control dust 

emissions from sites of several hectares in dry windy weather. Evaporation is very rapid 

and enonnous quantities of water are required to lay the dust, During the months of June 

and July 2014 large clouds of dust rising from quarries below the motorway M50 were 

very visible to anyone passing over the Severn Bridge looking to the North. 

Comments on individual areas shown in the appendix of the Consultation Document for 

Sand and Gravel, Severn Vale, SGTW 1 (B) Pages Lane 

SA Objective. Quarrying would not 'improve the health and wellbeing of people living 

and working in Gloucestershire' in fact a sand and gravel quarry would have the opposite 

effect. 

Justification. This area is only 40 metes from our nursery which would have the 

potential for dust PM 10 entering the glasshouses as well as fine dust, through the open 

ventilators. Hedge screening on the 438 is not continuous and would allow dust to pass 

through particularly during the winter months. 

The development of a processing plant close to the 438 and the nursery would cause 

disasterous effects on the nursery, producing dust over an indefinite period. Fine quarry 

dust containing silica causes Bronchitis, Asthma and Cancer when breathed over a long 

period. This area has already been the subject of three failed planning applications and 

should not be considered as a sand and gravel quarry site. 

SGTW1 (A) Page's Lane 

SA Objective. 

Again this development would hardly improve 'the health and wellbeing of people living 

and working in Gloucestershire' and would be a deterrent to visitors. 
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Justification. Though further from the Nursery fine dust would still reach the nursery on 

a North West wind adding to the effect caused by quarrying at SGTW 1 (B) Page's Lane. 

SGTW2 (D) Redpools Farm 

SA Obìectives 

Again it is hard to see how this development would 'improve the health and wellbeing of 

people living in Gloucestershire' or how ' the amenities of local communities could be 

safeguarded from the adverse impacts of this mineral development'. 

Justification. This development would cause the most damage and probably destoy the 

business, The boundary is just 2 metres from the nearest glasshouse and would cause 

unacceptable damage to crops and workers as well as the nursery itself. Dust would 

blow straight into the glasshouses from plant working 2 metres away. Additional dust 

would be raised from the vehicles traveling on the proposed roadway carrying sand and 

gravel to the A38 from Bow Farm, crossing area D. The owner of this land already has 

facilities for carrying sand and gravel from his sites by barge on the river Severn. 

It is noted that area D's boundary is only 10 metres from the bungalow where we live 

and we would be subject to the dust and noise from plant working nearby. We both 

suffer from chest infections and could soon be suffering from Bronchitis, Asthma or 

cancer as well if this development goes ahead. 

Amenities would also be seriously affected as we have a field where dog training for the 

general public and obedience competitions take place, bordering area B. It would be 

impracticable to continue these activities. 

SGTW 2 (B) Redpools farm 

SA Obiectives 

Again it is hard to see how thrs development would 'improve the health and wellbeing of 

people living and working in Gloucestershire as well as visitors to the county' 

Justification This area lies South West of the Nursery and any dust generated would be 

blown over the nursery by the prevailing South West wind depositing on the glasshouses 

and the I acre polythene structure just over the boundary. This would also cause damage 

to the glasshouses, crops and worker's health. 

SGTW I (B), SGTW1 (A),Page's Lane SGTW 2(D), SGTW 2 (B) Redpool Farm. 

SA Objectives 4 Employment 

It is hard to see how any of these developments could lead to increased employment 

opportunities, rather the reverse. 

Justification. Quarrying developments tend to destroy amenities and businesses such as 
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ours, leading to reduced employment opportunities. Clearly if quarrying destroys the 

business on our nursery there will be at least 10 fewer jobs available. 

Conclusions:- 

We have little confidence in the ability of the applicant to control dust emissions from a 

3 hectare site of gravel workings during dry windy weather. Frequent applications of 

large quantities of water possibly continuing through the night would prove impractical. 

There would be serious health concerns for anyone living or working on our land. 

Opportunity for employment in the glasshouses would be affected deleteriously. 

855321 Respondent 
The Oil and 

Pipelines Agency 

Thank you for your enquiry dated consultation invitation regarding the Gloucester CC - 

Sand & Gravel Extraction - Draft Policy Framework. On reviewing the consultation 

document we can confirm that our client's apparatus, the Government Pipelines and 

Storage System (GPSS), may be affected by your proposals as Indicated on the attached 

plan(s) by site SGTW2 Redpools Farm. The plan(s) supplied are intended for general 

guidance only and should not be relied upon for excavation or construction purposes. No 

guarantee is given regarding the accuracy of the information provided and in order to 

verify the accurate location of the pipeline and apparatus in conjunction with your 

proposals you should contact OPA Central Services, to arrange a site visit . Their contact 

details are given below: 

OPA Central Services, Ashdon Road, Saffron Walden, Essex, CB10 2NF 

When contacting OPA Central Services, please quote the File Ref/Unique Number given 

at the top of this letter, which Is specific to this enquiry. Please note that you should 

contact OPA Central Services within 28 days of the date of this letter in order to validate 

this enquiry otherwise it will become void. 

You should note that the interests of the GPSS are conserved by means of the Land 

Powers (Defence) Act 1958, in particular Section 16 of the Act, and other legislation 

such as the Pipeline Safety Regulations 1996. It is, however, the Land Powers (Defence) 

Act 1958 that specifically prohibits any development and most intrusive activities within 

a GPSS Wayleave without specific consent from the Secretary of State for Defence. 

GPSS Wayleaves are generally 6 metres wide and bestride the pipeline 3 metres on 

either side and can incorporate other associated GPSS facilities. 

OPA Central Services will be able to provide guidance on the required procedures for 

entering into a Section 16 Consent and provide confirmation on permitted development 

and intrusive activities. The whole process of obtaining Section 16 Consent can take 

between four and six weeks depending on circumstances at the time of application. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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We have had a site meeting with the applicant and the necessary consents have been 

applied for, work will still need to be supervised and any variations need to be agreed 

prior to commencement. 

To reiterate, you should not undertake any work or activity without first contacting the 

GPSS Operator for advice and, if required, Section 16 Consent . For your additional 

information please visit http:// www.line searchbeforeudig.co.uk / index.php / useful-

lnfo, standard requirements for working/crossing Government pipelines. 

You should also be aware that landowners and third parties have a duty of care not to 

carry out any works that have the potential to damage GPSS apparatus. This duty of care 

applies even if the works themselves are situated more than 3 metres from the pipeline. 

Examples of such works are mineral extraction, mining, explosives, piling and 

windfarms. 

Please note that implementation of any unapproved work that affects a GPSS Wayleave 

may result in serious consequences In terms of health and safety, expense and other 

attendant liabilities. In such cases it is the perpetrator of the act, together with any other 

promoting organisation, that shall be held fully accountable for any resulting damage. 

Should you require any further assistance regarding this letter please contact the 

undersigned or alternatively, you can contact the OPA Central Services using the details 

provided above. 

855351 

Colonel 

(Rtd) 

M E 

Bennett 

 

Mineral Extraction at sGTWl Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm, church End 

1. I wish to refer to your Draft Policy Framework Consultation in Minerals Extraction in 

the County and in particular to the Planning Application 13/0017 /TW MAJM relevant 

to the above. 

2.I am a resident of Church End and therefore personally affected by potential extraction 

of Pages Lane being resident within 500 metres of that site. I am also the local Deputy 

Lord Lieutenant and am aware of the opinions and concerns of local residents. 

3. The requirement for mineral extraction is accepted, However the process is a creator 

of environmental disturbance in regard to noise, dust ,traffic ,and potential water source 

disturbance. I would expect you to examine all these issues in great detail and if giving 

any form of approvalto go ahead to put in place monitoring and controls on the 

extraction company, 

4. The two areas east of the 438 provide minimal quantities of minerals and are those a 

adjacent to residences and a Conservation Area. Whereas the areas west of the 438 do 

not have such interference and hold very substantial reserves - especially if linked to 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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those in Worcestershire at Bow Farm, From even a commercial perspective surely that is 

the area that shows most advantage. 

5. lt is understood that a processing plant is proposed to be sighted east of the A38 which 

means transporting mineral extracted from west of the road across the busy A38. This 

surely makes no sense when the plant can be placed on the area of most extraction. lt 

should be remembered that 

the A38 is not only a very busy route from the M50 to Tewkesbury town but also the 

only diversionary route when the M5 is closed between junctions 8 and 9 either South or 

Northbound, 

6.Surely a route for distribution of the minerals should be investigated via the River 

Severn (as is already happening for another site nearby in Worcestershire). 

7. Your decision will affect this area for decades as even after extraction in fill will be 

required. Your considerations should therefore surely not only be based on the short 

term affects but also the longer term future of Church End and Twyning. 

855364 

Mr 

John 

Reynolds 
 

Re: SGTW1 Pages Lane & SGTW2 Redpools Farm 

I am appalled at the proposed plan by Gloucestershire County Council for the long term 

extraction of minerals within the County that includes the local area on either side of the 

A38 between Tewkesbury and Twyning. The above applications form part of this sad 

initiative and I wish to register my strong objection to the proposals for the following 

reasons: 

1. The negative impact and loss of amenity to local residents especially on Pages Lane 

who will suffer from the impact of noise and dust 

2. A major negative impact on the landscape and surroundings of the Conservation area 

at Church End and its historic buildings and lakes with a resultant detrimental effect on 

tourism which ís a major employment sector in the Tewkesbury Borough Council area 

3. The effect on local businesses associated with tourism - hotels, market gardens, 

nurseries and fishing lakes 

4. An inadequate highway structure for the vast increase in HGV with consequent travel 

and safety implications 

5. Major disruption to the water table with adverse effects on local lakes plus pollution 

to Rivers Severn and Avon 

I sincerely hope that common sense will prevaíl in any decísions made about this 

application and GCC's proposed plans for Mineral Extraction in the County. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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855369 
G M 

Raggett  

Sites SGTW1 Pages Lane Twyning and SGTW2 Redpools Farm Shuthonger, Twyning. 

I am writing to register my strong protest at the current proposals for sand and gravel 

extraction at the above sites. 

I would like my previous correspondence to be taken into account but I object on the 

following points. 

Road infrastructure is inadequate to cope with increased traffic in and out of Twyning 

with proposed new housing developments taking place. Church End is certainly not an 

option, especially when you consider buses already have a difficult time on this stretch. 

Redpools Farm particularly has no access to the A38 provision of access would destroy 

agricultural land. 

The obvious increase in noise would be noticeable, together with the increased number 

of lorries in and out all working day. 

I do not understand why you would want to flood deliberately an area already saturated 

with ground water, this can only increase flooding due to lack of absorption by the soil, 

as no doubt it will be water logged. thereby increasing pollution of any surface water, 

this can only be detrimental to the area. This is an area with many historic buildings, my 

own a grade 2 listed I have to be very observant of what I carry out. The proposal seems 

a platent disregard for these guide lines and history. 

My own property has a very deep medieval well, which is used, but not pumped 

anymore. The water in the area this surnmer has obviously suffered pollution of some 

kind as a rust residue can be found on water butts etc. I think any interference with the 

water table is bound to have a further affect on the water. 

The area is now full of lakes which seems a crazy solution in a compact area, especially 

so near to the river. 

I hope all comments are taken seriously and reason can prevail. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

855372 
N J 

Lambert  

Ref SGTWI Pases Lane & SGTW2 Redooots Farm 

I am a resident of Twyning and joint owner of a successful hotiday cottage tourism 

business located in the viltage. I am writing to voice my objection to 

any gravel extraction at the above locations on the grounds that it would have a 

catastrophic impact on our business. Our business, which is located at the Old Manor, 

operatesalll year around and brings in a revenue stream to the local community. Our 

customers spend in the, local pubs, shops & restaurants. The success of our business and 

its appeal to visitors depends on the peaceful tranquiltity and unspoitt countryside of 

Twyning and the surrounding area. To remain successful we need the local environment 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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to stay attractive to tourists. Holiday visitors simply won't come and stay here if there is 

a gravel extraction/processing facitity on the door step. Our livelihood would be gone 

and the local community woutd lose the valuable benefit that tourism brings to our rural 

community. 

Tourism is a major contributor to the Gloucestershire economy and we would not be the 

only business affected as there are many other tourism businesses in the local area and 

these too wll[ be ruined if this area was to be developed for gravel extraction. 

855373 
Hilary 

Caudle  

Ref SGTWI Paqes Lane & SGTW2 Redpools Farm: 

I wish to pledge my strong objection to the proposed planning application for the 

extraction of minerals from the two sites mentioned above. 

I state my reasons below: 

1. The high number of HGV vehícles needed for the transportation off site. 

2. The loss of agricultural land is a negative point for future produce. 

3. The dust and noise in a rural area. 

4. The disruption of the water table and natural water course. 

5. The access to the land is via country lanes and roads which are not suitable for large 

vehicles and we already have great trouble getting them maintained for the traffic that 

uses them for access at the moment. 

Tewkesbury is already struggling to keep the tourist trade and interest of the past, and if 

this goes ahead will only be to the detriment of the area and cause unlimited problems 

for the town and surrounding countryside. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

856221 
Clare 

Rogers  

I am writing as a local resident opposed to the two gravel extraction proposals referred 

to above. 

The proposed extraction will have a huge detrimental effect on tourism in the area. 

Tourism is a major local employment sector and local businesses and their employees 

will be severely affected by the proposal. 

My family and I are planning to convert part of our property into holiday 

accommodation to compliment the equestrian riding facilities we possess. 

This is fundamentally dependent on the pleasant rural nature of the location and its 

network of quiet byways, which will be destroyed by the proposed gravel extraction. We 

will not make the investment if the gravel extraction is permitted. Accordingly the 

income and employment generated by this tourist attraction will be lost to the area. 

There will be a huge negative impact on my life and my family's as we will lose the 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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leisure amenity provided by the surrounding countryside. We use the local network of 

rural byways for walking, cycling, horse riding, and running through the countryside. 

The recreational byway network will be destroyed by the gravel extraction proposed. 

The noise and dust generated by the gravel extraction, processing and transport will 

directly affect my property and devalue it. 

The traffic generated by the proposed extraction will pose a safety risk to me and my 

family as motorists, motorcyclists, pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders. 

The noise generated by the HGV traffic will be very audible from our property robbing 

us of the amenity of a quiet rural location with extensive tranquil gardens. 

Existing local businesses including hotels (most notably Puckrup Hall), fishing lakes, 

market gardens and nurseries will be negatively affected, reducing the wealth generating 

capacity of the area and its employment base. 

There will be major disruption to the water table which will have adverse effects on the 

local drainage regime which in turn could affect water supplies in the area and 

exacerbate flood risks, all of which will directly affect me as an adjacent local 

landowner. 

856231 

Mr 

John 

Gardiner 

Service Advisor 

Twyning Garage 

I am writing to give my objection about the current plan for the extraction of sand and 

gravel at SGTW1 Pages Lane and SGTW2 Redpools Farm. 

We believe that dust, noise and traffic produced by the this development is not suitable 

for the area. I have noticed and monitored the considerable amount of dust produced by 

the quarries at Wickwar while visiting family and on business and so my foremost 

concern is that it will affect business if such a proposal is accepted; customers will not 

want their cars covered in the dust produced by the extraction while they are in our care 

and the noise produced is likely to put off and/or annoy customers. The increase in 

traffic and damage to the roads caused by the HGVs will also affect our customers as the 

road will thus become busier. 

I am also concerned about how it may affect the historic lakes at Church End, which 

date back to the Dooms Day book and are of historical important to the area, with the 

potential threat of them being drained . 

Overall, I therefore object strongly to this proposed application. 

Firstly it should be 

pointed out the Wickwar 

Quarry is a significant 

crushed rock quarry in 

South Gloucestershire. 

The scale and nature of 

operations there are not 

directly comparable to 

any potential sand & 

gravel extraction at the 

small-scale discussed in 

the site options. 

Please also refer to 

question 4.15 of the 

consultation summary 

report. 

856283 Mrs 
 

Having written several times before with objections to the proposed sand and gravel Please refer to question 
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S 

May 

extraction adjacent to Pages Lane in Church End, Twyning, I now write to make further 

objections to Gloucestershire County Councils proposed plan to extract minerals from 

sites either side of the A38, North of Tewkesbury. These sites are SGTW1 Pages Lane 

and SGTW2 Redpools Farm. 

Looking at a map on which these proposed sites are featured, three issues are 

immediately obvious:- 

1. The huge area to be taken from a now beautiful and rural landscape 

2. The close proximity of the sites to rural, local businesses and to housing. 

3. The potential distruption to traffic on a stretch of the A38 

Looking more closely at these 3 issues:- 

1. The loss of rural landscape leads inevitably to the loss of wildlife and habitats which 

we should be protecting, not threatening. The loss of any agricultural land (and some of 

this within the proposed excavation sites is Grade 1) is not acceptable in a time when we 

should be seeking to increase food production for our growing population and to make 

ourselves more self-sufficient as a country. 

The loss of rural beauty leads to the loss of tourism which this area now attracts. Visitors 

come to this area for its beauty and tranquility and would, of course, no longer do so to 

see, and listen to, sand gravel workings. Few people would even visit our village of 

Twyning from a stretch of the A38 which was ugly and uninviting with mineral 

extraction sites and large, dirty vehicles using at least one of the access roads. 

2. May local businesses would have, according to the map, sand and gravel workings on 

at least one of their borders. Given that such workings create dust and noise together 

with mud and pollution from many lorries, it is difficult to imagine how fishing lakes, a 

riding school, a strawberry farm, caravan and camping sites, a hotel with a golf course, a 

nursery, a small holding growing vegetables and several other plant nurseries and B&B 

accommodations a little further from the sites, would be able to survive at all. Such 

places rely on clean air and the peace of the countryside. Tourism would die, livelihoods 

and jobs lost and village quality of life would seriously diminished. 

The close planned proximity of sand and gravel extraction to housing in Church End is 

unbelievable. Church End is a substantial settlement for what is described as a "small 

hamlet". Upwards of 150 people live in a fairly tight cluster of houses. It is very 

different from the situation often seen near a gravel pit in the countryside where one or 

two houses stand nearby and there is no other other human habitation for miles and in 

Church End the proposed excavation site is only 30 metres from the nearest homes. 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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With the planned removal of 3,350,000 tonnes of sand and gravel from the two proposed 

extraction sites and the planned processing plant at the border of Church End, it seems 

that there would be decades of misery for this small settlement. With the dust, other air 

pollution from vehicle exhaust fumes and noise from the lorries and the plant itself, 

houses here would be next to worthless. Many of the inhabitants do not have decades left 

(my husband and myself included) and it would be when we were long dead that our 

families could sell our properties. In the meantime, our homes could be subject to 

damage due to changes in the water table which occur when so much underground 

material is removed and our gardens, now havens of tranquility, too noisy and dusty to 

enjoy. 

In addition, the fine dust, containing silica, which would emanate from these two 

proposed sites, has been proved to be highly detrimental to human health. This is a most 

important reason for preventing the development of sites SGTW1 Pages Lane and 

SGTW2 Redpools Farm for the exraction of sand and gravel given the proximity of, not 

just Church End but also the villages of Twyning, Shuthonger, Puckrup, Ripple and 

Uckinghall. 

My family, unfortunately, is prone to allergies and asthma. I was affected by the air 

pollution we all experienced earlier this year and i can envisage spending lots of time 

and NHS funds if this sand and gravel extraction is allowed. My elderly mother lives in 

Twyning and still suffers sometimes from asthma developed in childhood. Now, with 

also a heart condition, her health could be severely threatened by silica carrying fine 

dust. Of my four young grand-children, a four year old and a baby of 6 months both 

suffer from allergies and caring for them in such an environment would be a risky 

undertaking. Both families of grand children live in Worcestershire and I am often 

required to care for one or another of them. Moreover, my family is almost certainly one 

of many families with a similar health history who inhabit the surrounding villages. 

3. There would clearly be much disruption to traffic using the A38 on a stretch which is 

just before access to the M5 and M50 motorways for North bound traffic, given the 

development of sand and gravel workings on both sides of this main route which is not 

wide enough to take more than one lane of traffic in either direction. With so much sand 

and gravel to be extracted from the two sites, there must be many, many lorries each day 

causing danger with road mud and queues due to hold ups. This road provides crucial 

access to the M5 and M50 motorways and is a main thoroughfare to Worcester, Malvern 

and Upton-U-Severn. 
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If traffic resorted to avoiding the disruption at Twyning, other small, rural roads would 

become dangerously overloaded and the Gloucester Road and narrow Tewkesbury High 

Street could see long queues trying to access the motorways at Ashchurch. 

To conclude, I find it incredible that a proposal to extract sand and gravel from this area 

should have been made or considered. I can only hope that my objections add enough 

weight to the side that could not consider the proposal viable. 

856287 

Mr 

Keith 

Hill 
 

I purchased the Land at Hillview Lakes in 1987 and grew vegetables for the local 

markets and shops. In 1990 I built a family house on the site. 1994 l dug the first Lake 

followed by Canals in 2000. 2003 saw the start of the building of the Holiday Log 

Cabins. ln 2012 l was fortunate to purchase the neighbouring property, continuing the 

Riding School establishment and enhance the facilities of the Holiday Complex. 

Currently 6 people are employed at Hillview Lakes. lf the Sand and Gravel Planning 

Application was permitted my business would decline. I would have to make 

redundancies. Currently the people who stay and use Hillview Lakes support other local 

businesses including the shop, pubs and taxi firms this would have a knock on effect of 

the local economy if the Sand and Gravel 

Planning Application were permitted. 

My major concern is the underground and environmental effect the Sand and Gravel 

Planning Application would have. The water flows through my land from Pages Lane 

towards Cherry Orchard Lane. Digging of sand and gravel could change the course of 

the water. The structure of the ground below the Lakes and Canals would in turn cause 

survive structural damage to the Lakes and Canals. The Stock Pond is an old natural 

pond which holds up to 10,000 fish. The Sand and Gravel Abstraction would affect the 

water level of this pond and my question is 'who would be liable for the loss of the 

valuable fish,? When I installed a Bore Hole, I had to go to 200 feet and cap the surface 

water off, which cost £8,000 extra, in order not to affect the water table which would 

have affected the natural water source at Puckrup Hall, local ponds and wells. 

The Holiday Cabins and the Fishing Lakes would be severely affected by the noise, dust 

and vibrations if the Sand and Gravel Planning Application were allowed. People come 

here for peace and quiet and not to hear a constant drone of Lorries, heavy machinery 

and reversing censors. The dust would affect the quality of water of the Lakes and 

Canals which is extremely harmful to the fish. The newly built lndoor Arena is a bonus 

to the Riding School and offers a safe place for the children to ride. The Riding School 

mainly caters for 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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children from the age of 4 years plus disabled children are encouraged to ride here. The 

abstraction of sand and gravel adjacent to the Indoor School would have a detrimental 

effect on the safe environment of the Riding School. 

On the Proposed Mineral Plan, I own part of the land which is marked G. I have not 

given permission to anyone to abstract sand and gravel from this area. 

I have owned and developed my business at Hillview Lakes for nearly 30 years. lf the 

Sand and Gravel Planning Application was granted the value of my property would 

decline greatly. However I am not looking to sell but to pass onto my 2 sons and 2 

grandchildren a legacy for the future. 

856360 

Mrs 

Lilian 

Iredale 
 

I strongly object to the application proposed by Gloucestershire County Council for the 

long term extraction of minerals from the local area either side of the A38 road. 

1. My personal objection 

I suffer with a very serious condition called Bronchieatasis. It is a lung condition. I have 

only got 1 good lung. The other is damaged all over and cannot be repaired. I can only 

be treated with strong antibiotics to stop me getting pneumonia, which of course I still 

get quite frequently! I also have asthma. The reason i remain living here is for the peace 

and clean air. 

2. Their is no way I shall be able to sell my house and move if this goes ahead. 

3. The value of my house will inevitably fall dramatically. 

4. Another concern i have is the village school. An excellent school, for young children. 

Now it is well known that quite a few children suffer with asthma. As I have only 

recently been discharged from hospital, I havent had the time to find out if or how many 

this applies to any of the village children. It does not help that they are still on school 

holidays. 

5. As i live adjacent to the conservation area at Church End, In fact from my sitting 

room window i have a full view of the church and I think it will certainly curtail the 

attendance there and not be very good for the building. 

6. The effect the noise, dust and lorries will make will certainly deter the tourists who 

love to visit the village pub, the Fleet Inn which overlooks the river and our lovely little 

church. The loss of revenue will certainly have a large impact on the pubs, which could 

mean they might have to close. 

7. There will certainly be a disruption to the water table. Which could have an adverse 

effect to the area. Possibly loss of water. 

8. The amount of lorries through the village, the danger the residents will encounter just 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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trying to drive to work. The many retired people who want to drive into town to shop 

will be daunting, with competition from the lorries. Getting on to the main road the A38 

will be very difficult and hazardous. 

My apologies for not having time to redraught this letter. But, I am determined to deliver 

this letter before your 5pm deadline. 

856505 

Mrs 

C J M 

Thomas 
 

I wish to object to the above proposed planning applications to extract sand and gravel in 

the Twyning 

area for the following reasons: 

1. it would have a huge detrimental effect on tourism in the area 

2. local hotels, golf course, market gardens, nurseries and fishing would be severely 

effected by this proposal 

3. there would be major disruption to the water table which would adversely effect local 

lakes and buildings with the potential to pollute both the rivers Avon and Severn, which 

could effect water supplies to the area 

4. it would have a huge negative impact and loss of amenity to the local residents 

including noise, dust and damage the beautiful landscape 

5. it would have a major impact on the surroundings of the Conservation area at Church 

End and its historic buildings and lakes 

6. an inadequate highway structure for the long term use by a huge number of HGVs 

would effect safety and cause major disruption 

7. it would result in the loss of grade 1 agricultural land at certain locations 

8. it would change and ruin the peace and quiet of this beautiful village 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 

857249 
Maureen 

Smith  

I wish to make my objection to the proposed sand/gravel extraction in Twyning, SGTW1 

and SGTW2. I am a resident of Churchend, and am extremely concerned about the 

proposed mineral extraction because of: 

The close proximity to various properties and businesses, that will undoubtly suffer, 

The extra traffic either on Twynings lanes, or on the A38. Will the lanes/A38 be kept 

clean ie in the winter months, or indeed a wet summer!! 

The plant for the processing of gravel etc, is going to be both very noisy and will create 

a lot of dust etc. plus the washing of minerals will have a affect on the water table. This 

in the longer term will also cause problems for the various fishing lakes , market garden 

centres. 

Please refer to question 

4.15 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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suggested site. 
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802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  

The potential to extend the Twyning operation through the exploitation of 

reserves of 2.5MT in the Worcestershire area 5S would further extend the 

period of disruption if the processing takes place on Pages Lane. 

Noted. 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
No  

794029 
Mr Nick 

Atkins 
Tarmac Ltd 

Potential Allocations – CRFD3 Stowfield Stowfield Quarry had current 

reserves of just over 15 million tonnes at the start of 2014. At current and 

permitted rates of extraction this should provide sufficient reserves until the 

end of the Plan period but would leave a shortfall in a 10 year landbank for the 

quarry. Therefore Lafarge Tarmac is keen to secure the long term supply of 

limestone from Stowfield towards and beyond the end of the Plan period. The 

proposed north western allocation at Stowfield is supported – this extension 

has not been assessed for potential reserve but Lafarge Tarmac will provide 

this information when available. Lafarge Tarmac has identified a deepening 

extension to Stowfield that would secure the long term production from the 

quarry. Working at depth within the existing permitted footprint – see drwg no 

S58DEPTH14 The current planning permission is restricted to working down 

to a depth of 165m AOD. Extraction at Stowfield has previously been down to 

the 145m AOD level in the old extraction area now occupied by the 

processing plant. Working to a depth of 145m AOD could release 7.4 million 

tonnes of stone. This will also be mainly the better quality, harder dolomitic 

limestone that occurs within the lower part of the sequence. 

Noted. A mini consultation will occur with 

regards to this potential new option. 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments Noted 

853164 

Mr 

Michael 

Krier 

Chairman Temple 

Guiting Parish 

Council 

It is difficult to respond to this section but TGPC is puzzled by the omission of 

Hansons Guiting Quarry and Tinkers Barn Quarry adjacent to Huntsmans 

(parcel E), the former being non operative at present and the latter in operation 

as a slate quarry - both with crushed stone potential. There are other 'local' 

The purpose of allocating sites is to make 

provision in the future so that a rolling 10 year 

landbank can be maintained throughout the plan 

period. Existing sites permitted for aggregate 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Omission Sites - Are there any other sites in addition to those identified as 

the site options which you think should be consulted as formal allocations 

(for either crushed rock or sand and gravel). Please outline the reasons 

with clear justification and any details outlined on an OS map base, 

details of resource potential and any other technical or environmental 

information which can assist the Council in coming to a view upon this 

suggested site. 

Officer Response 

quarries such as those at Syreford and Brockhill which do not feature at all, as 

do quarries close to Chipping Campden. This begs the question: does the MLP 

as it stands at present provide a complete and adequate assessment of potential 

reserves of both crushed rock and building stone in the county to meet the 

stated targets? 

production are already included within the 

landbank and safeguarded through other proposed 

policies and do not need to be allocated. It is only 

proposed to allocate sites for aggregate 

production and not for other purposes such as 

building stone. The other sites listed above are 

either building stone quarries without aggregate 

permission and/or the operator did not consider 

there were suitable options for extension and 

therefore no sites were submitted to the MPA for 

consideration. 

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash  
No, but there may be others which come forward that do merit consideration. 

Noted. Any sites which came forward through the 

Site Options and Draft Policy Framework 

consultation will be considered prior to the 

production of the draft MLP. 

 



Section 4 – Working outside preferred areas 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Working 

Outside Preferred 

Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the 

Working of 

Aggregates Outside of 

Preferred Areas? 

Working Outside of Preferred Areas 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any suggested changes 

to the policy 

Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
No 

Working should be within the preferred 

areas. 
Noted. 

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Yes   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Partially   

851060 M J Ball 
 

No   

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Little to disagree with Noted 

852260 
Mr Michael 

Gordon  
No   

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Partially 

• The proposed policy is currently 

ambiguous and should be amended by 

deleting “or” at the end of each bullet 

point. 

Noted. These comments will betaken into 

consideration when preparing the draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 

848193 
Mr Matthew 

Coplestone 
Earthline Ltd Partially 

Somewhere in the plan there should be a 

positive policy statement to support the 

realisation of mineral deposits as a 

consequence of another primary 

development, rather in the manner that 

safeguarding policy requires that minerals 

be extracted before development takes 

It is considered that the proposed policies 

for safeguarding and working outside of 

preferred areas would provide an 

adequate policy framework for 

determining applications such as those 

described. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Working 

Outside Preferred 

Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the 

Working of 

Aggregates Outside of 

Preferred Areas? 

Working Outside of Preferred Areas 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any suggested changes 

to the policy 

Officer Response 

place that might otherwise sterilise that 

mineral. Earthline for example, are to be 

involved in the development of a golf 

course expansion at South Cerney. This 

development will involve the creation of 

reservoir lakes to support the management 

of the golf course, which will in turn give 

rise to the extraction of limestone. This 

element of the development offers the 

chance to realise and exploit this mineral 

resource. Such an approach would support 

the realisation and exploitation of mineral 

reserves that might otherwise be ignored, 

and makes sure that the mineral element of 

a development is given proper and positive 

consideration. 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
Unsure   

802193 
Mrs T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Partially 

Partially. The policy should be flexible 

enough to allow new sites to come forward 

that, for whatever reasons, were not 

previously considered and included. 

When designating preferred areas they 

should be areas of known resources where 

planning permission might reasonably be 

anticipated. They will have been through 

an independent examination process by a 

planning Inspector and any potential 

issues or constraints should be 

highlighted. This provides both the 

minerals industry and the local 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Working 

Outside Preferred 

Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the 

Working of 

Aggregates Outside of 

Preferred Areas? 

Working Outside of Preferred Areas 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any suggested changes 

to the policy 

Officer Response 

communities with a clear idea of where 

strategic mineral workings are likely 

occur and what would be required in 

order for minerals development to be 

acceptable on the site. Sites which are 

unallocated will not have been through 

that process and therefore the policy 

needs to control minerals development to 

ensure that it can only come forward 

under certain circumstances. 

793818 
Mr D K 

Symes  
Partially 

4.5.1 The Proposed Policy for areas 

‘Outside of Preferred Areas’ needs to 

include the possibility of a shortfall of 

‘capacity’ as well as landbank. 

It may also be helpful to refer to ‘borrow 

pits’ or to the later Policy. 

The issue of productive capacity is clearly 

referenced throughout the consultation 

document. For the purposes of clarity the 

supporting text to the policy will ensure 

that productive capacity will form part of 

the annual review through the plan 

process. It is not considered necessary to 

cross-reference policies within policies as 

the plan is intended to be read in its 

entirety. However, there may be an 

opportunity to avoid any potential 

confusion through the supporting text. 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Partially 

It is not made clear in the proposed policy 

statement that use of unallocated sites 

would also need to be subject to the full 

consultation process. 

Any planning application submitted to the 

County Council for determination would 

be subject to a full consultation regardless 

of whether the proposed site is allocated 

within the plan or not. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Working 

Outside Preferred 

Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the 

Working of 

Aggregates Outside of 

Preferred Areas? 

Working Outside of Preferred Areas 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any suggested changes 

to the policy 

Officer Response 

801907 Mr B Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

  

Proposed Policy for Proposals for the 

Working of Aggregates Outside of 

Preferred Areas (p86) 1. CPRE considers 

that the 1st bullet point is seriously flawed. 

Taken literally it indicates that if the 

contribution will address a ‘shortfall’ then 

it will be permitted – irrespective of 

environmental or amenity consequences. 

Clearly that is not a sensible policy. 

Changing ‘or’ to ‘and’ at the end of the 

bullet point would make it reasonable. 2. 

The 3rd bullet point also causes some 

concern as it implies approval of an 

extension to an existing quarry irrespective 

of adverse consequences. CPRE proposes 

an additional clause to bullet 3, after 

‘existing quarry’ – ‘which can be achieved 

without adverse environmental 

consequences’. 

Noted. These comments will be taken into 

consideration when preparing the draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 

854513 
Mr Rob 

Sneath  
Partially   

793547 
Mr Nick 

Elliott 
Eliott and Sons Ltd 

 

6. The second policy bullet point requires 

the applicant, when making an application 

for an unallocated site, to demonstrate that 

there is no other more sustainable resource 

in the county that can be worked. This is 

an onerous and unrealistic burden and 

Noted. These comments will be taken into 

account when producing the draft 

Minerals Local Plan. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Working 

Outside Preferred 

Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the 

Working of 

Aggregates Outside of 

Preferred Areas? 

Working Outside of Preferred Areas 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any suggested changes 

to the policy 

Officer Response 

perhaps impossible task. It requires the 

applicant to consider every area of 

safeguarded mineral and identify whether 

or not each is available or could be made 

available for extraction and then make a 

comparison with the subject site to identify 

if it would equal or exceed any other area 

of safeguarded resource in the County in 

its sustainability attributes. 7. It is not 

accepted that the benefits should be 

“overriding”. That requirement is not made 

for other sites and it is unclear why a site 

should meet a higher test simply because it 

is not already identified in the Site 

Options. 8. It is proposed that the second 

bullet point should read; “the development 

of the proposed site is sustainable and it 

can be demonstrated that the need for the 

mineral is not being met adequately from 

existing planned reserves and the social, 

environmental and economic benefits of 

the proposal outweigh any potential 

adverse impact”. 

793895 
Mr Julian 

Palmer 

Cotswold Stone 

Quarries  

Section 4.5 Unallocated Sites 7. The 

second policy bullet point requires the 

applicant, when making an application for 

an unallocated site, to demonstrate that 

there is no other more sustainable resource 

Comments noted. These will be taken into 

consideration when producing the draft 

MLP. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Working 

Outside Preferred 

Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the 

Working of 

Aggregates Outside of 

Preferred Areas? 

Working Outside of Preferred Areas 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any suggested changes 

to the policy 

Officer Response 

in the county that can be worked. This is 

an onerous and unrealistic burden and 

perhaps impossible task. It requires the 

applicant to consider every area of 

safeguarded mineral and identify whether 

or not each is available or could be made 

available for extraction and then make a 

comparison with the subject site to identify 

if it would equal or exceed any other area 

of safeguarded resource in the County in 

its sustainability attributes. 8. It is not 

accepted that the benefits should be 

"overriding”. That requirement is not made 

for other sites and it is unclear why a site 

should meet a higher test simply because it 

is not already identified in the Site 

Options. 9. It is proposed that the second 

bullet point should read; “the development 

of the proposed site is sustainable and it 

can be demonstrated that the need for the 

mineral is not being met adequately from 

existing planned reserves and the social, 

environmental and economic benefits of 

the proposal outweigh any potential 

adverse impact”. 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council  
No comments Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Working 

Outside Preferred 

Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the 

Working of 

Aggregates Outside of 

Preferred Areas? 

Working Outside of Preferred Areas 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any suggested changes 

to the policy 

Officer Response 

798758 
Mr Colin 

D'Oyley 

Head of Planning & 

Estates Breedon 

Aggregates 

  

Section 4.5 Unallocated Sites 17. The 

second policy bullet point requires the 

applicant, when making an application for 

an unallocated site, to demonstrate that 

there is no other more sustainable resource 

in the county that can be worked. This is a 

hugely onerous and perhaps impossible 

task. It requires the applicant to consider 

every area of safeguarded mineral and 

identify whether or not each is available or 

could be made available for extraction. 

Then a comparison would need to be made 

with the subject site to identify if it would 

equal or exceed any other area of 

safeguarded resource in the County and its 

sustainability attributes. 18. It is not 

accepted that the benefits should be 

“overriding”. That requirement is not made 

for other sites and it is unclear why a site 

should meet a higher test simply because it 

is not already identified in the Site 

Options. 19. It is proposed that the second 

bullet point should read; “the development 

of the proposed site is sustainable and it 

can be demonstrated that the need for the 

mineral is not being met adequately from 

existing planned reserves and the social, 

environmental and economic benefits of 

Noted. These comments will be taken into 

consideration when producing the draft 

MLP. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Working 

Outside Preferred 

Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the 

Working of 

Aggregates Outside of 

Preferred Areas? 

Working Outside of Preferred Areas 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any suggested changes 

to the policy 

Officer Response 

the proposal outweigh any potential 

adverse impact”. 

802358 
Mr Peter 

Jukes 

Smiths (Gloucester) 

Ltd  

Unallocated Sites 9. The second policy 

bullet point requires the applicant, when 

making an application for an unallocated 

site, to demonstrate that there is no other 

more sustainable resource in the county 

that can be worked. This is an onerous and 

unrealistic burden and perhaps impossible 

task. It requires the applicant to consider 

every area of safeguarded mineral and 

identify whether or not each is available or 

could be made available for extraction and 

then make a comparison with the subject 

site to identify if it would equal or exceed 

any other area of safeguarded resource in 

the County in its sustainability attributes. 

10. It is not accepted that the benefits 

should be “overriding”. That requirement 

is not made for other sites and it is unclear 

why a site should meet a higher test simply 

because it is not already identified in the 

Site Options. 11. It is proposed that the 

second bullet point should read; “the 

development of the proposed site is 

sustainable and it can be demonstrated that 

the need for the mineral is not being met 

adequately from existing planned reserves 

Comments noted. These will be taken into 

consideration when producing the draft 

MLP. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Working 

Outside Preferred 

Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the 

Working of 

Aggregates Outside of 

Preferred Areas? 

Working Outside of Preferred Areas 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any suggested changes 

to the policy 

Officer Response 

and the social, environmental and 

economic benefits of the proposal 

outweigh any potential adverse impact”. 

802872 Respondent 
Hills Minerals and 

Waste Ltd  

Section 4.5 Unallocated Sites 8. The 

second policy bullet point requires the 

applicant, when making an application for 

an unallocated site, to demonstrate that 

there is no other more sustainable resource 

in the county that can be worked. This is a 

hugely onerous and perhaps impossible 

task. It requires the applicant to consider 

every piece of safeguarded mineral 

resource and identify whether or not each 

is available or could be made available for 

extraction and then make a comparison 

with the subject site to identify if it would 

equal or exceed any other area of 

safeguarded resource in the County in its 

sustainability attributes. 9. It is not 

accepted that the benefits should be 

“overriding”. That requirement is not made 

for other sites and it is unclear why a site 

should meet a higher test simply because it 

is not already identified in the Site 

Options. 10. It is proposed that the second 

bullet point should read; “the development 

of the proposed site is sustainable and it 

can be demonstrated that the need for the 

Comments noted. These will be taken into 

account when preparing the draft MLP. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Working 

Outside Preferred 

Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the 

Working of 

Aggregates Outside of 

Preferred Areas? 

Working Outside of Preferred Areas 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any suggested changes 

to the policy 

Officer Response 

sand and gravel is not being met 

adequately from existing planned reserves 

and the social, environmental and 

economic benefits of the proposal 

outweigh any potential adverse impact”. 

851551 
Miss Sally 

Vivian  
No 

This policy as written provides a "back 

door" for any development that does not 

initially get approval as part of the Mineral 

Plan and provides the authority with the 

ability to approve any development which 

addresses a shortfall in land back 

regardless of environmental or social 

impact. As such it is inappropriate. At a 

minimum it needs to be re-written for all 

of the three clauses to be tests in aggregate 

rather than individually. 

Comments noted and these will be taken 

into consideration when producing the 

draft MLP. However it should also be 

noted that the draft MLP will contain a 

full set of policies including those related 

to environmental and amenity impacts. 

Any planning application submitted on a 

site outside of a preferred area would 

need to ensure that it is in accordance 

with those policies as well as the 

proposed aggregate policy. These policies 

will ensure that a proposal will only be 

allowed if it can be clearly demonstrated 

that a satisfactory mitigation package will 

be put in place. 

854452 
Mr Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk Marston 

Meysey Parish 

Meeting 

No 

The proposals as they stand are not 

complete and need more work on transport 

and reclamation before consideration is 

given to other areas 

Noted.  Please refer to the site-related 

questions in Section 4 of the consultation 

summary report where these issues are 

discussed further. 

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Working 

Outside Preferred 

Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the 

Working of 

Aggregates Outside of 

Preferred Areas? 

Working Outside of Preferred Areas 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any suggested changes 

to the policy 

Officer Response 

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash  
No 

The policy as expressed is inadequate and 

should set out the criteria against which 

proposals will be assessed and the 

potential requirements for mitigation 

measures and/or contributions for such. 

Noted. Each policy is not intended to be 

applied in isolation, the MLP contains a 

full range of policies which would address 

such issues as mitigation measures and 

potential contributions. 

854781 
Mr Derrick 

Lockey  
Unsure   

854802 
Councillor 

Julia Job  
No   

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Partially 

So long as potentially affected 

communities are consulted with fully and 

with enough notice before decision making 

occurs. 

Any planning application coming forward 

for minerals extraction whether it is on an 

allocated site or not would be be subject 

to the full planning consultation process. 

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
Unsure Small scale needs defining 

Comments noted. These will be taken into 

consideration when preparing the draft 

MLP. 

854869 
Dr Norman 

Fry  
No 

Should it be decided that Gloucestershire 

can proceed with a Minerals Local Plan 

that includes a landbank shortfall, this will 

become a blanket permission as currently 

worded. Likewise, if there is a temporary 

and benign shortfall while infrastructure is 

built to enable enhanced production 

somewhere. Almost any development 

could be said to "address a shortfall in the 

Comments noted and these will be taken 

into consideration when producing the 

draft MLP. However it should also be 

noted that the draft MLP will contain a 

full set of policies including those related 

to environmental and amenity impacts. 

Any planning application submitted on a 

site outside of a preferred area would 

need to ensure that it is in accordance 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Working 

Outside Preferred 

Areas - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the 

Working of 

Aggregates Outside of 

Preferred Areas? 

Working Outside of Preferred Areas 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any suggested changes 

to the policy 

Officer Response 

relevant landbank", should there be one. with those policies as well as the 

proposed aggregate policy. These policies 

will ensure that a proposal will only be 

allowed if it can be clearly demonstrated 

that a satisfactory mitigation package will 

be put in place. 

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
No   

854963 
Mr David 

Pollok  
No 

This policy is written so as to provide a 

'back door' bypassing this consultation - 

the first basis for development is if 'It can 

be demonstrated that the contribution will 

address a shortfall in the relevant 

landbank', while the remaining two bullets 

are alternative tests only, not essential 

addtional tests. The first test is not a 

suitable test for a policy at all - the simple 

existence of the right geology would 

enough, without considering environment, 

economics, transport etc etc 

Comments noted and these will be taken 

into consideration when producing the 

draft MLP. However it should also be 

noted that the draft MLP will contain a 

full set of policies including those related 

to environmental and amenity impacts. 

Any planning application submitted on a 

site outside of a preferred area would 

need to ensure that it is in accordance 

with those policies as well as the 

proposed aggregate policy. These policies 

will ensure that a proposal will only be 

allowed if it can be clearly demonstrated 

that a satisfactory mitigation package will 

be put in place. 

 



Section 4 - Do you support the proposed Strategic Policy Aim for Alternative Aggregates? 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Policy Aim: 

Alternative Aggregates - 

Do you support the 

proposed Strategic Policy 

Aim for Alternative 

Aggregates? 

Alternative Aggregates Reasons - Please outline 

the reasons for your answer and any suggested 

changes to the strategic policy aim 

Officer Response 

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Unsure   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Yes   

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
Unsure   

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Yes   

852239 Tony Tucker 
 

Yes Yes very strongly, need to make this a priority Noted 

852260 
Mr Michael 

Gordon  
No 

The use of crushed steelworks slag was hailed as 

innovative but proved to be a failure due to water 

retention and road and concrete failure 

Noted 

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer Stroud 

District Council 

Partially 

• The Core Policies of the Waste Core Strategy 

referred to should be included as an appendix, for 

clarity and ease of reference. 

Noted and these 

comments will be taken 

into consideration 

when producing the 

draft MLP. 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
Unsure   

801907 Mr B Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Yes 
Strategic Policy Aim for Alternative Aggregates 

(p88) 1. CPRE supports this policy aim. 
Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Policy Aim: 

Alternative Aggregates - 

Do you support the 

proposed Strategic Policy 

Aim for Alternative 

Aggregates? 

Alternative Aggregates Reasons - Please outline 

the reasons for your answer and any suggested 

changes to the strategic policy aim 

Officer Response 

Minerals) 

854513 
Mr Rob 

Sneath  
Yes   

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Yes We should recycle as much as possible. Noted 

794029 
Mr Nick 

Atkins 
Tarmac Ltd Yes 

Strategic Policy Aim for Primary Aggregates The 

Strategic Policy Aim for Primary Aggregate Minerals 

– Meeting the Need is supported. We agree that a 

70:30 split for crushed rock provision between the 

Forest of Dean and Cotswolds limestone is a 

deliverable approach 

Noted 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 
 No comments Noted 

853164 
Mr Michael 

Krier 

Chairman Temple 

Guiting Parish Council 
 

TGPC supports recycling such as the facility 

currently operated by Huntsmans. 
Noted 

854452 
Mr Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 
Unsure   

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash  
Unsure 

If this means that existing sites will be adapted to 

incorporate these operations or new sites will be 

found, then this policy does not provide an adequate 

framework for managing such proposals and so 

should also include relevant criteria and potential 

requirements for mitigation measures and/or 

Noted. See response to 

your previous 

comment. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Policy Aim: 

Alternative Aggregates - 

Do you support the 

proposed Strategic Policy 

Aim for Alternative 

Aggregates? 

Alternative Aggregates Reasons - Please outline 

the reasons for your answer and any suggested 

changes to the strategic policy aim 

Officer Response 

contributions for such. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Unsure   

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
Unsure   

854869 
Dr Norman 

Fry  
Yes   

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
Partially   

854963 
Mr David 

Pollok  
Yes sustainability and conservation of resource Noted 

 

 



Section 4 - Other 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 4: Other - Do you have any other comments to make 

in relation to Section 4 or its supporting evidence base? 
Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

No 
 

 

850967 

Mrs 

N 

Horrocks 
 

adverse impact on archaeological sites within area potentially for 

expansion at Stowfield quarry 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the consultation 

summary report where potential archaeological 

impacts in the Forest of Dean is discussed in 

more detail. 

852260 

Mr 

Michael 

Gordon 
 

These papers have not provided any solid evidence that 

Woodlands Farm could be a viable commercial and operating 

success and that there are existing eager investors available to 

move forward with plans for development 

Please refer to question 4.0 of the consultation 

summary report where this is discussed in more 

detail. 

852826 

Dr 

Paul 

Gordon 
 

HEWELSFIELD SHOULD NOT BE INCLUDED IN THE 

PLAN FOR THE REASONS OUTLINED 
Noted please see earlier response. 

846148 

Mrs 

C M 

Keeys 
 

The Cotswolds AONB should not have new quarrying/processing 

developments 

This issue was considered within paragraph 4.2.3 

of the consultation document. Please also refer to 

question 4.11 of the consultation summary report 

where this is discussed in more detail. 

802210 

Mr 

Ed 

Halford 

Highways 

England 

As commented on in the table above it is unlikely that most of the 

sites will be of a concern to the Agency. However, in the absence 

of further information and evidence, it is not clear as to whether 

highway improvements, specifically in relation to the SRN will be 

required. As such, it is considered that should any of the following 

sites come forward and be supported as part of the site allocations 

in the emerging Plan, then they should be supported by an 

evidence base that demonstrates that the capacity of existing 

highways infrastructure can accommodate the sites, or in the 

absence of this being the case, details regarding the requirements 

of specific capacity enhancements that would need to be delivered 

Noted. Any potential issues with highways 

capacity or existing infrastructure will be 

highlighted through the plan which will indicate 

to any potential developer what information 

would need to be provided to support their 

application and how it may be considered 

through the planning process. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 4: Other - Do you have any other comments to make 

in relation to Section 4 or its supporting evidence base? 
Officer Response 

to mitigate the sites impact should be provided. As referred to 

above, any new or improved infrastructure required to support the 

delivery of the Plan should be referenced in policy and detailed in 

a supporting Infrastructure Delivery Plan. The sites for which 

further information may be required include; CRCW1: 

Daglingworth, SGCW2: Cerney Wick, SGCW5 : Down Ampney, 

SGCW6 : Charlham Farm, SGCW7: Whetstone Bridge, SGTW1: 

Page's Lane and SGTW2 : Redpools Farm 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

Object strongly to the Hewelsfield site identified and the lack of 

exclusion on the grounds of an AONB, poor transport links, and 

large delay to any potential operation. These seemed to add up to 

a formidable barrier and so it was unhelpful to include such a site 

in the paper 

See earlier response. 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 

We question how thoroughly the individual sites and parcels have 

been examined. For example, within SGCW4 

Kempsford/Whelford – Parcel B - is a Thames Water Sewerage 

Plant which we do not consider a realistic site for extraction 

within the plan period. Are landowners required at this stage to 

give their consent and has this been obtained? 

All parcels of the SGCW4 site were allocated in 

the adopted 2003 MLP and were placed into the 

recent consultation to see if they are still suitable 

for inclusion whereby issues such as this would 

be brought to the MPA's attention. Following the 

consultation all landowners (based on a land 

registry search) have been contacted to see if 

they still wish their land to be considered as a 

potential option. Please also refer to question 

4.13 of the consultation summary report. 

793818 

Mr 

D K 

Symes 
 

4.4.9 The Proposed Policy – ‘Meeting the Need’ focuses on the 

level of the landbank, but is silent on ensuring the permitted sites 

have the production capacity to maintain an adequate and stead 

supply (see NPPF para. 145). There needs to be recognition that a 

steady and adequate supply requires both permitted reserves and 

production capacity. 

Site SGCW5 - Down Ampney. The identification of this site is 

supported. 

Site SGCW6 - Charlham Farm. The identification of this site is 

Noted - see responses to earlier questions. 
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supported. 

4.5.1 The Proposed Policy for areas ‘Outside of Preferred Areas’ 

needs to include the possibility of a shortfall of ‘capacity’ as well 

as landbank. It may also be helpful to refer to ‘borrow pits’ or to 

the later Policy. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

I don't have the time to review all the referenced documents and 

supporting evidence bases and it is unreasonable to expect a 

typical working homeowner to be able to. 

Noted 

854524 

Mr 

Jonjo 

O'Neill 
 

The Cotswolds are an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and we 

feel that any new quarrying facilities / processing should not be 

allowed. 

This issue was considered within paragraph 4.2.3 

of the consultation document. Please also refer to 

question 4.11 of the consultation summary report 

where this is discussed further. 

793547 

Mr 

Nick 

Elliott 

Eliott and Sons 

Ltd 

The Minerals Plan estimates the total production of alternative 

aggregates is around 100,000 tonnes. Elliott’s with their 

knowledge of other aggregate recycling operations in the County 

consider this figure to be an underestimate of the actual 

production and so the actual contribution of recycled material in 

the general supply of aggregates. 

The 100,000 tonne figure is taken from a locally 

conducted industry survey.  It is largely limited 

to fixed recycling facilities and in this regards it 

could indeed be an ‘under-estimation’ of what is 

actually used as an alternative to primary 

aggregate.  The MPA are always looking to find 

better ways to more accurately monitor recycled 

aggregate use and keep this matter under 

continual review. 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation 

Service 

Natural England 

Site allocations 

Natural England is not sufficiently familiar with individual site 

options to comment in detail on their suitability for mineral 

working, but based on our records and limited knowledge of site 

options, we are generally satisfied that the main ecological and 

landscape considerations have been identified. 

Further useful information regarding potential minerals sites is 

provided in the Site Options Evidence Paper, which include a 

more detailed description of each site’s attributes and main 

sensitivities; we would expect this provide a valuable source of 

information, and a useful basis for understanding where and what 

Noted. 

The draft MLP will draw on all available 

information sources to support any site 

allocations. 
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type of additional evidence and/or further assessments are likely 

to be needed to support a mineral development proposal. For 

example, Natural England has recently provided detailed and 

technical advice regarding a proposed extension to Stowe Hill 

Quarry with respect to impacts on Slade Brook SSSI and the 

further assessment that will be needed to ensure significant effects 

can be avoided or adequately mitigated. 

794029 

Mr 

Nick 

Atkins 

Tarmac Ltd 

Para 4.1.4 – reference to Local Aggregates Assessment 

We are concerned about the figures and approach of the LAA 

which we make separate comments towards the end of our 

representations. 

Section 4.2 – Crushed Rock in Gloucestershire 

We are concerned about the deliverability of the Plan and the 

security of a landbank throughout and at the end of the Plan 

period. NPPF is clear that for crushed rock provision should be 

made for at least 10 years (para 145). The consultation document 

at present identifies that there should be sufficient crushed rock 

during the Plan period to 2030 but more reserves would be 

required to maintain a landbank beyond the end of the plan 

period. 

However, the document does not calculate when there will be a 

shortfall in the 10 year landbank. For reserves within the Forest of 

Dean resource area our calculations are that there will be a 

shortfall in the 10 year landbank from 2020 onwards. This 

calculation is based on the apportionment figures within the LAA 

which we consider to be low and therefore the shortfall in the 10 

year landbank will be from 2020 at best. 

The forward annual apportionment figure is being based purely on 

a rolling target of the last ten years average production. We have a 

number of concerns with this approach as follows. 

The NPPF and Planning Practice Guidance is clear that the LAA 

should contain 3 elements 

(i) Forecast of demand based on both the rolling average of 10 

years sales data and other local information; 

Noted. However, the MPA considers that both 

the plan and the LAA is being prepared in 

accordance with national policy as outlined 

within the NPPF and PPG and that there is not 

sufficient evidence to suggest an alternative 

route. The plan clearly references the fact that 

productive capacity is also an important 

consideration and a greater landbank would not 

necessarily be a reason for refusing any planning 

application. The LAA is reviewed on an annual 

basis and in accordance with national guidance 

will also consider the 3 year average which 

would highlight if there is a need to increase the 

requirement figure. It is considered that the 

policies within the MLP have been drafted in 

such a way that it is flexible to respond to the 

variable 10 year averages. The proposed 

monitoring regime for the plan will also review 

provision on an annual basis and if it is found 

that there is a shortfall in provision then this 

would likely trigger a need to review the plan. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 4: Other - Do you have any other comments to make 

in relation to Section 4 or its supporting evidence base? 
Officer Response 

(ii) Analysis of all aggregate supply options; 

(iii) Assessment of the balance between supply and demand, and 

economic and environmental opportunities and constraints. 

Clarity on how shortages will be addressed. 

Other relevant information may include levels of planned 

construction and housebuilding. 

The last 10 years sales are heavily affected by one of the worst 

recessions in recent history that has had a significant impact upon 

construction and therefore aggregate sales since 2007. The results 

of the recession therefore skew the average sales data for the last 

10 years. The draft LAA acknowledges the impacts that the 

recession has had but does not acknowledge that the last 10 years 

sales are unlikely to reflect future demand. In addition, the LAA 

identifies likely future construction projects and projected housing 

demand/supply over the Plan period, however, there is no clear 

analysis of how these projections factor in to the future aggregate 

requirements. This is a clear requirement of the NPPF and should 

be included within the LAA. 

It is accepted that recycled and secondary aggregates will play a 

role in offsetting some primary aggregate demand but it cannot 

offset it all and neither can it replace primary aggregates as the 

quality and security of supply cannot be guaranteed. 

We are concerned that the LAA is promoting a further decline in 

crushed rock production within Gloucestershire with no 

consideration or analysis given to the potential future growth in 

housing and construction. The reliance in only using the last 10 

years sales is flawed and will be exacerbated with the closure of 

Drybrook Quarry being unable to contribute to supply. The LAA 

should be more forward looking and seek to provide an annual 

apportionment figure to take in to consideration not only pre 2007 

historic sales but projected sales that reflect a growth in housing 

and construction. This in turn will encourage industry to bring 

forward sites to meet projected demand. 

There is therefore no justification for reducing the apportionment 
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figure below the current apportionment figure for crushed rock of 

2.25mtpa, as that will simply serve to restrict the development of 

crushed rock reserves and production capacity within 

Gloucestershire. 

The LAA does not ensure a steady and adequate supply of 

aggregate mineral. There is no clarity in the assessment of the 

balance between supply and demand. With only one sand and 

gravel site operational it is evident that there will be shortfalls in 

supply, the LAA should provide a clear steer on how these 

shortages will be addressed. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments Noted 

798758 

Mr 

Colin 

D'Oyley 

Head of Planning 

& Estates 

Breedon 

Aggregates 

Section 4: Construction Aggregates Paragraph 4.1.4 

8. The NPPF requires the Local Aggregates Assessment to be 

based on not only a rolling ten year average but also other 

relevant local information; an assessment of all supply options 

(including secondary and recycled sources); the advice of the 

Aggregate Working Parties and to take account of published 

national and sub-national guidelines. Should all this information 

be considered, it is likely that a higher figure than 1.6 million 

tonnes per annum would be identified. 

Section 4: Construction Aggregates Paragraph 4.1.5 Table 2 

9. The last date for which the ten year average is taken is 2012. 

Since that date the United Kingdom has emerged from recession 

and production levels have increased in most aggregate quarries. 

The downward trend does not take into account current economic 

circumstances. The table does not take into account economic and 

construction forecasts. To develop policy on the basis of out of 

date figures will produce bad policy. 

Paragraph 4.2.3 

10. The proposed mineral site at Stowe Hill Quarry, which is a 

major long term source of crushed rock aggregates, is not within 

With regards to the LAA. The additional 

information has been considered through all the 

LAAs produced to date and there is insufficient 

evidence to suggest that an increase in the figure 

would be justified. 

The draft MLP will be updated to include the 

most recent data (currently up to the end of 

2013) as would the Publication MLP. 

10. Noted. 
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the AONB. 

801944 

Ms 

Ruth 

Clare 

Environment 

Agency 

As previously advised in our response to the earlier site selection 

process (our letter dated 24 January 2014, our reference 

SV/2013/107054/CS-01/IS1-L01), we recognise that minerals 

development can only be located where the mineral is present and 

so we do not generally have any ‘show-stopper’ issues with site 

locations. However it is important that minerals development 

proceeds with the necessary environmental protections in place 

both during the working phase, and at the restoration phase, where 

significant environmental enhancements can be delivered. We 

advised that various additional environmental aspects be 

considered as part of the appraisal of site options. It is not clear if 

all of these have taken place. We note that many of the sites 

identified include quite general water-related information in the 

environmental sections of each site table. As such we would 

welcome further discussion with you on this aspect as it may be 

beneficial to be more specific in these tables as to the water-

related environmental features that require attention with each 

site. 

Noted Further hydrogeological assessment work 

has been commissioned to support any sites 

going forward into the draft MLP. 

801951 

Mrs 

Angela 

Clayton 

Estates Surveyor 

Defence 

Infrastructure 

Organisation 

The information accompanying the site options under 

consideration takes account of the information we have previously 

provided on MOD safeguarding interests that may be relevant to 

particular sites. However, on reviewing the information 

accompanying the Horcott/Lady Lamb Farm site (ref. SGCW3) 

the relevance of MOD explosives safeguarding requirements 

should also be highlighted since the southern half of parcel B of 

the site under consideration extends into both the inner and outer 

explosive safeguarding zones encompassing RAF Fairford. 

The Inner explosive safeguarding zone is contained by the yellow 

line shown on the statutory safeguarding map and the outer 

explosive safeguarding zone is contained between the yellow and 

purple line shown on the safeguarding map for RAF Fairford. 

Within the inner explosives safeguarding zone the MOD monitors 

Noted. The site information for SGCW3 and 

other relevant sites will be updated to reflect this 

additional information. 
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the management and use of developments to maintain public 

safety and tends to object to any persons living, working or 

congregating for long periods of time. 

In principle the MOD does not object to land in the outer 

explosive safeguarding zone from being developed to provide 

residential, commercial, industrial and other land uses that will 

result in people living and working there. However, all buildings 

occupying the outer explosives should be deemed ‘non 

vulnerable’ that is of robust construction and design so that should 

an explosion 

occur at the MOD storage facility, buildings nearby will not 

collapse or sustain damage that could cause critical injury to the 

occupants. In this context, buildings that contain large areas of 

glass, tall structures (in excess of 3 storeys) and buildings of light 

weight construction are of particular concern to the MOD. 

As such, any mineral extraction and associated development 

undertaken at this site will need to take full account of the 

explosive safeguarding requirements in the siting of buildings and 

associated infrastructure. The number of people working in parts 

of the site and frequency of occupation will also need to be 

considered. 

In summary, the main safeguarding consideration of the MOD on 

the site options and draft policy framework relates to birdtsrike 

safeguarding for RAF Fairford. The MOD is concerned by the 

extensive areas of wetland already in the vicinity of the airbase 

and aims to ensure that any mineral restoration schemes 

undertaken in this area do not increase birdstrike risk. 

A number of the sites identified in this document are very close to 

the aerodrome and are therefore of particular concern should they 

be restored as wetland. In principle the MOD does not object to 

the allocation of these sites in the mineral plan but the planning 

authority and developers must take account of the feasibility of 

being able to achieve a dry restoration and long-term after care 

that prevents an increase in birdstrike risk. The MOD’s preference 
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is for mineral extraction sites in the immediate vicinity of the 

airbase to be restored to dry land. 

I trust this adequately explains our position on this matter. 

802040 

Mr 

Peter 

Day 

Minerals & 

Waste Policy 

Team Leader 

Oxfordshire 

County Council 

The approach to aggregate minerals supply put forward in the 

consultation document would seem to allow for adequate 

provision to be made in Gloucestershire for the supply of both 

crushed rock and sand and gravel in line with the NPPF and 

National Planning Guidance, such that additional demands for 

supply should not be placed on Oxfordshire. On this basis, I have 

no further comments to make on the draft plan at this stage. 

I look forward to further engagement between our two authorities 

under the duty to co-operate and would welcome the opportunity 

to discuss further your emerging new minerals local plan and its 

possible implications for cross-boundary strategic issues and the 

emerging new Oxfordshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan. 

I have some detailed comments to make on the Second Local 

Aggregate Assessment for Gloucestershire, June 2014, which I 

will put in a separate email. 

On the basis of the information presented in the draft LAA, I 

consider that the 10 year sales average figures (1.6mtpa for 

crushed rock and 0.83mtpa for sand and gravel) are currently an 

appropriate level to use for planning for aggregates supply in 

Gloucestershire. 

However, the draft LAA could be seen to give relatively little 

consideration to ‘other relevant local information’, as required by 

the NPPF. Paragraph 3.1 mentions the NPPF requirement to base 

the LAA ‘on a rolling average of 10 years sales data’, but does not 

include the follow on NPPF requirement of ‘other relevant local 

information’ (although this is referred to in paragraphs E5 and 

1.2). Whilst there is discussion of other relevant information at 

paragraphs 5.10 to 5.13, there does not seem to be any 

consideration of what that information might indicate in terms of 

demand for aggregates as compared with the 10 year sales 

average. 

Comments noted and will be considered through 

the production of the third LAA. 
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I also have the following more detailed comments: 

Table 2.1 includes figures for Oxfordshire of the ‘Amount of 

annualised apportionment from 2005-2020 Aggregate Guidelines 

for England’. The figures quoted are from the Secretary of State’s 

Proposed Changes to the South East Plan (March 2010), which 

were never formally adopted; and the minerals policies of the 

South East Plan were revoked in March 2013. Therefore, whilst 

these figures provide historical context, they have no current 

validity in planning policy. Either the figures should be removed 

from the table or their status should be made clear. 

Paragraph 4.4 – I think that in the second line, ‘former’ and 

‘latter’ should be vice versa. 

Paragraph 4.15 – It is not clear whether in the last sentence ‘it is 

considered to be sub-regionally significant’ refers to the UTV 

resource zone as a whole (ie across Gloucestershire, 

Wiltshire/Swindon and Oxfordshire) or just to that part within 

Gloucestershire. This is significant in view of the inclusion of 

Oxford in the predominant construction markets listed earlier in 

the sentence. 

Paragraphs 6.3 and 6.4 – Paragraph 6.3 notes that in 2009 0.28mt 

of sand and gravel was exported to ‘other destinations, probably 

the near South East counties (such as Oxfordshire)’. Paragraph 6.4 

notes that the Draft Oxfordshire LAA of June 2013 reports that 

0.145–0.185mt of sand and gravel from Gloucestershire was 

consumed in Oxfordshire in 2009 (information obtained by 

consultants Atkins from BGS). These two figures are not 

necessarily inconsistent, but if you have any better information on 

the actual movement of sand and gravel from Gloucestershire to 

Oxfordshire in 2009 this would be helpful in clarifying the 

position. 

I look forward to further engagement between our two authorities 

under the duty to co-operate and would welcome the opportunity 

to discuss further your Local Aggregate Assessment and its 

relationship with the Oxfordshire Local Aggregate Assessment 
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2014 which is in preparation. I intend to send a draft of this new 

LAA to you in mid-September, in advance of the meeting we 

have scheduled for 7 October. 

802358 

Mr 

Peter 

Jukes 

Smiths 

(Gloucester) Ltd 

Paragraph 4.6.3 

12. The Minerals Plan estimates the total production of alternative 

aggregates is around 100,000 tonnes. This figure is known in the 

industry to be wrong. The Council would be advised to undertake 

its research and use a more correct figure. 

Noted. This figure was based on information 

supplied to the MPA by the industry through the 

annual survey. If the industry have evidence to 

suggest this is not correct then it should be 

supplied to the MPA for consideration. 

803136 

Mr 

Geoff 

Winslow 

Wiltshire County 

Council 

2. Provision Requirements: Sand and Gravel 

2.1 The draft Plan discusses the sand and gravel provision 

required for the remainder of the plan period and to maintain a 

minimum 7 year landbank at the end of the plan period. In line 

with national policy, it [the draft Plan] details how an assessment 

of the past 10 years of production illustrates that Gloucestershire 

is currently producing (selling) sand and gravel at an average of 

0.83mt per annum. Taking the 10 year average of past sales is one 

important factor of planning for future provision requirements and 

is certainly in line with the approach promoted through the NPPF, 

but there is little discussion as to why the trend data figures have 

been so low over the monitoring period. However, we would wish 

to support the principle of utilising ‘locally derived’ provision 

rates as a basis for planning for future supply requirements and 

the identification of sites. 

2.2 The draft Plan has been submitted alongside Gloucestershire’s 

latest Local Aggregate Assessment (LAA) which covers data up 

to 2012. Although it is accepted that the process of minerals 

planning is based upon historic published data, it would be 

advisable that the plan be based upon the most up-to-date 

information in order to adequately plan for required provision. To 

an extent, this echoes the previously made point about the ‘Plan 

period’. It is not entirely clear what base date the draft Plan is 

utilising for the purposes of assessing future provision 

requirements, but we have assumed 2013 (reference Table 3, page 

2.1 2.1 Noted. It is considered that the relevant 

discussion has occurred within the LAA. 

2.2 The draft plan will be updated to reflect the 

third LAA with data up to the end of 2014. The 

publication will also be updated by the fourth 

LAA if it is available at time of publication. It is 

considered that the plan is prepared in 

accordance with national policy and by making 

provision for a 10 year landbank this helps 

future-proof the plan and provide a contingency 

for any short-term fluctuations or issues with 

productive capacity. Furthermore the monitoring 

regime proposed for the plan will ensure that if 

there is an apparent shortfall then a review of the 

plan would be triggered. 

2.3 It is not possible to produce an equivalent 

Table 3 broken down by resource area for sand 

and gravel due to commercial confidentiality. It 

was not considered necessary to indicate when a 

shortfall would occur because there is already a 

shortfall in the landbank. 

2.4 This appears to slightly contradict point 2.2. 

Please see response to 2.2. 

2.5 There has been clear references to productive 

capacity throughout the plan and supporting 
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37). Although this is a relatively minor point, the reason for 

seeking clarity is simply that if the Plan period is assumed to be 

2013 – 2030, then the draft Plan itself does not appear to offer 

much, if any contingency should economic projections be proven 

right and construction activity increases to rise. 

2.3 On a related theme, unlike for Crushed Rock, the draft Plan 

does not set out a table (as per Table 3) detailing the overall 

provision requirements for the notional plan period: 2013 – 2030. 

For consistency, it would be helpful to address this point in the 

next iteration of the Plan. 

2.4 On the basis of the LAA information, Gloucestershire are 

aiming to plan for the provision of 14.73mt of sand and gravel 

over the period to 2037 (i.e. including provision of a minimum 7-

year landbank at the end of the Plan period). Although this is 

essentially in line with the advice set out in national policy, we 

would question the justification for making provision of 

additional resources to maintain a landbank at the end of the Plan 

period. On the basis that the Plan is inevitably going to have to 

respond to changing economic conditions over its projected life; 

and no contingency provision has seemingly been planned for to 

address short-term fluctuations in market demand, it is not clear 

why Gloucestershire feel the need to apply a strict interpretation 

of national policy on this issue. That said, the draft Plan is not 

entirely consistent, as the proposed ‘Strategic Policy Aim for 

Primary Aggregate Minerals – Meeting the Need’ demonstrates, 

where no specific reference is made to landbank provision beyond 

2030. We would therefore welcome further dialogue on this 

matter, particularly if the effect of ‘over-provision’ in the Upper 

Thames Valley leads to wider adverse social, environmental and 

economic costs into the long-term. 

2.5 In setting out the proposed provision requirements, reference 

is made to ‘productive capacity’ (paragraph 4.1.8), although no 

consideration is presented in the draft Plan itself in terms of what 

this means for the proposed supply scenario. If productive 

evidence which is consistent with the NPPF. This 

will also be monitored more carefully through 

future LAAs. 

2.6 The plan based on its supporting evidence 

base is focused on the UTV which you agree is a 

sensible approach. The evidence suggests that 

this resource area will be available for the 

duration of the plan period. The plan does not 

need to consider contingencies for what may 

occur longer-term beyond the plan period. 

2.7 It has been clearly stated that with regards to 

production of separate landbanks it is not 

considerable two reasons: 1) commercial 

confidentiality and 2) sand and gravel from 

outside the UTV represents such a small 

proportion of production that the small quantities 

involved do not justify a separate landbank. 

3.1 Noted further discussion on this issue is 

welcomed prior to the preparation of the draft 

MLP> 
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capacity is considered to represent a significant ‘risk’ to supply 

and can indeed be qualified, then surely the issue should be 

addressed in terms of reconciling the implications for provision 

requirements. References to such matters and indeed any other 

factors considered likely to affect long-term aggregates supply 

should ideally be dealt with in more substantive detail and 

supported by clear evidence which, at this stage, is not 

immediately apparent on the face of the draft Plan. 

2.6 Based upon the ‘Strategic Policy Aim’, proposed site 

allocations and supporting evidence, it is clear that 

Gloucestershire intends to focus principally on the Upper Thames 

Valley for the majority of its long-term commitment towards 

meeting demand for sand and gravel. Considering the evidence in 

relation to existing and historic supply, this strategy makes sense, 

particularly when viewed in the light of the potential resources at 

Down Ampney, an acknowledged and long-standing policy theme 

for the area. However, no real consideration appears to have been 

given to alternative scenarios should the potential resources of the 

Upper Thames Valley not be realised in full, or in part. Equally, if 

the resource potential for the area (based upon current supply 

rates) can be viewed to last for approximately another 30 years, 

what contingency plans do Gloucestershire have in circumstances 

whereby traditional mineral working areas dry up? 

2.7 Finally, on the issue of supply scenarios, it is noted that the 

draft Plan is making provision for a combined sand and gravel 

landbank despite the fact that, on face value, supply from the 

Upper Thames Valley (sharp sand and gravel) and the Severn 

Vale (predominantly soft sands). Although not a point of 

objection, it might be helpful if future iterations of the Plan 

present a clear justification as to why separate landbanks are not 

being considered. 

3. Collaborative working in the Upper Thames Valley 

3.1 The draft Plan’s Spatial Vision usefully discusses the need to 

coordinate the management of mineral resources in the Cotswold 
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Water Park / Upper Thames Valley, a position which is fully 

supported by the adopted Minerals policy framework of Wiltshire 

Council and Swindon Borough Council. However, we would 

encourage greater reference to collaborative working between 

Gloucestershire and Wiltshire/Swindon in bullet point 2 of the 

‘Strategic Policy Aim for Primary Aggregate Minerals – 

Identifying Future Supply Areas‘. The reason for this suggestion 

is simply a matter of consistency and to ensure that dialogue on 

cross-border minerals issues seeks to drive a shared agenda for the 

area. As referenced in the duty to cooperate paper, 

Gloucestershire, Wiltshire and Swindon have a long history of 

shared responsibility for minerals supply from the Cotswold 

Water Park / Upper Thames Valley due to the strategic 

(‘regional’) importance of the sand and gravel resources. 

However, if (as per Gloucestershire’s position) the three 

authorities are not going to enter into a ‘joint planning 

arrangement’ over the area in whatever form, it is vitally 

important that a consistent policy position is applied to minerals 

development where at all possible. As Gloucestershire will be 

aware, Wiltshire and Swindon have consistently championed a 

closer working relationship across the entirety of the Upper 

Thames Valley (UTV) to develop effective phasing of works, or 

eventually a joint plan for the area. This is referenced through 

Strategic Objective 5 and policy MCS5 of the Adopted Wiltshire 

and Swindon Minerals Core Strategy. It is hoped that 

Gloucestershire will introduce further text into the Plan that seeks 

to endorse this approach as a viable option moving forward, 

particularly as the mineral resources that we plan for are of shared 

strategic significance. From our experience, it would appear clear 

that an Inspector at any subsequent examination will want to see 

evidence to justify why planning jointly for the area’s future to 

address long-term supply issues is not seen by Gloucestershire as 

being appropriate, a point we can discuss in more detail as the 

draft Plan takes shape. 
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826089 Respondent 
Complete 

Utilities Ltd 

Complete Utilities consider the contribution of recycled 

aggregates is higher than the figure stated in paragraph 4.6.3 as 

100,000 tpa. Complete Utilities consider that recycled aggregates 

play a significant role in the meeting the demand for construction 

materials and that greater emphasis could be given to increasing 

this with a more positive policy stance than presented in the 

current document. 

The reliance on the policies in the Waste Core Strategy is 

insufficient to achieve this. WCS4 has a focus on a figure for 

diversion of inert waste from landfill rather than maximising 

sustainable use of a resource, WCS8 relates to a matter of 

restoration not minerals supply and WCS11 relates to 

safeguarding. 

There should be a clear policy supporting the maximising supply 

at safeguarded sites where this does not give rise to unacceptable 

amenity impacts which is a highly sustainable approach to 

meeting aggregate supply reducing the need for primary 

aggregates. 

The figure has been based upon the figure 

obtained from industry through the annual 

minerals survey. If industry is able to provide 

some actual evidence to suggest a higher figure 

then that would be welcomed. 

It is considered that this is addressed through 

policy, however these comments will be taken 

into account when preparing the draft MLP. 

852014 

Mr 

Piers 

Chivers 
 

5. 4.1.4 – this is a comment on the NPPF which you might want to 

pass on to the appropriate authorities – the maintaining of the 

landbank based on historical precedence is, quite frankly, stupid. 

Quarries are finite resources. You cannot “farm” them based on 

historical practice. GCC should not be using stupid policy to form 

their strategy. 

6. 4.2.3 – The basic question is: do you value the status of 

“AONB”. Clearly, you do not, but this does not make your 

argument “strong”. Incidentally, I see AONBs as “clean, green, 

healthy and safe”. 

7. 4.4.9 - it isn’t clear why you are using the historical 70/30 

division as a strategic way forward? You don’t justify this. 

Noted. The MPA is required to plan in 

accordance with national planning policy as 

outlined in the NPPF and there is no evidence to 

suggest that the plan should be prepared contrary 

to this. 

The MPA is not currently in a position to amend 

national policy and it is recommended that if this 

is an issue you feel strongly about you should 

contact your local MP. 

The status of the AONB is valued. Please see 

response to your earlier comments. 

The quantities of aggregates required in 

Gloucestershire is addressed through the Local 

Aggregates Assessment and reviewed annually. 

Whilst a proportion of mineral is exported out of 

the county, it should also be recognised that the 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 4: Other - Do you have any other comments to make 

in relation to Section 4 or its supporting evidence base? 
Officer Response 

county does also import aggregates and other 

minerals in. Not every county or unitary 

authority within the country geologically 

contains all of the minerals it requires and it has 

to rely on other authorities to provide minerals to 

them. The emerging provision coming from the 

LAA is consistent with Government policy and 

considered an appropriate basis for the 

preparation of the MLP. The minerals technical 

evidence paper paragraphs 2.2.5-2.2.7 explain 

how the County Council has reviewed the 70/30 

and still consider it appropriate for current 

forward planning purposes and why the two 

different resource areas are not necessarily 

suitable to substitute for each other. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

The Joint Technical Evidence on Transport is dated 2008 and is 

out of date and does not test in any way the potential highway 

issues that may be associated with the potential site allocations, 

nor indeed the mitigation measures that might be necessary or the 

possible improvements to minimise potential conflicts, such as a 

new cycleway that could be agreed as explained above possibly 

with the involvement of SUSTRANS and with some funding from 

elsewhere. 

The Joint Technical Evidence Paper was 

superseded by the Planning and Environmental 

Considerations Evidence paper produced to 

support the last consultation. 

854684 

Mr 

Peter 

Williams 
 

I am writing to you to object in the strongest terms to the proposal 

to include the site at Woodlands Farm, Hewelsfield (GCC ref – 

CRFD4:Hewelsfield) in the Minerals Local Plan. 

This site lies entirely within the Wye Valley Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty (AONB) and therefore should not be 

commercially developed to the detriment of the surrounding 

countryside. There are a number of existing quarries with all the 

necessary infrastructure, albeit on the other side of the Severn 

Estuary, which are currently mothballed which should be re-

developed before inflicting major environmental damage at 

See response to Crushed Rock Forest of Dean 

Justification 
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Woodlands Farm. 

Para 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

states: 

“Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic 

beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in 

relation to landscape and scenic beauty.” 

Also Para 116 states: 

“Planning permission should be refused for major developments 

in these designated areas except in exceptional circumstances and 

where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest.” 

Nowhere in the suite of documents associated with the 

Consultation are “exceptional circumstances” identified which 

would warrant the inclusion of the Hewelsfield Site in the Draft 

Local Minerals Plan. 

The site also consists almost entirely of what is defined as “Best 

and Most Versatile” land, with most being classed as Grade 2 

(“Very Good”) 

Para 112 of the NPPF states: 

“Where significant development of agricultural land is 

demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should 

seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a 

higher quality.” 

Once again the documents for this Consultation do not address 

this issue. 

Finally on Transportation of the quarried stone issues this site is 

heavily constrained. The site is situated in the country side away 

from major roads and quarry type lorries simply cannot be 

accommodated on the existing roads. 

The Consultation’s Site Options Evidence Paper notes: 

“The Highways Authority reviewed the site in 2013 and (still) do 

not consider the B4228 is suitable to accommodate the type of 

traffic generated from potential quarry between the site in a 

northerly direction towards St Briavels as the B4228 is 
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significantly restricted in terms of its width and alignment 

particularly on the approach to St Briavels….. This section of the 

B4228 is also restricted with several localised road narrowings 

between the site and the settlement of Tutshill.” 

The paper also comments: 

“… the highways difficulty appears to be very significant to 

overcome. While a solution via a new access road from the B4228 

to the strategic road network has been suggested in the past, this is 

a significant development in its own right the suitability of which 

is uncertain.” 

There can be no confidence that the issues relating to material 

transportation can be solved. 

In conclusion therefore I submit that Site CRFD4: Hewelsfield 

should not be included in the Draft Minerals Local Plan. 

854715 

Mr 

Derek 

Richards 
 

General Comments (SGCW5 & SGCW7): 

1) If the MLP Site Options and Draft Policy Framework is 

approved in its current form then development proposals are 

likely to be submitted and responses will be drafted piecemeal, 

with little consideration regarding what is needed for the Upper 

Thames region as a whole. Development proposals for 

Gloucestershire site options in the Upper Thames region are likely 

to have a direct impact on adjacent sites in Wiltshire and upon the 

whole Upper Thames region. 

2) Since most of the Upper Thames is subject to flooding then the 

EA should be consulted regarding the Areas of Search with a view 

to managing any changes in groundwater with a view to generally 

reducing flood risk and improving water flow, consistent with the 

Water Framework Directive, so that an overall policy for 

extraction and restoration is established for the whole Upper 

Thames Region (Gloucestershire, Wiltshire, Swindon and 

Oxfordshire). Consultations between the EA and Gloucestershire 

should include documented evidence from the public regarding 

flooding and should not rely purely on historic data, e.g. Locally 

Agreed Surface Water (page 140 Appendix 15 of Framework of 

This appears to be duplicating your comments 

made under Sand & Gravel UTV Justification. 

Please see response to those comments. 
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Evidence: Site Options), which may not be up to date. 

3) A cross border system approach is needed to restoration so that 

there are clear policies for Swindon/Wiltshire/Gloucestershire 

regarding restoration of the discussed canal, establishment of a 

wildlife corridor along the Thames. 

4) The descriptions of individual areas are somewhat inaccurate 

and appear to be based directly on information supplied by land 

owners/ and or potential developers. Information which is not 

objective, is incomplete or is inaccurate is not compatible with 

this consultation (paragraphs 1.4, 1.5, 1.6 of Framework of 

Evidence: Site Options). 

5) The Upper Thames is a relatively flat recreational area so clear 

landscaping policies are needed to hide development from 

footpaths, roads etc. Policies are needed to ensure that views and 

the original landscape are restored after completion of operations. 

SGCW7: Whetstone Bridge Farm: 

The site description is misleading/incorrect and somewhat 

incomplete: 

1. The site description incorrectly states that “there are few 

isolated properties some very distant”. Whetstone Bridge 

Farmhouse occupies the area in the triangle adjacent to Marston 

Meysey brook. Whetstone Cottage, in Wiltshire, is adjacent to the 

site (to the edge of Area C). The village of Marston Meysey is 

also close to the site. The Roundhouse and Roundhouse farm are 

also nearby in Wiltshire. There are also cottages nearby towards 

Eisey. 

2. The site description makes no mention of Maston Meysey 

brook or Down Ampney brook. These are significant water 

courses (designated as rivers by the EA). The Marston Meysey 

brook adjoins the site, along the border with area C and the Down 

Ampney brook flows through the site. Both water courses cause 

regular flooding to a large part of the site and both water courses 

regularly dry up in summer months. Significant standoff margins 

are required to protect both water courses. 
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3. Information provided in Minerals Local Plan Site Options and 

Draft Policy Framework Evidence Paper: Site Options Appendix 

15 Page 136 indicates linkage with the Roundhouse Farm Cite 

(Parcel C) in Wiltshire. However no description of any linkage is 

provided. Is linkage merely indicating that the same operator 

proposes to operate the Whetstone Bridge Farm site as well as the 

Roundhouse Farm site? Two important linkages or relationships 

that should be described are: 

a. The Roundhouse Farm site requires water flows to be 

maintained at present levels in order to sustain the nature reserve 

consisting of lakes/reed beds, so any impact on groundwater flows 

needs to be fully analysed. 

b. Airfield safeguarding requirements for this option should be 

identical or less stringent than those already required for the 

Roundhouse Farm site (Area C) which it because it is 300 yards 

further away from the airfield (RAF Fairford). 

4. The potential yield is not objectively estimated. The potential 

yield does not take account of the need for 1 meter depth of gravel 

aggregate to be retained so as to maintain water flows throughout 

the site (required according to EA comments). The potential yield 

is likely to be less than 0.3 mt (Gloucestershire), 0.15 mt 

(Wiltshire). The contribution to Gloucestershire’s aggregate land 

bank might not therefore be as significant as claimed. The 

statement “If planning permission is granted the site would make 

a contribution to both the landbank and productive capacity for a 

large part of the plan period” is not objective (where is the 

evidence to support such a statement?). The statement should 

therefore be deleted or be significantly modified. 

a. How could the retention of 1 meter of aggregate be tested 

and/or enforced? 

b. How could a 1 meter depth of aggregate aquifer be accurately 

measured? 

c. What would be the margin of error (10-25%)? 

d. Would the margin of error be used in specifying maximum 
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extraction depths? For example, if the margin for error were 25% 

then would Gloucestershire specify a set of depths across the site 

so as to achieve average aggregate retention of 1.25 meters depth 

(in order to achieve the required the retention of at least 1 meter 

depth of aggregate aquifer)? 

e. The Roundhouse Farm site (adjacent are C) requires 

groundwater flows to be maintained in order to sustain its 

lake/reed beds. Would retention of 1 meter of aggregate aquifer be 

sufficient? Further consultation with the EA would appear to be 

required. 

5. The flood risk assessment is incorrect 

a. In the Minerals Local Plan Site Options and Draft Policy 

Framework Evidence Paper: Site Options Appendix 15 Page 141 

indicates that there is low flood risk to the site. This is incorrect. 

Most of the site is regularly flooded during winter months. It was 

flooded during winter 2013/2014 and spring 2014. During the 

recent Whetstone Bridge planning application there were 

comments, plus photographic evidence, indicating that the site 

had been flooded on at least 4 occasions during the last 4 years. 

There is no policy stated with regard to canal restoration 

• There is a disused canal is to the south of the site (area B). Any 

planning proposal should include plans for canal restoration , 

including the establishment of footpath along the canal (joining up 

with similar canal restoration in area C) 

There is no stated restoration policy to wildlife/nature 

conservation: 

• Information provided fails to identify the nearby (adjacent) 

Strategic Nature Area ("SNA") of Roundhouse (Area C) as a 

series of permanent lakes/reed beds. Key Development Criteria, 

conserving and enhancing biodiversity within or next to 

Roundhouse Farm site, should be included. Restoration to 

wildlife/nature conservation, and more specifically to wetland 

/reed beds, should be stated as a requirement so as to link with the 

agreed restoration of Area C (Roundhouse Farm). This would 
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facilitate the creation of a Thames Wildlife corridor is created (in 

line with the Cotswold Water Park Biodiversity Action Plan 2007 

– 2016). 

854963 

Mr 

David 

Pollok 
 

There is a lack of an integrated assessment of the overall 

environmental, social and socio-economic benefit of the proposed 

MLP policies or of the potential development of specific sites. 

There is a lack of consideration of the availability of mineral 

resource in neighbouring adminstrative areas such as North 

Somerset, South Gloucestershire, Wiltshire, Herefordshire. The 

assessment of the need and benefit to Gloucestershire of the 

proposed MLP is not presented in the real world context of other 

sources of supply, and yet is implictly predicated on continuing to 

export nearly 50% of production from the county. 

The MLP is a plan for maintaining minerals production, but it 

does not present an arguement that is to the overall benefit of 

Gloucestershire 

This was considered through the Sustainability 

Appraisal. 

The County Council, alongside all other local 

authorities in England and some public bodies 

are duty bound to engage constructively, actively 

and on an ongoing basis, to maximise the 

effectiveness of their local plan preparation in the 

context of responding to strategic cross boundary 

matters. This duty is known as the ‘Duty to Co-

operate’. From a minerals planning perspective, 

the provision of minerals is recognised as 

potential strategic matter likely to necessitate 

engagement. The County Council has published 

an evidence paper to document its present duty to 

co-operate activities. The paper includes a broad 

discussion regarding the relationship between 

Gloucestershire and other neighbouring, and 

more distant local authorities in terms of 

identifiable and established supply chains, trends 

in the movement of minerals, and the likelihood 

that such circumstances will have a demonstrable 

influence upon the preparation of the emerging 

minerals local plan. It is clear that the import to 

and export of minerals from Gloucestershire will 

probably have some role to play in maintaining 

steady and adequate supplies in the future. 

However, the County Council is not party to any 

evidence to suggest this will be significant 

enough to justify a deviation from the present 

approach of undertaking robust assessments to 

determine the acceptability of future local 
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mineral working to meet local needs. This is 

particularly pertinent in the context of the 

emerging plan’s aspiration to facilitate the 

management of local mineral resources in a 

sustainable manner as is possible, which 

incorporates seeking to reduce vehicle 

movements related to the supply of minerals and 

the associated vehicle emissions. 

855034 Respondent 
Thames Water 

Utilities Ltd 

Site Options. 

Thames Water has no objection to the allocation of any of the 

sites identified within the Consultation Document for minerals 

development. However, it should be noted that there may be 

existing Thames Water assets on, or in proximity to, sites 

proposed for minerals development. Thames Water will seek to 

ensure that any such assets are protected and it is recommended 

that this is made clear within the Site Options and Policy 

Framework. 

Public water mains and sewers may lie across land from with it is 

proposed to extract minerals. Thames Water encourages early 

consultation by the developer to establish the position of any 

mains or sewers and to arrange for them to be diverted where 

necessary. 

Where public water mains and / or sewers cross a site the 

developer will be responsible for the reasonable costs of diverting 

the asset. Where public water mains and / or sewers lie across a 

site from which it is proposed to extract minerals, and the 

developer does not take responsibility for diverting the asset, 

Thames Water will not be responsible for the sterilisation of the 

mineral resource as a result of the location of Thames Water’s 

asset. 

Noted. It would useful if Thames Water were 

able to supply details prior to preparation of the 

draft MLP. 

Again it would be useful if Thames Water were 

able to supply details so that this could be added 

into any key development criteria for the site. 
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802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Unsure   

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
Unsure   

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Yes   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Unsure   

852145 
Mr Nigel 

Gibbons 

Forest of Dean 

District Council 
Partially 

Any identification of the sandstone resource in 

the MLP should be accompanied by a statement 

which makes clear general support for the 

quarrying of building stone in appropriate 

locations. Given the range of potential sites it is 

not considered appropriate to use consultation 

area policies and it is considered that there will 

be adequate scope for future provision of 

building stone without the need for MCAs. 

Comments noted. This will be taken into 

consideration when producing the next 

stage of the plan 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Little to disagree with Noted. 

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Yes   
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802285 
Mr Ken 

Hobden 

Mineral Products 

Association  

Proposed Policy for Building Stone Bullet #3 

should not be restrictive as currently implied, 

particularly as the ‘and’ between criteria means 

all have to be met. Natural stone may be used 

for new-build and may be used outside of 

Gloucestershire, and so we recommend that 

reference to ‘conserve historic built 

environment in Gloucestershire’ is deleted or 

amended and reference to use of stone ‘for new 

build’ is added. 

Comments noted. This will be taken into 

consideration when producing the next 

stage of the plan. 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
Unsure   

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Yes   

801907 
Mr B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

 

1. Proposed Policy for Building Stone. We 

agree the principle that the production of 

aggregates must be as a by-product of the 

winning of building/roofing stone. The wording 

however is potentially open to a conflicting 

interpretation as the first bullet point says that 

the proposals are predominantly for the 

production of stone while the second states that 

aggregates are to be a by-product. In contrast 

we believe the wording of the third bullet point 

is over restrictive and would imply that the 

extraction of building stone for new buildings 

would not be allowed. As this third bullet point 

Comments noted. This will be taken into 

consideration when producing the next 

stage of the plan. 
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defines the need we suggest it should be the 

first bullet point. Finally while we support the 

need for employment and making a positive 

contribution to the local economy we question 

whether this is a relevant criterion in a minerals 

plan and is likely to only cause confusion, for 

instance where an existing quarry is seeking an 

extension to replace reserves and may intend to 

invest in more efficient extraction. We propose 

that this bullet point should be dropped from the 

policy. (It is more relevant to the introductory 

notes and is alluded to in paragraph 5.2.3). With 

these considerations in mind we suggest the 

following wording for the policy: “Proposed 

Policy for Building Stone. Proposals for the 

winning and working of the county’s key 

natural building and roofing stones will be 

permitted only where:- • The need for the stone 

is to help to conserve the historic built 

environment or maintain its local 

distinctiveness in new buildings in 

Gloucestershire or for use in the conservation of 

historic buildings built of matching materials; 

and • It can be demonstrated that the above 

defined need for the stone cannot be met 

adequately from existing permitted reserves and 

that the purpose of the proposals is for the 

production of stone to be used as a natural 

building or roofing stone; and • Any winning 
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and working of rock for non building stone use: 

- is a by-product of, and is ancillary to, the 

production of the natural building or roofing 

stone and - is confined to that of the overlying 

or interbedded waste stone that has to be 

removed in order to work the natural building 

materials or waste stone arising from the 

dressing of the building stone and - its use for 

on-site landscaping or in current or future 

reclamation of the site has been maximised. 

Note; For clarity, in this policy natural building 

and roofing stone excludes artificially made 

building or roofing stone.” 

793504 
Earl 

Wemyss 

Stanway Stone 

Company  

5. This policy is too restrictive as currently 

written, notably the ‘and’ between criteria 

meaning all have to be met. The second bullet 

point is restrictive and does not acknowledge 

the sustainability benefits in working jointly for 

building stone and aggregates, which should 

only be restricted where there are unacceptable 

environmental impacts from operations or 

appropriate restoration cannot be achieved. 

Natural stone may be used for new-build and 

may be used outside of Gloucestershire, and so 

the reference to ‘conserve historic built 

environment in Gloucestershire’ should be 

deleted or amended and include the reference to 

use of stone ‘for new build’. 

Comments noted. This will be taken into 

consideration when producing the next 

stage of the plan. 
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793895 
Mr Julian 

Palmer 

Cotswold Stone 

Quarries  

Section 5: Proposed Policy for Building Stone 

10. This policy is too restrictive as currently 

written, notably the ‘and’ between criteria 

meaning all have to be met. The second bullet 

point is restrictive and does not acknowledge 

the sustainability benefits in working jointly for 

building stone and aggregates, which should 

only be restricted where there are unacceptable 

environmental impacts from operations or 

appropriate restoration cannot be achieved. 

Natural stone may be used for new-build and 

may be used outside of Gloucestershire, and so 

the reference to ‘conserve historic built 

environment in Gloucestershire’ should be 

deleted or amended and include the reference to 

use of stone ‘for new build’. 

Comments noted. This will be taken into 

consideration when producing the next 

stage of the plan. 

794011 Mr D Glenn 
Huntsmans Quarries 

Ltd  

It is noted that there is currently no intention to 

allocate any sites for building and roofing stone 

within the MLP, on the basis that there is no 

requirement under the NPPF to maintain a 

landbank for building stone resources. 

However, we wish to support the proposed 

policy for building stone (at paragraph 5.2.3) 

albeit that we would question how 'it can be 

demonstrated that the need for the stone cannot 

be met adequately from existing reserves' in the 

absence of any publicly documented landbank. 

We would suggest that reference to 'need' in this 

instance should be deleted. 

Comments noted. This will be taken into 

consideration when producing the next 

stage of the plan. 
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794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
Yes No further comments Noted. 

802358 
Mr Peter 

Jukes 

Smiths (Gloucester) 

Ltd  

Proposed Policy for Building Stone 

13. This policy is too restrictive as currently 

written, notably the ‘and’ between criteria 

meaning all have to be met. The second bullet 

point is restrictive and does not acknowledge 

the sustainability benefits in working jointly for 

building stone and aggregates, which should 

only be restricted where there are unacceptable 

environmental impacts from operations or 

appropriate restoration cannot be achieved. 

Natural stone may be used for new-build and 

may be used outside of Gloucestershire, and so 

we recommend that reference to ‘conserve 

historic built environment in Gloucestershire’ is 

deleted or amended and reference to use of 

stone ‘for new build’ is added. 

Comments noted. This will be taken into 

consideration when producing the next 

stage of the plan. 

853164 
Mr Michael 

Krier 

Chairman Temple 

Guiting Parish 

Council 

Yes 

The principal Cotswold building stone and 

Cotswold slate quarries are located in Temple 

Guiting Parish at Oathill and Tinker's Barn. 

As stated above (CRCW4), Oathill quarry is 

operated as a stone quarry and the operators 

have indicated that they do not plan to produce 

crushed rock. This quarry is the only one locally 

producing three grades of Guiting stone, 

essential to maintaining the vernacular 

architecture of the AONB. Temple Guiting 

As stated in our response earlier the MPA 

is proposing not to take forward Area A 

as a potential aggregate extension to 

Oathill Quarry within the timeframe of 

the emerging Minerals Local Plan. In 

regards to the comments in regards to 

Area E of CRCW2 we will take these 

comments into consideration. 
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Parish Council would argue that this quarry 

should continue to be identified as solely a 

building stone quarry in the MLP and should 

therefore not feature in the MLP as a source of 

crushed rock. Tinker's Barn quarry (Area E in 

CRCW2) produces stone slates; it is not owned 

or operated by Huntsmans (Breedon). We 

would suggest that this quarry should be treated 

as a separate entity in the MLP. It is feasible 

that the operator could emulate Huntsmans by 

accessing the potential crushed rock that lies at 

a lower level than that currently being worked. 

854452 
Mr Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk Marston 

Meysey Parish 

Meeting 

Unsure   

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash   
No observations Noted. 

854651 Respondent Oathill Quarry Ltd 
 

It is noted that there is currently no intention to 

allocate any sites for building and roofing stone 

within the MLP, on the basis that there is no 

requirement under the NPPF to maintain a 

landbank for building stone resources. 

However, we wish to support the proposed 

policy for building stone (at paragraph 5.2.3) 

albeit that we would question how 'it can be 

Comments noted. This will be taken into 

consideration when producing the next 

stage of the plan. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Building 

and Roofing 

Stone - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy 

for Building 

Stone? 

Building Stone Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

demonstrated that the need for the stone cannot 

be met adequately from existing reserves' in the 

absence of any publicly documented landbank. 

We would suggest that reference to 'need' in this 

instance should be deleted. 

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
Yes   

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
Partially   

854889 Respondent Lovell Stone Group 
 

LSG is concerned that the Consultation 

Document does not adequately describe the 

dimension stone industry nor provide policies 

which will support the industry and enable it to 

flourish within Gloucestershire. LSG therefore 

has the following comments which, it is 

requested, are taken into consideration. The 

following headings refer to the same headings 

in the Consultation Document. Section 5.2: 

Building & Roofing Stone 3. The proposed text 

fails to express the importance of 

Gloucestershire’s building stone industry. The 

industry has long since evolved beyond small 

quarries supplying basic building material for 

local village and farms as the narrative appears 

to portray. The natural building stone industry 

extends to a range of different types of stone 

and the use of modern technology to produce 

Comments noted. This will be taken into 

consideration when producing the next 

stage of the plan. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Building 

and Roofing 

Stone - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy 

for Building 

Stone? 

Building Stone Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

construction products and architectural and 

artistic features of the highest quality. This is an 

important industry using a highly skilled 

workforce and one which adds significantly to 

the local economy in rural areas. It also has a 

positive impact on the national balance of 

payments as work which would otherwise be 

carried out in France, Italy or China, for 

example, is being secured in Gloucestershire. It 

is important to acknowledge that the industry is 

growing in significance because, during the 

Mineral Plan period to 2030, it is likely that 

new sources of natural stone will need to be 

developed or existing quarries or processing and 

masonry facilities extended. 4. In omitting to 

acknowledge Gloucestershire natural stone 

industry’s regional and national role the Plan 

fails the minerals industry. The Minerals Plan 

should follow the aims of the National Planning 

Policy Framework which seeks to develop a 

sustainable economy and a viable and 

prosperous future. The natural stone industry in 

Gloucestershire should be far more strongly and 

enthusiastically supported by the minerals 

planning authority in the Minerals Plan. 

Paragraph 5.2.1 5. It is proposed that the 

following change should be made to paragraph 

5.2.1 so that it reads: “5.2.1 The working of 

natural building, dimension and roofing stone is 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Building 

and Roofing 

Stone - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy 

for Building 

Stone? 

Building Stone Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

an important part of the mineral industry in 

Gloucestershire as it produces a wide range of 

building materials and high quality architectural 

or artistic features. Dimension stone is cut and 

dressed or masoned to exacting specifications 

for architecturally designed buildings and 

mansions. Roofing slates, quarried, dressed and 

used locally, are a part of the Cotswold’s unique 

character but, unless they are readily available, 

they are replaced by Spanish or other imports. 

Gloucestershire’s building stones are used for 

random rubble walling, dry stone walling and 

paving and their particular qualities of colour, 

texture and weathering ability are compelling 

reasons why the industry should be strongly 

supported. Paving stone from the Forest of 

Dean is widely used in towns and cities in 

refurbishment and improvement schemes and 

uplifts the economy in this area. The majority of 

stone products come from the Jurassic 

limestones in the Cotswolds and from a range of 

sandstones, the Pennant being particularly 

important, and some Carboniferous limestones 

from the Forest of Dean. The importance of the 

industry is manifold but, in particular: (i) Where 

Gloucestershire stone is used locally for new 

buildings and the repair or extension of existing 

buildings, farms and walls they help to maintain 

the character of the Cotswolds and traditional 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Building 

and Roofing 

Stone - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy 

for Building 

Stone? 

Building Stone Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Gloucestershire villages. (ii) Where heritage 

buildings have been constructed of 

Gloucestershire stone in the past, it is always 

preferable to undertake repairs and / or 

extensions to the building in the exactly 

matching material from the same quarry. 

Consequently the stone is used in the repair and 

conservation of some of Gloucestershire’s and 

the nation’s most well-known historic and 

heritage buildings. In addition to its national 

importance it is occasionally used 

internationally. (iii) The development of the 

natural stone industry and the use of the wide 

variety of English stones assist the nation’s 

balance of payments by reducing imports of 

stone to the United Kingdom.” Paragraph 5.2.3 

6. Whilst it may not be necessary to allocate 

sites for natural stone production this paragraph 

fails to express sufficient support for the 

industry. It should draw attention to the need to 

support extensions to established quarries and 

mines which may be required and support for 

sources of new building or dimension stone 

mines or quarries or the development of 

existing or new processing facilities. Proposed 

Policy for Building Stone 7. This policy 

displays a negative attitude towards Building 

Stones. It ignores dimension stone. It ignores 

the need for high quality stone production 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Building 

and Roofing 

Stone - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy 

for Building 

Stone? 

Building Stone Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

facilities. 8. It is proposed that the following 

changes should be made to the policy so that it 

reads: “Proposed Policy for Building and 

Dimension Stones Proposals for the winning 

and working of the county’s wide range of 

natural building stones and proposals for the 

development of processing, sawing, masoning 

and polishing facilities to achieve the highest 

added value will normally be supported where:- 

- It can be demonstrated that there is likely to be 

a need for the stone for use as dimension, 

building, roofing, paving and walling stone and 

for high quality architectural features; or - They 

will help to conserve Gloucestershire’s, and the 

nation’s, historic buildings and built 

environment or rural landscape; or - They are 

needed to provide matching stone for the repair 

or extension of important and heritage 

buildings; or - They will help to maintain and 

enhance the character of the villages, towns and 

farms locally and nationally where the stone is 

traditionally used; or - They will make a 

positive contribution to Gloucestershire’s rural 

economy and sustain or create local 

employment and enhance the workforce skill 

base and the proposals are sustainable. - Waste 

rock or off-cuts which cannot be used for 

building purposes may be utilised for aggregate 

uses where it is demonstrated that sufficient 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Building 

and Roofing 

Stone - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy 

for Building 

Stone? 

Building Stone Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

materials will be available at any time for 

quarry restoration.” Additional Issues 9. The 

proposed policy fails to recognise the 

advantages of using some of the overburden 

from natural stone quarries either to reduce the 

quantities of materials which have to be 

retained on site or to provide a source of 

aggregate which could reduce reliance upon 

primary aggregates elsewhere. 10. Provided that 

sufficient material remains for restoration, 

waste rock or offcuts should be permitted to be 

taken and used off-site. It should be noted that, 

due to the aggregates levy and the likely low 

strength of the overburden rock there will be 

few uses and little demand. Therefore it must be 

recognised that waste rock aggregate will not be 

a major quarry product in building stone 

quarries and will have very limited, if any, 

environmental or traffic impact in this regard. 

854951 
Mrs Sunita 

Burke 

Vice Chairman 

Temple Guiting 

Parish Council 

Yes   

854963 
Mr David 

Pollok  
Yes 

maintenance of the appearance of our built 

environment 
Support noted. 

 



Section 5: Brick Clay 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Clay - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Brick Clay? 

Brick Clay Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Yes   

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
Unsure   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Partially   

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Unsure   

852145 
Mr Nigel 

Gibbons 

Forest of Dean District 

Council 
Partially 

In view of the small scale and localised need for clay that is 

likely, it is considered that the MLP should seek to identify a 

specific area for future production or adopt a general policy 

which might refer to a resource area, that both acknowledges 

the need for the mineral and makes clear that its extraction 

will need to be compatible with other development plans and 

proposals. The possible location of resources may overlap 

areas being promoted for development in the Cinderford 

Northern Quarter AAP. Any extraction that is to be permitted 

will need to be compatible with the realisation of this Plan. 

Comments noted. This 

will be taken into 

consideration when 

producing the next stage 

of the plan 

852239 Tony Tucker 
 

Yes Little to disagree with Noted. 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Yes 

Do we really have an industry exporting clay, or does this 

just mean exporting outside of Gloucestershire? 

The policy is worded for 

clay that is extracted and 

then processed into 

bricks outside of the 

county. 

801907 Mr B Brown 
Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural  

2. Proposed Policy for Brick Clay and Proposed Policy for 

Engineering Clay. It is not clear why the draft texts for these 

Comments noted. This 

will be taken into 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Clay - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Brick Clay? 

Brick Clay Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

two policies are so different. Apart from the ‘export’ point, it 

seems to CPRE that the requirements for obtaining planning 

consent and for site restoration are very similar. We suggest 

that wording should be reconsidered and that a combined 

policy would be appropriate 

consideration when 

producing the next stage 

of the plan. 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
Unsure 

  

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council  
No comments Noted. 

854452 
Mr Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 
Unsure   

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash   
No observations Noted. 

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Yes   

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
Yes   

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
Partially   

854951 
Mrs Sunita 

Burke 

Vice Chairman Temple 

Guiting Parish Council 
Unsure   

 



Section 5: Engineering Clay 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Engineering Clay - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Engineering Clay? 

Engineering Clay Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed changes 

to the policy 

Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Unsure   

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
Unsure   

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Yes   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Partially   

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Little to disagree with Noted. 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
Unsure   

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Yes Second bullet: define acceptable timeframe. 

Noted. The timeframe would depend on the 

details of individual applications. 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County 

Council 
 

No comments Noted. 

854452 
Mr Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk Marston 

Meysey Parish 

Meeting 

Unsure   

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash   
No observations Noted. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire 

Rural 
Unsure   



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Engineering Clay - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Engineering Clay? 

Engineering Clay Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed changes 

to the policy 

Officer Response 

Community 

Council 

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
Yes   

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
Partially   

854951 
Mrs Sunita 

Burke 

Vice Chairman 

Temple 

Guiting Parish 

Council 

Unsure   

 



Section 5: Small scale underground mines 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Energy Mineral's - 

Small scale underground 

mines - Do you support the 

proposed Policy for Small 

Scale Coal Underground 

Mines? 

Small Scale Underground Mines Reasons - 

Please outline the reasons for your answer and 

any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Partially   

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
Unsure   

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Yes   

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Unsure   

852145 
Mr Nigel 

Gibbons 

Forest of Dean District 

Council  

The emerging draft policies in respect of coal are 

supported. It is recognised that there is an area of 

resource which is quite extensive. This is however 

only likely to be exploited by small scale traditional 

methods. While the area of potential resource could 

be identified in the MLP it is extensive and 

accessible enough (bearing in mind the likely 

extraction methods) not to be compromised by other 

planned developments for example as shown in the 

Allocations Plan Draft. It is not considered 

necessary to adopt a consultation area approach. 

The possible location of resources may overlap 

areas being promoted for development in the 

Cinderford Northern Quarter AAP. However remote 

the possibility, any exploitation of coal in this area 

will need to be compatible with its realisation and 

include safeguarding. 

Support for the policies are noted. 

Please see earlier response to section 

three on the comments you submitted in 

regards to MCAs. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
No 

Should all be stopped, we don't need small scale 

coal, should be moving to more environmetally 

friendly materials.We can keep the old coal 

National guidance requires that we still 

include policies for coal extraction. The 

policy wording along with guidance in 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Energy Mineral's - 

Small scale underground 

mines - Do you support the 

proposed Policy for Small 

Scale Coal Underground 

Mines? 

Small Scale Underground Mines Reasons - 

Please outline the reasons for your answer and 

any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

workings as historic sites to maintain heritage 

without working them. 

the National Planning Policy 

Framework would only permit schemes 

where they would be environmentally 

acceptable. 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
Unsure   

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Yes   

801907 Mr B Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

Yes 
3. Proposed Policy for Small Scale Coal 

Underground Mines. CPRE supports this policy 
Support noted. 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
Yes No further comments Noted. 

854452 
Mr Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 
Unsure   

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash   
No observations Noted. 

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Unsure   

854805 
Mr Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee member 

Gloucestershire 

Climate Action 

Network 

Yes 

The activities are small-scale and contribute to the 

cultural and industrial heritage of the Forest of 

Dean. Because of their unique nature they cannot be 

imitated by others or serve as a precedent for more 

significant hydrocarbon extraction activities. 

Noted 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Energy Mineral's - 

Small scale underground 

mines - Do you support the 

proposed Policy for Small 

Scale Coal Underground 

Mines? 

Small Scale Underground Mines Reasons - 

Please outline the reasons for your answer and 

any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
Yes   

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
Partially   

854963 
Mr David 

Pollok  
Yes 

maintenance of a historic way of life which is in 

keeping with the history of the area 
Comment noted. 

 



Section 5: Opencast Coal 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Opencast 

Coal - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy 

for Opencast 

Coal? 

Opencast Coal Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Unsure   

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
Unsure   

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Yes   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
No W4 should be looking at investing more in renewables 

The policies that are included in this 

section would not stop the 

development of renewable energy 

schemes in the county. 

852145 
Mr Nigel 

Gibbons 

Forest of Dean District 

Council  

The emerging draft policies in respect of coal are supported. It is 

recognised that there is an area of resource which is quite 

extensive. This is however only likely to be exploited by small 

scale traditional methods. While the area of potential resource 

could be identified in the MLP it is extensive and accessible 

enough (bearing in mind the likely extraction methods) not to be 

compromised by other planned developments for example as 

shown in the Allocations Plan Draft. It is not considered 

necessary to adopt a consultation area approach. The possible 

location of resources may overlap areas being promoted for 

development in the Cinderford Northern Quarter AAP. However 

remote the possibility, any exploitation of coal in this area will 

need to be compatible with its realisation and include 

safeguarding. 

Support for the policies are noted. 

Please see earlier response to section 

three on the comments you submitted 

in regards to MCAs. 

854201 
Mr James 

Tuley  
Unsure   

854503 Mr Mark 
 

Partially Is opencast a traditional FoD means of extracting coal? There has been opencast mining in 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Opencast 

Coal - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy 

for Opencast 

Coal? 

Opencast Coal Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

Williams the Forest of Dean in the past. 

801907 Mr B Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

Yes 4. Proposed Policy for Opencast Coal. CPRE supports this policy. Support noted. 

793791 

Miss 

Rachael 

Bust 

Planning and Local 

Authority Liason The 

Coal Authority 
 

Site/Policy/Paragraph/Proposal – Consultation Document: 

Proposed Policy for Opencast Coal Comment –The Coal 

Authority recommends that the Proposed Policy for Opencast 

Coal on page 94 should refer to ‘surface mining’ and not to 

‘opencast’. Opencast mining refers to only one method of 

extraction at the surface; Surface mining is the generic term for 

mining from the surface. Reason – Surface Mining is the modern 

terminology used by the coal mining industry and The Coal 

Authority 

Comments noted. This will be taken 

into consideration when producing 

the next stage of the plan. 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
Yes 

I assume 'environmentally acceptable' in this context includes the 

historic environment? 

The policy would cover all aspects of 

the environment. Also any proposals 

that come forward for coal extraction 

would also need to meet the criteria 

of other relevant policies in the plan 

(including the heritage policy). 

802366 
Mr Dave 

Kent 

West Dean Parish 

Council  

6 Non aggregate energy minerals (MLP 5.4.3) P94 West Dean 

Parish Council strongly supports traditional small scale 

underground coal mining by freeminers. The Council will 

strongly oppose any open cast coal extraction in the Forest of 

Dean, which would inevitably be in the Cannop Valley. This type 

of mineral extraction is inevitably destructive of the environment, 

and would be ruinous for recreation and associated tourism in the 

heart of the Forest of Dean. We would prefer that you do not 

qualify your proposal that opencast methods would not be 

permitted ‘unless it is environmentally acceptable’. West Dean 

The proposed wording of this policy 

is based on national guidance 

contained in the National Planning 

Policy Framework (paragraph 149) 

which uses the term 'environmentally 

acceptable'. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Opencast 

Coal - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy 

for Opencast 

Coal? 

Opencast Coal Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

Parish Council does not believe that there will be circumstances 

under which opencast methods would ever be ‘environmentally 

acceptable’, and therefore would request that the words ‘unless it 

is environmentally acceptable’ are removed. 

854452 
Mr Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk Marston 

Meysey Parish 

Meeting 

Unsure   

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash   
No observations Noted. 

854805 
Mr Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee member 

Gloucestershire 

Climate Action 

Network 

Partially 
The presumption should be against any extraction of 

hydrocarbons. 
See response to earlier comments 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Yes   

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
Partially opencast mining is unsuitable for an AONB  

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
Partially 

 
 

854873 
Mr David 

Rees   

Proposed Policy for Small Scale Coal Underground Mines 

Proposals for small scale coal underground mines, which 

contribute to the cultural and industrial heritage of the Forest of 

Dean will be permitted where they are environmentally 

acceptable in accordance with the other policies of this plan. 

Proposed Policy for Opencast Coal Proposals for the extraction of 

coal by opencast methods in the Forest of Dean will not be 

Comments are noted. We have to 

include a policy on opencast mining 

to ensure that the local plan is 

consistent with national planning 

policy. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Opencast 

Coal - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy 

for Opencast 

Coal? 

Opencast Coal Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

permitted unless it is environmentally acceptable. In particular 

this would include being able to demonstrate that there would be 

no adverse impact on public access, sensitive land uses, public 

amenity, settlements, tourism and recreation and the economic 

regeneration of the area. I agree with the above policy for small 

scale Coal Underground Mines. The proposed policy for Open 

Cast Coal should be removed. When taking Carbon Costing and 

environmental impact into account this process is unlikely to ever 

be economically viable. 

854963 
Mr David 

Pollok  
No 

highly damaging to the environment locally and not supportable 

nationally for reasons of climate change 

Comments noted. This policy has 

been proposed to be consistent with 

national planning policy. 

 



Section 5: Colliery Spoil Tips 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Renovating of 

Colliery Spoil Tips - Do you 

support the proposed Policy 

for Re-Working of Colliery 

Spoil Tips? 

Renovating of Colliery Spoil Tip Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and any 

proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Unsure   

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
Unsure   

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Yes   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Partially   

852145 
Mr Nigel 

Gibbons 

Forest of Dean District 

Council 
No 

Most tips are protected in some way or are important 

features in their own right. While there may be 

exceptions, it is considere that there is likely to be little 

if any potential for re working 

Comment noted. 

852239 Tony Tucker 
 

Partially 
We should not consider opencast coal mining under 

ANY circumstances. 
Please see previous response. 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Yes   

801907 Mr B Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England (Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

Yes 

5. Proposed Policy for Re-working of Colliery Spoil 

Tips. CPRE supports the thrust of this policy, but 

proposes text modification to improve clarity. We 

propose adding ‘enhance’ before ‘wildlife’ and 

changing ‘and/or’ to ‘whilst conserving the’. 

Support noted and comments 

will be taken into 

consideration when deciding 

how to take this policy 

forward. 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 
Yes 

I assume 'environmentally acceptable' in this context 

includes the historic environment? 
See previous response. 

854452 
Mr Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 
Unsure   

854626 Cllr Nigel 
 

Yes   



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Renovating of 

Colliery Spoil Tips - Do you 

support the proposed Policy 

for Re-Working of Colliery 

Spoil Tips? 

Renovating of Colliery Spoil Tip Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and any 

proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Moor 

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash   
No observations Noted. 

854805 
Mr Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee member 

Gloucestershire Climate 

Action Network 

Partially 
The presumption should be against extraction of 

hydrocarbons. 

See response to earlier 

comments. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Yes   

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
Yes   

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
Partially   

 



Section 5: Conventional and Unconventional Hydrocarbons 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Hydrocarbons - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Conventional and 

Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons 

(including fracking for 

shale gas)? 

Conventional and Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

No 

No sanctionsshould be released until more expert 

and time-proven evidence of wider and long-term 

safety is available. 

Comments noted. 

852803 

Mr 

Michael 

Dunwell 
 

No 

Apart from museum-like demonstration of near-

surface coal-mining in the Forest there should be 

a complete ban on the extraction of fossil fuels. 

Investment in renewable energy, sited carefully, 

would suit the image of the Forest as a green 

bioregion. 

Comments are noted. The policies 

have been included in accordance 

with national policy. Furthermore, 

the MLP has no scope for 

encouraging investment in 

renewable energy. 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Unsure 
• Currently unsure, as there is no indication of the 

potential areas where fracking could occur. 
Noted. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Little to disagree with Noted. 

852145 Mr Forest of Dean  Comments are noted, especially in respect of Noted. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Hydrocarbons - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Conventional and 

Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons 

(including fracking for 

shale gas)? 

Conventional and Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Nigel 

Gibbons 

District Council  fracking. 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

No 

What is the policy on fracking? 

I do not think the science behind fracking has 

been proven to not affect water sources or disturb 

a whole area. Especially as Section 6 of the 

document states Gloucestershire is underlain by a 

principle aquifer with high vulnerability. 

This policy would be used for 

fracking if any proposals came 

forward on the licensed areas in 

Gloucestershire. The proposals 

would also have to meet the criteria 

of the other relevant policies within 

the plan. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

Yes 

6. Proposed Policy for Conventional and 

Unconventional Hydrocarbons. CPRE supports 

the thrust of this policy, but notes the recent 

statement from Government that operations 

within nationally designated areas, including 

AONBs, will be permitted only in exceptional 

circumstances. That statement should be reflected 

in the policy. Because of the current lack of 

certainty about exploration for unconventional 

hydrocarbons there may be developments during 

the MLP adoption process which necessitate 

reviewing the policy and adding more detail. 

The policy will be amended based 

on the recent guidance. 

854201 
Mr 

James  
Unsure 

 

 

 

 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Hydrocarbons - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Conventional and 

Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons 

(including fracking for 

shale gas)? 

Conventional and Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Tuley 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Unsure 

In principle, I support this, but am not convinced 

this policy provides an adequate basis for 

development management for this kind of 

operation, which raises a host of potential issues 

and concerns. 

Any proposals that come forward 

for conventional and 

unconventional hydrocarbons 

would need to meet the criteria of 

other the other relevant planning 

policies as well as this one. 

782402 
Roz 

Capps 

Assistant Clerk 

Fairford Town 

Council 

No 

Fairford Town Council proposes that the wording 

in section 5.4.3 is changed to: 

Proposals for the exploration, appraisal and 

production of conventional and unconventional 

hydrocarbons or for the underground storage of 

gas or carbon may only be permitted where the 

evidence is sufficiently put forward and found to 

be reliable that the development will not 

adversely affect the environment or harm local 

communities, accords with all other relevant 

planning policies and includes detailed plans and 

proposals covering the duration of operations, 

removal of all buildings, plant and equipment and 

the restoration of the site. 

We acknowledge that this is a major change and 

to be fair to any applicant there must be a clear 

definition of what constitutes sufficient. This has 

to be about safeguards as well and there needs to 

be a condionality also introduced. 

Comments noted. This will be taken 

into consideration when producing 

the next stage of the plan. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Hydrocarbons - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Conventional and 

Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons 

(including fracking for 

shale gas)? 

Conventional and Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

793791 

Miss 

Rachael 

Bust 

Planning and Local 

Authority Liason 

The Coal Authority 

Partially 

Site/Policy/Paragraph/Proposal – Consultation 

Document: Proposed Policy for Conventional and 

Unconventional Hydrocarbons 

Comment/Objection –The Coal Authority note 

that new coal technologies such as Underground 

Coal Gasification (UCG) would be covered by the 

Proposed Policy for Conventional and 

Unconventional Hydrocarbons on page 94 of the 

Consultation Document. The Coal Authority also 

considers that the word ‘only’ should be removed 

from the sentence ‘Proposals for the 

exploration…will be permitted only where the 

development…’ This is considered necessary as 

the inclusion of ‘only’ indicates an unnecessarily 

negative stance to the proposals outlined in the 

policy. 

Reason – In order to be consistent with the 

positive stance of the NPPF in relation to 

hydrocarbons 

Site/Policy/Paragraph/Proposal – Consultation 

Document: Proposed Policy for Conventional and 

Unconventional Hydrocarbons 

Comment/Support – The Coal Authority is 

broadly supportive of the Proposed Policy for 

Conventional and Unconventional Hydrocarbons 

on page 94 of the Consultation Document despite 

the recommended change outlined in 

Representation 5 above. However The Coal 

Comments noted. This will be taken 

into consideration when producing 

the next stage of the plan. 
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ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Hydrocarbons - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Conventional and 

Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons 

(including fracking for 

shale gas)? 

Conventional and Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Authority considers that the LPA may wish to 

give further consideration to providing different 

policy criteria to the three stages for the 

exploration, appraisal and production of 

conventional and unconventional hydrocarbons as 

different criteria and different evidence will be 

required at each stage. 

Reason – To be effective in delivering the 

objectives of the NPPF 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
Yes 

Perhaps it would be clearer to say 'where the 

development does not adversely affect the natural 

or historic environment......' 

Comments noted. This will be taken 

into consideration when producing 

the next stage of the plan. 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

Partially 

I am aware of the need for tracking but much 

more has to be done in the studies to show it 

warrants the cost of extraction and the 

environmental impact. 

Comments noted. 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854805 

Mr 

Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee member 

Gloucestershire 

Climate Action 

Network 

No 

The presumption should be against any extraction 

of hydrocarbons, and shale gas in particular. It is 

liable to used for the continued maintenance and 

expansion of fossil fuel use in a mistaken attempt 

to provide a 'cleaner', 'temporary', 'transition' fuel 

before renewables come into full operation. 

Instead of shale gas, support should be transferred 

See response to earlier comments. 
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ID 
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Organisation 
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Policy: Hydrocarbons - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Conventional and 

Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons 

(including fracking for 

shale gas)? 

Conventional and Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

from fossil fuels to developing renewable sources 

of energy as a matter of great urgency. Shale gas 

is sometimes said to be ‘clean’. But all 

hydrocarbons produce CO2 when burned. Natural 

gas may have less climate effect per unit of 

energy produced than coal, but there is no such 

thing as a 'clean' fuel. 

854810 Respondent 

Gloucestershire 

Rural Community 

Council 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

854825 

Mr 

Martin 

Cronin 
 

No 

How can fracking form part of this consultation 

without meaningful link back to this issue? I can 

accept that this issue is complex but lopping 

fracking into the middle of this policy with the 

presumption that it will be ok is simply wrong. 

The laid back approach that seems to be taken 

that the area is at low risk of operators wanting to 

engage in fracking in Glos is at best described as 

irresponsible. Once policies and the laws that 

derive from them are in place and as technologies 

advance there will be fracking in the area as long 

as there is shale gas. This may be years or 

decades off but do we not have a responsibility to 

future generations? 

Points on; 

Minerals Local plan site options and Draft Policy 

Framework 

Mineral planning authorities should 

take account of Government energy 

policy, which makes it clear that 

energy supplies should come from a 

variety of sources. This includes 

onshore oil and gas, as set out in the 

Government’s Annual Energy 

Statement published in October 

2013 which states "With oil and gas 

remaining key elements of the 

energy system for years to come 

(especially for transport and 

heating), the Government is 

committed to maximising 

indigenous resources, onshore and 

offshore, where it is cost-effective 

and in line with safety and 
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Policy: Hydrocarbons - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Conventional and 

Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons 
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Hydrocarbons Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Consultation Document 

Main point and paragraph concerning fracking 

below (I would suggest that referring to this as 

Hydrocarbons is at best done to bury the item and 

therefore the debate in the body of what is a very 

hefty document and that for most members of the 

public the link between it and fracking needs to 

be brought to the attention of one and all so that a 

fair and proper debate can be held and a 

democratic decision taken and not a change in 

law introduced through the backdoor) 

The paragraph below is from the consultation 

document: 

Proposed Policy for Conventional and 

Unconventional Hydrocarbons 

Proposals for the exploration, appraisal and 

production of conventional and unconventional 

hydrocarbons or for the underground storage of 

gas or carbon will be permitted only where the 

development does not adversely affect the 

environment or harm local communities, accords 

with all other relevant planning policies and 

includes detailed plans and proposals covering the 

duration of operations, removal of all buildings, 

plant and equipment and the restoration of the 

site. 

The contents page of the document does not list 

fracking as an item dealt with in it. Again a desire 

environmental regulations to help 

ensure security of supply." The 

MPA is required to plan in 

accordance with national policy. 
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Policy: Hydrocarbons - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Conventional and 

Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons 

(including fracking for 

shale gas)? 

Conventional and Unconventional 

Hydrocarbons Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

to submerge the issue or carelessness or 

sloppiness. The effect is the same at first glance 

to most of the public the assumption would be 

that this does not form part of this document. 

Furthermore the reference to WILL BE 

PERMITTED has massive implications. It in 

effect will put the onus on the bodies considering 

any planning applications to start with the 

premise that EVERY APPLICATION will be 

approved. Given the lack of hard independent 

research on fracking how can any Authority rule 

that a development does, will or would adversely 

effect the environment or harm local 

communities. What authority is going to risk 

expensive court cases appeals etc.? By the time 

this gets to legislation the use of what can only be 

described as water tight policy directional 

wording allowing no room for ‘ no ‘ and putting 

the burden firmly on the voting members of any 

Planning group to show their reasons not to 

approve, will make it almost impossible to 

decline an application. 

Furthemore if it is the UK Governments belief ( 

researched or unresearched ?) that there is no risk 

to the environment people livestock etc. Then 

frankly they need to be called to account on two 

fronts. 

1, Publish nationally the independent research 
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that has been commissioned by the UK 

Government. Disclose how this was 

commissioned? Who commissioned it? Who paid 

for it? There is a reason why the system of 

governance in the UK is constructed on a 

‘balance and checks ‘ basis and that is to protect 

the people, ensure fairness and encourage debate. 

If there has been no research done according to 

the above principles then it simply smacks of a 

Government bereft of morals. 

2. There have been and there will always be, good 

and bad operators of hydrocarbons extraction 

facilities. After damage to the environment, 

communities etc, has occurred the financial 

stability and willingness of such parties to make 

good sites and provide compensation is 

something which is often avoided through a 

myriad of tactics ranging from Liquidations, 

Receiverships, through clever company 

structures, and through a tortuous onus on the 

victims to prove such loss in expensive court 

cases that can take decades to fight by which 

point many victims have died or are so worn 

down by the process that they eventually take 

whatever crumb is offered. Therefore the policy 

in question needs to be supported by a financial 

blanket and a defined fast tracked legal 

framework for such cases to be heard and judged 
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Policy: Hydrocarbons - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Conventional and 
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Hydrocarbons 
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reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

within 1 year with clear parameters around when 

can it be claimed, how it can be proven etc. 

Finally the UK Government must underwrite any 

such claims in the event that the responsible party 

fails to meet its obligations for whatever reason. 

The Government can through subrogation 

proceed against whomsoever it feels appropriate 

for any liability it has incurred under this 

arrangement and the innocent person in the street 

will be protected. 

If the Government is not willing to do this then 

presumably its water tight conviction that this is a 

100% safe process that should not worry anyone, 

is at worst a lie and at best something they really 

do not know what effect that it might have on the 

environment etc. The latter being the case then 

the policy is wrong and should not be supported 

at this time. 

854863 

Mrs 

Jaye 

Simpson 
 

No 

Fracking won't solve the UK's energy crisis and it 

won't contribute to the fight against climate 

change. 

Fracking is dangerous and has no place in the 

UK. The process can cause tremors and poison 

water supplies. 

Noted. 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Partially 
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Policy: Hydrocarbons - 
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proposed Policy for 
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reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

854963 

Mr 

David 

Pollok 
 

No 

highly damaging to the environment locally and 

not supportable nationally for reasons of climate 

change 

Noted. 

 



Section 5: Other - Do you have any other comments to make in regards to Section 5 or its supporting evidence base? 

Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 
Organisation Details 

Section 5: Other - Do you have any other comments to make in 

regards to Section 5 or its supporting evidence base? 
Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
No 

 

852145 
Mr Nigel 

Gibbons 

Forest of Dean District 

Council 

Under other minerals, and given the potential for the exploitation of 

other minerals (such as iron or iron oxide), it is considered that the 

MLP should give guidance or make reference to them and the 

potential impact that their extraction may have. 

Comments noted. This will be taken into 

consideration when producing the next 

stage of the plan. 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
No  

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments  

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No observations Noted. 

854805 

Mr 

Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee member 

Gloucestershire 

Climate Action 

Network 

5.1.3 'Policy … where the development does not adversely affect 

the environment or harm local communities...’ - Under human-

induced global warming, the development does cause this harm. 

5.1.4 'The adopted MLP notes that guidance with respect to oil and 

gas was then included in Circular 2/85 ‘Planning Controls over Oil 

and Gas Operation’. This recognised the nation’s interest in 

developing indigenous onshore oil and gas reserves and the 

potential conflict with environmental interests.’ - It is no longer in 

the nation’s interest to develop these reserves under human-induced 

global warming, although it may have appeared to be so thirty years 

ago in 1985. 5.2.5 'In view of the government’s energy and climate 

change policies …’ - Climate change policies are explicitly 

acknowledged here as a reason not to extract. Underground Storage 

of Gas and Carbon 5.2.27 'Increasing reliance on …’ - This 

paragraph implies that CO2 is a substance not to be freely let into 

the atmosphere. So the idea is not a new one. 5.3.10 – The 

See response to earlier comments. 
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ID 

Full 

Name 
Organisation Details 

Section 5: Other - Do you have any other comments to make in 

regards to Section 5 or its supporting evidence base? 
Officer Response 

environmental harm from CO2 emissions from utilization of the 

mineral is not mentioned – omission. 5.3.20 ‘…the policies in this 

emerging MLP…’ - Not specific about harm from CO2 emissions 

from utilization of the hydrocarbons. 5.3.25 - Not specific about 

harm from CO2 emissions from utilization of the hydrocarbons. 

5.4.3 ‘ …permitted only where the development does not adversely 

affect the environment or harm local communities...' - Under 

human-induced global warming from CO2 emissions, the 

development does cause this harm. Therefore it should not be 

permitted. 

 



Section 6 - Do you support the proposed Policy for Flood Risk 
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Details 

Policy: Water 

Environment - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Flood Risk? 

Flood Risk Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 

It is essential that extraction from below the 

water table is thoroughly investigated in 

regards the impact on the underlying aquifer. 

infilling by compacted inert material will 

significantly change the dynamics of the water 

table and aquifer. The net result is that the risk 

of flooding, particularly if the site is close to 

dwellings, will be significantly increased. Not 

enough information is provided in this area and 

applicant provided data that does not conform 

to the plan is often excluded in order to make 

the case for extraction. this is simply not 

acceptable. 

Please refer to question 6.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Little to disagree with Comment noted 

851107 
Mrs 

Helen 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 
Partially 

• Amend the third paragraph on Flood Risk 

Assessment to read: “The FRA should include 

Please refer to question 6.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 
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Officer Response 

Johnstone Stroud District 

Council 

all sources of potential flood risk, including 

surface water, fluvial, tidal, ground water, and 

any adverse impact on existing drainage 

infrastructure.” 

848193 

Mr 

Matthew 

Coplestone 

Earthline Ltd No 

There is a degree of ambiguity in the wording 

of the draft policy. It can be inferred that only 

water compatible developments will be 

allowed in the flood plain, when in fact the 

policy should allow other forms of mineral 

related development provided that it can be 

demonstrated through an FRA that there will 

be no: 

i. net loss of floodplain storage 

ii. impediment to water flows 

iii. increase in flood risk elsewhere 

Please refer to question 6.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

854399 

Mr 

Alastair 

Madams 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Partially 

Partially. In theory the Policy would seem 

appropriate, however we question the ability of 

any lay audience – councillors included – to 

fully understand the technicalities, especially 

when on-the-ground knowledge of a particular 

site is non-existent or at best severely limited. 

In addition we do not believe the policy is 

examined with sufficient thoroughness when 

Please refer to question 6.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 
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Officer Response 

specific site permission is granted. In our 

opinion the flood risk assessment should be 

undertaken by, or sourced by, the County 

Council as lead local flood authority, and not 

by the developer. The developer should be 

levied to cover the costs involved. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Yes 

Charlham Farm parcel SGCW6 is partially a 

flood SFRA zone 2 area. As a resident adjacent 

to SGCW6 for the last 10 years I have never 

known the flooding to extend as shown in the 

Adopted Policies Map or reach residences and 

cause problems, therefore I do not think 

"reducing the likelihood and impact of 

flooding" should be one of the justifications to 

support sand and gravel extraction for this 

parcel. 

Comments concerning local knowledge of 

flooding matters with the Charlham Farm 

site noted. 

The points raised have been taken in 

account by the County Council when 

considering the validity to include the 

proposed site within the draft minerals 

local plan. 

To clarify the Charlham Farm site area 

largely falls within the Gloucestershire 

SFRA Zone 3b, which represents 

functional floodplain. This zone comprises 

land where water has to flow or be stored 

in times of flood (land which would flood 

with an annual probability of 1 in 20 (5%) 

or greater in any year, or is designed to 

flood in an extreme (0.1%) flood, 

including water conveyance routes). 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

 

 

1. Proposed Policy for Flood Risk. CPRE 

proposes that for clarity additional words 

should be included in the first paragraph:- after 

‘sequential approach’ add ‘to flood risk’ 

Please refer to question 6.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 
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793636 

Ms 

Holly 

Jones 

Tewkesbury Borough 

Council 

 

 

In terms of flood risk we would like to see the 

proposed Policy for Flood Risk strengthened to 

reflect the issue of ‘cumulative impacts’ from a 

number of sites in an area (as per NPPF, 

paragraph 143 6th bullet) and the policy should 

incorporate the potential for ‘betterment’ to be 

achieved through mineral working operations 

and subsequently through restoration. It is 

noted that the proposed restoration policy (10th 

bullet) refers to ‘improved flood alleviation 

capacity’ and this should be reinforced through 

cross reference with a strengthened flooding 

policy. 

Please refer to question 6.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 

 

 
No comments Noted 

801944 

Ms 

Ruth 

Clare 

Environment Agency Yes 

Flood Risk Policy – We welcome and support 

this policy as it is a strong policy that covers all 

forms of flooding, surface water run-off and 

SuDS. We agree it is appropriate to have 

separate policies for flood risk and water 

quality as whist there are links, the various 

aspects can be quite different and require 

specific attention. We welcome the supporting 

text at the end of paragraph 6.2.4 that indicates 

that mineral sites can contribute to flood 

alleviation through the restoration. We feel this 

would be useful to add into the policy itself so 

that the policy seeks flood risk betterment 

through mineral development. (We note this is 

Comments Noted. Please refer to question 

6.2 of the consultation summary report. 
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mentioned in the development Management 

restoration policy, but it would further 

strengthen the flood risk policy of it was 

included there too.) 

807759 

Mr 

Ben 

Horovitz 

Strategic Planning 

Team 

Worcestershire 

County Council 

 

 

The Flood and Water Management Act (2010) 

The Flood and Water Management Act 

(FWMA) delegated upper-tier and unitary 

authorities as Lead Local Flood Authorities 

(LLFA) with responsibility for their respective 

area's Local Flood Risk Management Strategy. 

Worcestershire County Council is therefore the 

LLFA for Worcestershire. 

This role currently relates to ordinary 

watercourses, surface water and groundwater 

flooding (fluvial flooding from Main River 

remains the responsibility of the Environment 

Agency). 

The FWMA has also delegated LLFAs a 

number of other statutory powers and duties, 

extending previous responsibilities for flood 

risk management. These include: 

• Powers to request information from any 

person in connection with the authority's flood 

and coastal erosion risk management functions; 

• Power to designate structures and features 

that could affect flooding and are considered to 

be significant when assessing local flood risk; 

• A duty to establish a Sustainable Drainage 

Systems (SuDS) Approving Body (SAB) with 

responsibility for approval of all drainage plans 

and the adoption and maintenance of SuDS 

Please refer to question 6.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 
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that serve more than one property in new 

developments (implementation awaited); 

• Following commencement of paragraphs 32-

34 of Schedule 2 of the FWMA on the 6th of 

April 2012 transfer has been made of the 

regulatory powers (consenting and 

enforcement) on Ordinary 

Watercourses from the Environment Agency to 

LLFAs (internal drainage boards will still have 

this role on ordinary watercourses in their 

operating areas). 

As permitted by the FWMA, a number of 

statutory functions of the LLFA have been 

delegated to the District Drainage authorities. 

For Malvern Hills District Council, Worcester 

City Council and Wychavon District Council 

this is the South Worcestershire Land Drainage 

Partnership (SWDLP), which currently 

includes the ordinary watercourse consenting 

function. 

The 'emerging' Worcestershire Surface Water 

Management Plan 

The County Council is also working with 

partners including District Authorities, Severn 

Trent Water and the Environment Agency to 

reduce the risk of surface water flooding in 

Worcestershire. This work includes the 

development of a Worcestershire Surface 

Water Management Plan (SWMP). 

The emerging SWMP focuses on a high-level 

overview of flooding in Worcestershire. It uses 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Water 

Environment - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Flood Risk? 

Flood Risk Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

existing data to identify a list of historical and 

potential future flooding locations (including 

areas that may have not flooded in the past) 

with potential for ‘quick win’ solutions, and 

identifies locations where further investigation 

and consideration would be beneficial. This 

evidence base has been utilised by JBA 

Consultants to inform revisions to the South 

Worcestershire Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk 

Assessment. This evidence base has also been 

used to inform the LLFA's consultation 

response. 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

Unsure 

Since most of the Upper Thames is subject to 

flooding then the Enviroment Agency should 

be consulted regarding the Areas of Search 

with a view to generally reducing flood risk 

and improving water flow so that an overall 

policy for extraction and restoration is 

established for the whole Upper Thames 

Region (Gloucestershire and Wiltshire). 

Please refer to question 6.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Unsure 

This is a complex technical area and I have two 

main observations. First, there is a need to 

ensure assessments look at the matter 

cumulatively. Second, I consider the policy 

should set out quite simply that proposals 

should at least not lead to any increase in flood 

Please refer to question 6.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Water 

Environment - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Flood Risk? 

Flood Risk Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

risk in the area or a material change in water 

levels and flows. Ideally however, opportunity 

should be taken to bring about potential 

improvements. 

854802 

Councillor 

Julia 

Job 
 

Partially 

Villages near to gravel extraction have to be 

certain that all possible studies have been 

carried out to eliminate future flooding. It is 

evident from living in the village for 26 years 

that extraction that has taken place near the 

A419 and been given over to lakes has caused 

flooding in nearby houses which has never 

happened before this extraction took place. 

Please refer to question 6.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854805 

Mr 

Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee member 

Gloucestershire 

Climate Action 

Network 

Partially 

The policy omits a primary cause of flooding – 

severe precipitation events brought about by 

human-induced climate change. Extraction of 

hydrocarbons, if permitted, operates directly 

against the intentions of the flood risk policy. 

Please refer to question 6.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854810 Respondent 

Gloucestershire 

Rural Community 

Council 

Partially 

Consideration must be taken of the cumulative 

impact of neighbouring (current and proposed) 

mineral extraction sites on flood risk. This 

includes sites across county boundaries (see 

NPPF para. 143, bullet point 6 ".... take into 

account the cumulative effects of multiple 

impacts from individual sites and/or a number 

of sites in a locality" and para. 144, bullet 3 "... 

ensure, in granting planning permission for 

mineral development......take into account the 

cumulative effect of multiple impacts from 

individual sites and/or from a number of sites 

Please refer to question 6.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Water 

Environment - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Flood Risk? 

Flood Risk Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

in a locality." 

854825 

Mr 

Martin 

Cronin 
 

No 

There is no allowance for the effect of further 

gravel extraction and there is no identified 

accountabilities for resolving any issues which 

already exist in areas such as Fairford or 

anywhere post new extractions. 

In respect of the site options, these have 

been considered with regards to their 

potential to support mineral extraction in 

the future. Please refer to question 6.2 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Partially 
No extraction should take place in zone 3a 

either 

Please refer to question 6.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854867 

Mr 

Nigel 

Jones 
 

Partially 

Gloucestershire County Council 

I am a Fellow of the Institution of Civil 

Engineers, a Fellow of the Institution of 

Chartered Water and Environment Managers. I 

have 45 years’ experience of the water sector 

as an independent water engineering consultant 

in water related projects worldwide. I currently 

provide technical review and assurance for two 

large water and wastewater companies. I was a 

member of the Thames Regional Flood and 

Coastal Risk Management over the period 

2003 to 2013. I live in Lechlade and was a 

Councillor and Chairman of Lechlade Town 

Council. The comments I express below are 

my personal views and based on my own 

experience and understanding of the Upper 

Thames catchment area. 

Response related to Section 3.0 – The Water 

Environment- and the draft Policy on Flood 

Risk 

Please refer to question 6.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Water 

Environment - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Flood Risk? 

Flood Risk Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

My comments relate specifically to the Local 

Plan as it impacts on the Upper Thames area in 

both Gloucestershire and Wiltshire. 

1. I welcome the opportunity to comment on 

the draft Minerals Local Plan as it has a major 

impact on the water environment. 

2. I also welcome the recognition of the EU 

Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC) 

(para 3.3.1) and the duties that the associated 

UK legislation places on Local Authorities. 

3. My understanding is that the Upper Thames 

Groundwater Body has a ‘good’ status. The 

MLP (para 3.3.2) states that ‘Development 

needs to be planned carefully so that it does not 

result in deterioration or further pressure on the 

water environment and compromise WFD 

objectives’. The paragraph adds that ‘wherever 

possible opportunities should be sought for 

development to contribute to improvements in 

water body status’. I strongly support this 

view. However this requirement is not included 

in the Draft Policy (in para 3.5.1). 

4. The Upper Thames Groundwater Body is 

essential in the management of the whole 

Thames catchment. It is a national resource in 

that it provides essential storage and serves as 

an essential contribution to maintain sufficient 

river flows in dry summers to sustain the 

environment and important river abstractions 

along the river. Some groundwater abstraction 

is carried out for public or agricultural water 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Water 

Environment - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Flood Risk? 

Flood Risk Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

supplies. There is a facility to define these 

areas as Groundwater Source Protection Zones. 

5. Sand and gravel abstraction has been carried 

out in the Upper Thames over many years with 

restoration as open water for leisure or 

environmental benefits. This restoration also 

brings the benefit of maintaining groundwater 

flows and some attenuation of surface water 

flood flows. 

6. Some current planning applications or 

workings propose to restore with inert backfill, 

silt lagoons and ponds/ reed beds. This 

represents a significant change in working. The 

proposed sites are large and all will have a 

negative impact on groundwater flows. The 

cumulative impact of all the mineral 

abstraction on the Groundwater Body is 

profound and the impact on the hydraulic 

regime of this important part of the Thames 

catchment will be very significant. 

7. The proposed infilling of sites presents a 

major risk to the aquifer and water quality. 

While the specification of any infill is unclear, 

there is likely to be a lack of homogeneity and 

risk of silt causing a deterioration of the 

surrounding aquifer. Leaching of any 

pollutants could cause irretrievable damage to 

the aquifer. The risks could be reduced through 

approvals of specification and independent 

validation. However, my experience of 

Planning Authorities monitoring planning 
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ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Water 

Environment - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Flood Risk? 

Flood Risk Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

conditions in areas such as this is not good. 

8. There is reference to the EA Policy 

Document GP3 (para 3.3.13) which I strongly 

support. The shortcoming is that each planning 

proposal is addressed in its own right and there 

appears to be no overall strategic assessment of 

the impact of cumulative mineral extraction 

and restoration with inert materials. A further 

shortfall is that there is insufficient information 

available to inform any studies with sufficient 

certainty to demonstrate that there will be no 

deterioration in WFD status. 

9. I have not found any reference in the 

Consultation Document to Climate Change and 

its likely impact on the Upper Thames 

Groundwater Body. While this is difficult to 

quantify, the importance of the aquifer to 

maintain sufficient base flow in the Thames 

during dry summers needs to be recognised in 

any hydrogeological assessments. 

10. The GCC Flood Risk Management 

Strategy 2013 identified areas of the Upper 

Thames area as being at a high risk of 

groundwater flooding and a map was provided 

to show these areas. The MLP Consultation 

does not appear to address this issue. The risk 

of groundwater flooding could increase where 

infilling of the aquifer following mineral 

extraction. 

Summary 

The proposals for sand and gravel abstraction 
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ID 
Full Name 
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Details 

Policy: Water 

Environment - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Flood Risk? 

Flood Risk Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

in the Upper Thames and subsequent 

restoration with inert fill will have a 

deleterious impact on the Upper Thames 

Groundwater Body. The cumulative impact of 

mineral extraction may result in the failure of 

this aquifer to pass one of the Water 

Framework Directive status tests. 

The Upper Thames Groundwater Body is an 

essential element for providing storage in the 

Terrace Gravels and maintain low flows in the 

Thames Catchment in dry weather. The MLP 

does not appear to include a Policy to 

safeguard the way that the aquifer operates. 

The greatest risk is from the cumulative impact 

of several mineral abstraction sites in the 

Upper Thames. The MPL should promote a 

Strategy to address this cumulative impact. I do 

not believe that there is sufficient aquifer 

information currently available to enable 

irreversible decisions to be made by Developer 

and Planners. The MLP should promote a 

programme of further investigations and 

monitoring. 

Nigel Jones B Sc (Hons), Dip Econ, FICE, 

FCIWEM 

18 August 2014 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

854963 Mr 
 

Yes   
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ID 
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Details 

Policy: Water 

Environment - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Flood Risk? 

Flood Risk Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

David 

Pollok 

  

 



Section 6 - Water Quality Reasons 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Water 

Quality - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Water 

Quality? 

Water Quality Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849901 

Mr 

Andrew 

Scarth 
 

No 

The proposed Water Quality Policy given on 

page 97 of the consultation document is 

extremely weak, particularly for sand and 

gravel extraction. It mentions buffer zones for 

conservation and landscape but hardly refers 

to the protection of the ground water quality. 

Sand and gravel extraction is by its very 

nature directly into the underlying aquifer and 

the potential for pollution of the whole aquifer 

from mechanical plant is very high; the policy 

does not address this aspect. Much of the area 

around Down Ampney is in Environment 

Agency Special Protection Zones for 

groundwater. 

The policy drafting points raised are noted 

and have been taken in account by the County 

Council during the preparation of the draft 

minerals local plan. With respect to particular 

sites please refer to the relevant site-related 

question in Section 4 of the consultation 

summary report. Please also see question 6.4 

of the same report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Water 

Quality - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Water 

Quality? 

Water Quality Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

The comments from the EA as a statutory 

consultee given in Appendix 19 of the 

evidence paper - site options have not been 

included in this draft policy document 

notwithstanding the comment on page 169 that 

the majority of comments have been included. 

Water Quality is not included in the checklist 

table 4 in section 8; it should be. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Little to disagree with Comment noted 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Partially 

• Amend first statement to read: “Mineral 

development which is likely to have a 

‘demonstrable’ negative quantitative and/or 

qualitative impact on the water environment 

...” 

• The policy should also refer to the 

cumulative impact with other development on 

water quality. 

• The policy needs to specify who will be 

responsible for determining an ‘appropriate’ 

buffer zone and the agencies involved. See 

wording of proposed policy for mitigation of 

environmental effects. 

The policy drafting points raised are noted 

and have been taken in account by the County 

Council during the preparation of the draft 

minerals local plan. 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

854399 
Mr 

Alastair  
Yes 
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ID 
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Policy: Water 

Quality - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Water 

Quality? 

Water Quality Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Madams 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Partially 

Partially. We currently have two examples 

within our Parish of where gravel extraction 

has been undertaken too close to adjacent 

watercourses causing them to collapse into the 

workings. What is the point of including 

something in a policy if it will not be 

monitored or enforced? 

Partial support for the proposed policy 

covering water quality and submitted 

comments are noted. Please see question 6.4 

of the consultation summary report. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Partially 
 

 

 

 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

 

 

2. Proposed Policy for Water Quality. CPRE 

proposes the following text modifications. 

After ‘water environment’ add ‘including 

groundwater’. Before ‘mitigate’ add ‘fully’. 

Please see question 6.4 of the consultation 

summary report. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 

 

 
No comments Comment noted. 

801944 

Ms 

Ruth 

Clare 

Environment Agency 
 

 

Water Quality Policy – We welcome this 

stand-alone policy as the potential for minerals 

development to impact the water environment 

is significant and it requires careful 

consideration and mitigation. The distinction 

between water quality and quantity is also 

supported as this is an important distinction 

and both elements require protection. The 

Please see question 6.4 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Water 

Quality - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Water 

Quality? 

Water Quality Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

policy could be improved by adding a line at 

the beginning similar to the biodiversity and 

geodiversity policy that all minerals 

development proposals will be required to 

assess their impact on the water environment. 

It may be necessary to provide some 

supporting text to indicate what is meant by 

‘significant watercourses’. Clearly this will be 

dependant on site specific characteristics, but 

the term may cause confusion if there is no 

advice o this matter. For example we would 

expect all main rivers to be considered 

‘significant’. There may also be ordinary 

watercourse that support certain habitats or 

species, that flow through local communities 

or where abstraction points are located, that 

would also be considered ‘significant’. We 

also consider it would be useful to add advice 

on what developers should submit with their 

applications (if you consider this is 

appropriate- we note the validation criteria 

listed at Table 4 on page 117). For example 

the policy could begin with the following text: 

“All minerals development proposals will be 

required to assess their impact on the water 

environment. Proposals shall be supported by 

water feature surveys and adequate baseline 

data. (For proposals where significant impacts 

on aquifers are possible a minimum of two 

years ground water monitoring data is usually 
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Policy: Water 

Quality - Do 
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proposed Policy 
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Quality? 
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required).” 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Unsure 
Again, a complex area about which I would 

rely upon what the EA might have to say. 

Comments noted. 

Where appropriate to do so, the County 

Council will be looking for the relevant 

authoritative statutory bodies – such as the 

Environment Agency and / or the Local Lead 

Flood Risk Authority to consider water 

resource related information and to provide 

technical advice accordingly. 

854802 

Councillor 

Julia 

Job 
 

Partially 

Again residents need to know that all 

reaserach is of the highest standards to ensure 

water quality is not compromised and that 

bunds are of sufficient height and depth to 

safeguard existing water courses ie the 

Ampney Brook through Down Ampney is not 

polluted during extraction. 

Please see question 6.4 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Partially 

Buffer zones should also apply to the Flood 

Risk policy. Reference should also be made to 

RIver Basin Management Plans (NPPF 

para.165, first sentence) but also consider 

communicating with catchment partnerships 

i.e. Upper Thames Catchment Partnership and 

using Catchment Management Plans for 

reference information on water quality 

drivers/failures in the vacinity of sites. 

Please see question 6.4 of the consultation 

summary report. 
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Policy: Water 

Quality - Do 
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proposed Policy 

for Water 

Quality? 

Water Quality Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

854825 

Mr 

Martin 

Cronin 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854866 

Rev 

Matt 

Rees 
 

Yes 
This ought to be considered particularly in 

reference to CRFD1 
Comments noted. 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

No 
Investigation required into the affect on 

ground water. 

Please see question 6.4 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854875 

Mr 

Ryan 

Norman 

Dwr Cymru Welsh 

Water 
Yes 

None of the proposed site allocations will have 

an impact on Dwr Cymru Welsh Water's water 

resources. 

Comments noted regarding the geographic 

responsibilities of Dwr Cymru (Welsh 

Water). 

854943 

Ms 

Alison 

Liddell 
 

No 

Water is easily contaminated with quarrying 

and the idea of contaminated drinking water I 

oppose. 

In preparing the draft minerals local plan the 

County Council has sought to ensure a 

sufficiently robust policy framework will be 

in place to appropriately consider 

safeguarding and / or potential enhancement 

of water quality, where mineral working may 

likely prove to be influential. 

An aim of this policy framework is to see that 

all minerals planning proposals are subject to 

the requirement, to provide sufficiently 

detailed water-related assessments of risk, 

and / or impacts, and / or appropriate and 
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ID 
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Policy: Water 

Quality - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Water 

Quality? 

Water Quality Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

achievable mitigation, where these matters 

have been identified and are likely to be of 

significance. The County Council will also be 

looking for the relevant authoritative 

statutory bodies – such as the Environment 

Agency to consider submitted information 

and to provide technical advice accordingly 

854963 

Mr 

David 

Pollok 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

 



Section 6: Landscape 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: 

AONB/Landscape - Do 

you support the 

proposed policy for 

Landscape? 

Landscape Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

846224 

Mr 

David 

Ball 
 

Partially 

I am concerned that there is very little 

reference in all mineral search sections of the 

need to undertake rigorous landscape 

assessment, and then seek creative solutions 

for landscape reconstruction where mineral 

extraction is being considered in detail. The 

issue is rather more complex than a bit of tree 

planting and a bund, particularly in the 

Cotswolds AONB and the Fof D. 

Please refer to question 6.6 of the 

consultation summary report 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Yes 

We are in an AONB. I appreciate the 

intention to take account of AONB areas, but 

long term restoration must not be allowed to 

be a 'get-out' clause. Road development, loss 

of old forest and landscape changes will 

never be retored completely. 

Please refer to question 6.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

851754 
Dr 

Chris  
No 

Para 115 fo the NPPF says great weight 

should be given to conserving landscape in 

Please refer to questions 4.9 and 6.6 of 

the consultation summary report. 
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Policy: 

AONB/Landscape - Do 

you support the 

proposed policy for 

Landscape? 

Landscape Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Williams ANOBs 

Para 116 says permission should be refused if 

there is not an exceptional reason that is in 

the public interest. 

The local mineral plan includes the following 

statement 

Proposals for development within an ANOBs 

will be permitted only if it can be shown that: 

1. there is an overriding need for the mineral, 

including national considerations, 2. it does 

not adversely affect the local economy, 

3. there are no less environmentally 

constrained alternative sources of supply 

which could be developed at reasonable cost, 

4. any impact on the special qualities of the 

AONB as defined in the management plan 

(including on the landscape setting and 

recreational opportunities) can be 

satisfactorily mitigated, and 

5. that landscapes can be restored and, where 

possible, enhanced in the longer term. 

In the case of major development within the 

AONB, a proven public interest must be 

demonstrated. Planning permission will only 

be granted in exceptional circumstances 

following the most rigorous examination and 

subject to the criteria above. 

The Hewelsfield site is within an ANOB. No 

exceptional reason for the inclusion of the site 

is given in the draft local minerals plan. 

852145 Mr Forest of Dean Partially Policy 6.3 should refer to both the County Please refer to question 6.6 of the 
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Policy: 

AONB/Landscape - Do 

you support the 

proposed policy for 

Landscape? 

Landscape Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Nigel 

Gibbons 

District Council and other (eg FoDDC) landscape character 

assessments. - Is it preferable to phrase the 

policy “will only be permitted where they do 

not have an adverse/ unacceptable adverse 

effect”, rather than “will be permitted”, as 

there are many other considerations which 

need to be taken into account in addition to 

landscape. 

consultation summary report. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes 

So why Hewelsfield? Seems to totally go 

against these policies? 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report. 

852260 

Mr 

Michael 

Gordon 
 

 

 

This proposal assumes that any developer 

will accumulate and set aside sufficient 

surplus funds for landscaping 

In the event that an operator does not 

follow through with the approved 

restoration scheme put in place by 

conditioning, then they would be in 

contravention of their planning 

permission. This circumstance would 

instigate a proportionate enforcement 

response by the County Council, with 

the aim of achieving an appropriate 

resolution. 

National minerals policy presently 

discourages the use of financial 

guarantees for the purposes of 

restoration and this has been reflected in 

the draft new minerals local plan. 

Nevertheless, more broadly, attention 

has been given to ensuring that overall a 

sufficiently robust policy framework has 

been put in place to equip the County 

Council’s enforcement function on such 
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Landscape? 
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reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

mineral matters. 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Partially 

• General Landscape – delete ‘significant’ to 

read: “Proposals for mineral development 

will be permitted where they do not have an 

adverse effect.....” 

• Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty: 

Include ‘social impact’ in 4, alongside 

landscape setting and recreational 

opportunities. 

• Working in Partnership – should include 

reference to respective District Councils. 

Please refer to question 6.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854399 

Mr 

Alastair 

Madams 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

 

 

3. Proposed Landscape Policy (p98/99). 

CPRE proposes that the text on working 

within AONBs (which we support) should be 

moved to the first part of the policy ie. 

reversed with the text on ‘General landscape’. 

We propose that ‘General landscape’ should 

be changed to ‘Landscapes not designated as 

AONBs nor likely to affect their setting’. We 

propose that the text under that heading 

should be modified to improve clarity:- after 

‘Assessment’, change to read ‘or where the 

adverse effect can be satisfactorily mitigated’. 

Please refer to question 6.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: 

AONB/Landscape - Do 

you support the 

proposed policy for 

Landscape? 

Landscape Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Partially 

The operations are temporary (albeit some 

years), but the restoration scheme usually 

rests in long term change that can 

fundamentally alter the landscape. The policy 

should address this. Ashton Keynes, for 

example, was once a rural village in an 

agricultural setting. 

Please refer to question 6.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854684 

Mr 

Peter 

Williams 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

No 

I am concerned that over time , if the 

reclamation is to just lakes , many villages 

will effectively become islands. The whole 

landscape will change from one of land to 

one of an inland group of lakes. 

Please refer to question 6.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854753 

Mr 

Kenneth 

Padfield 
 

Yes 
Protection of areas from unsuitable 

development 

Please refer to question 6.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation Service 

Natural England 

 

 

AONB/Landscape 

Natural England understands that almost all 

of the Jurassic limestone resource is within 

the Cotswolds AONB and a significant 

proportion of the Carboniferous limestone is 

within the Wye Valley AONB. 

We are pleased therefore that the proposed 

Comment noted. 

The conclusion drawn by NE is correct. 

In Gloucestershire almost all of the 

Jurassic limestone and a significant 

proportion of the Carboniferous 

limestone are within an AONB. Indeed 

over 80% of the remaining crushed rock 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: 

AONB/Landscape - Do 

you support the 

proposed policy for 

Landscape? 

Landscape Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Landscape Policy is clear regarding the 

exceptional circumstances that must be 

demonstrated for major development within 

an AONB and we welcome the Council’s 

commitment to work in partnership with the 

AONB Conservation Board and/or Joint 

Advisory Committees to help deliver the 

AONB Management Plans and the Minerals 

Local Plan. We would expect the AONB 

partnerships will be best placed to advise the 

Council on landscape considerations for 

AONBs, both at planning policy and planning 

application stages. 

reserves in Gloucestershire are within 

AONBs designations. 

Support for the approach proposed as be 

accounted for in preparing the draft 

landscape policy. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 

 

 
No comments Noted. 

853164 
Ms 

Waller 

Temple Guiting 

Parish Council 
Partially 

Policy partially supported. 

There are too many qualifications in the 

policy statement to indicate that the policy 

exists to protect the landscape of the 

Cotswold AONB. 

As stated elsewhere, restoration is no 

substitute for not permitting intrusive and 

additional quarrying in the AONB. 

Please refer to question 6.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

854805 
Mr 

Vaughan 

Committee member 

Gloucestershire 
Partially 

Climate change is expected to be a significant 

influence on the landscape over the coming 

In preparing the draft minerals local 

plan, the County Council has sought to 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: 

AONB/Landscape - Do 

you support the 

proposed policy for 

Landscape? 

Landscape Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Webber Climate Action 

Network 

decades, for example, in its adverse 

temperature effects on beech woods. Later 

on, with ice sheet melting, sea level rise will 

be increasing (IPCC). Extraction of 

hydrocarbons will contribute to this alteration 

of the landscape through the emissions 

created when they are utilized. 

These climate effects are irreversible, 

increasing and permanent. 

present a landscape policy that will be 

sufficiently flexible to respond to 

differing factors that may be present 

with individual sites and circumstances. 

However, due to the timescale afforded 

to the plan it is unlikely that matters of 

significant landscape character change 

will be a major influence. 

854820 

Mr 

Michael 

Smith 
 

No 

There is mention here of the local economy 

but not the local environment as experienced 

by the people living there. There is nothing 

about quality of life. 

Please refer to question 6.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854825 

Mr 

Martin 

Cronin 
 

No 

There is almost a total disregard for AONB. 

What is the point of having designated 

AONB when the policy is skewed to force 

planning approvals through at any cost. Its 

too late after severe damage is done to protect 

AONB. Its how greenfield becomes 

brownfield. 

Please refer to question 6.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854863 

Mrs 

Jaye 

Simpson 
 

No 

The policy to protect AONBs comes across as 

weak. Instead of making a strong statement at 

the outset that AONBs are valued in 

Gloucestershire and that national planning 

guidance states that development will ONLY 

BE PERMITTED IN EXCEPTIONAL 

Please refer to question 6.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: 

AONB/Landscape - Do 

you support the 

proposed policy for 

Landscape? 

Landscape Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

CIRCUMSTANCES, this proposed policy 

begins by seeming to minimise the 

importance and value of AONBs by 

suggesting that they are ten a penny in this 

county. The exceptional circumstances caveat 

it at the end of the policy where it comes 

across as a feeble tail-end comment that 

you're obliged to include. 

854866 

Rev 

Matt 

Rees 
 

Yes 
Please apply these policies in the case of 

CRFD4. 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

Partially 

I give general support. 

I am concerned that this policy should not 

override, absolutely, the other considerations 

rightly being made in this planning process. 

I am concerned that this policy might result in 

favouring all areas that are only just outside 

the margins of the AONBs, which as 

landscape areas have, in reality, much less 

clear boundaries than their official 

designations. 

Please refer to question 6.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Partially 
 

 

 

 

854943 

Ms 

Alison 

Liddell 
 

No 

The AONB landscapes have been picked for 

their beauty and special qualities including 

interesting and rare species. Quarrying will 

eradicate these forever so I oppose. 

Please refer to question 6.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: 

AONB/Landscape - Do 

you support the 

proposed policy for 

Landscape? 

Landscape Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

854963 

Mr 

David 

Pollok 
 

Partially 

I do not suppor the test of national interest for 

development - natural beauty is inherently 

local - destroying it to support economic 

development outside the county is detrimental 

to Gloucestershire twice over 

Please refer to question 6.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854810 Respondent 

Gloucestershire 

Rural Community 

Council 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

 



Section 6: Green Belt 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Green Belt - 

Do you support the 

proposed policy for 

Mineral working in 

the Green Belt? 

Mineral Working in the Green 

Belt Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and 

any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

850967 

Mrs 

N 

Horrocks 
 

Yes 

adverse effect on local amenities, 

aonbs, impact for local 

communities on loss of green belt 

Noted . 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Partially 

Would like to see the green belt 

maintained untouched. Allow 

workign there, then the workings 

are not restored properly and 

thren building is alllowed. 

Please refer to question 6.8 of the consultation 

summary report. 

852260 

Mr 

Michael 

Gordon 
 

No Not if it is within A an AONB 

Noted. The draft new minerals local plan does 

include a specific policy related to mineral 

working in Gloucestershire’s AONB 

designations. This contains separate provisions 

to that proposed for the Green Belt policy. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Green Belt - 

Do you support the 

proposed policy for 

Mineral working in 

the Green Belt? 

Mineral Working in the Green 

Belt Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and 

any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Yes 
Define "restored quickly to a 

beneficial afteruse". 

Please refer to question 6.8 of the consultation 

summary report. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England (Gloucestershire 

- Minerals) 

Yes 

4. Proposed Policy for Mineral 

Working in the Green Belt. CPRE 

is content with this policy 

Noted 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 

 

 
No comments Noted 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

 

 
No observations Noted 

854802 

Councillor 

Julia 

Job 
 

Partially 

Only support where land is 

reinstated to farming and 

enhanced with planting to support 

and encourage wildlife back into 

the areas disturbed/ 

Please refer to question 6.8 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854805 

Mr 

Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee member 

Gloucestershire Climate 

Action Network 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Unsure 

 

 

 

 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Green Belt - 

Do you support the 

proposed policy for 

Mineral working in 

the Green Belt? 

Mineral Working in the Green 

Belt Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and 

any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

854825 

Mr 

Martin 

Cronin 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854943 

Ms 

Alison 

Liddell 
 

No 

Green belt has been designated 

for the reason of keeping it green 

and undisturbed with building and 

quarrying etc... 

Please refer to question 6.8 of the consultation 

summary report. 

 



Section 6: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Biodiversity 

and Geodiversity? 

Biodiversity and Geodiversity Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and any 

proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

851754 

Dr 

Chris 

Williams 
 

No 

Para 112 of the NPPF says: 

Where development of agricultural land is necessary, 

planning authorities should use areas of poorer quality 

land in preference to that of higher quality. 

The Hewelsfield site does not fit these criteria, being 

defined as "Best and most versatile land" and classed 

as grade 2 (very good) 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report for 

discussion of Hewelsfield, 

particularly in the context of soils. 

Please also see question 8.14 in 

relation to the proposed policy for 

soils. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Little to disagree with Noted 

852803 

Mr 

Michael 

Dunwell 
 

No 

As with the vision and the policies in other parts of 

the Minerals Plan, the let-out clauses inevitably 

subvert the 'green' intentions. 

Noted 

851107 
Mrs 

Helen 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 
Partially 

• Overarching Policy: Note that larger schemes will 

be required to carry out an Appropriate Assessment 

The points raised have been taken in 

account by the County Council during 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Biodiversity 

and Geodiversity? 

Biodiversity and Geodiversity Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and any 

proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Johnstone Stroud District 

Council 

under the HRA Regulations. 

• Designated Sites and Protected Species: Amend 

wording to read: “Minerals development ‘will need to 

be’ supported by......” 

the preparation of the draft policy 

framework covering biodiversity and 

geo-diversity matters. 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

No 

As for example the Hewelsfield site was not subject to 

exclusion on the grounds of an AONB, poor transport 

links, and large delay to any potential operation. The 

policy therefore seems ineffective 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary which explains 

why Hewelsfield was included as a 

site option and also the outcome of 

the site. 

854399 

Mr 

Alastair 

Madams 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Yes 

 

 

 

 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Yes 

It needs to be recognised that the original biodiversity 

and geodiversity is lost whilst the extraction takes 

place and letting an extraction site fill with water or 

be filled with something cannot replace the farm 

managed habitat that was there previously. 

Please refer to question 6.10 of the 

consultation summary report. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of 

Rural England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

 

 

5. Proposed Policy for Biodiversity and Geodiversity. 

To improve clarity CPRE proposes that ‘strategic 

nature areas’ should be added after ‘Nature Map’. 

Please refer to question 6.10 of the 

consultation summary report. 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation 

Service 

Natural England 

 

 

Nature Conservation (Biodiversity and Geodiversity) 

Natural England broadly supports the proposed Policy 

for Biodiversity & Geodiversity and we are satisfied 

that it provides adequate guidance with respect to 

Please refer to question 6.10 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Biodiversity 

and Geodiversity? 

Biodiversity and Geodiversity Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and any 

proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

designated sites and species. However, in our view 

the policy would be strengthened by including a 

reference to green infrastructure which would help to 

ensure opportunities to secure GI gains locally and for 

the wider network are not lost. 

Green Infrastructure 

Natural England would strongly encourage the 

Council to include a separate green infrastructure 

policy in the Minerals Local Plan. While we 

appreciate that the draft policies cover many 

individual components and principles of green 

infrastructure, such as protecting biodiversity, wildlife 

networks and public access; a specific GI policy that 

reflects and promotes a cross-cutting and multi-

functional approach to land use planning would help 

to ensure GI is positively considered at all spatial 

scales and across economic, social and environmental 

sectors. 

A GI policy would also be consistent with the NPPF 

and with local plans, both within and beyond 

Gloucestershire. It would also reflect the emerging 

Gloucestershire Green Infrastructure Framework 

which is currently being prepared by the county and 

district councils and the LNP, which is itself seeking 

to identify shared principles and priorities for GI in 

Gloucestershire, which need to be underpinned by 

local plan policies and actions. 

We would expect a green infrastructure policy to seek 

to secure appropriate provision for significant on-site 

GI, maintain or enhance the wider network, and 

connect with nearby green infrastructure. Such a 

policy could also usefully include a reference to the 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Biodiversity 

and Geodiversity? 

Biodiversity and Geodiversity Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and any 

proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

role of GI in protecting and improving a wide range 

of ecosystem services:- 

- Provisioning services (e.g. crops, water supply, 

trees). 

- Regulating services (e.g. flood regulation, climate 

regulation, noise regulation). 

- Cultural services (e.g. aesthetic, educational, and 

recreational benefits). 

- Supporting services (e.g. nutrient cycling, soil 

formation). 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 

 

 
No comments Noted 

798758 

Mr 

Colin 

D'Oyley 

Head of Planning 

& Estates 

Breedon 

Aggregates 

 

 

Section 6.5 (Biodiversity and Geodiversity) 

20. BA supports Gloucestershire’s intention to 

conserve and where possible enhance the natural 

environment. However, this should not be the 

overarching restoration requirement. In view of the 

future need for food production, agricultural 

restoration should not be ignored in the quest for 

biodiversity and it must be recognised that 

agriculture, forestry and built developments in 

excavated areas can go hand in hand with biodiversity 

or geodiversity. It is important to ensure that there is 

no conflict of policies between biodiversity and 

restoration. 

Please refer to question 6.10 of the 

consultation summary report. 

802872 Respondent 
Hills Minerals and 

Waste Ltd 

 

 

Section 6.5 (Biodiversity and Geodiversity) 

11. HQP supports Gloucestershire’s intention to 

conserve and where possible enhance the natural 

environment. However, this should not be the 

Please refer to question 6.10 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Biodiversity 

and Geodiversity? 

Biodiversity and Geodiversity Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and any 

proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

overarching restoration requirement. In view of the 

future need for food production, agricultural 

restoration should not be ignored in the quest for 

biodiversity and it must be recognised that 

agriculture, forestry and built developments in 

excavated areas can go hand in hand with biodiversity 

or geodiversity. It is important to ensure that there is 

no conflict of policies between biodiversity and 

restoration. 

852829 

Dr 

Andrew 

Jones 
 

Partially 

Not enough clarity and emphasis given to imporance 

of landscape level management and environmental 

corridors/networks for biodiversity conservation 

Please refer to question 6.10 of the 

consultation summary report. 

853028 

Ms 

Charlotte 

Rogers-

Jones 

Town Clerk 

Cricklade Town 

Council 

 

 

 

 

 

 

853164 
Ms 

Waller 

Temple Guiting 

Parish Council 

 

 

The same reservations as expressed regarding 

AONB/Landscape 
Comments noted. 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

No 

A general system approach is needed to restoration so 

that there are clear policies Wiltshire/Gloucestershire 

regarding the canal, establishment of a wildlife 

corridor along the Thames 

In preparing the draft minerals local 

plan the County Council has sought to 

ensure a sufficient policy framework 

will be in place to appropriately 

consider the successful achievement 

of mineral restoration, and where 

relevant, facilitating desirable after-

uses such as restored canal-related 

infrastructure. Please also refer to 

question 6.10 of the consultation 

summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Biodiversity 

and Geodiversity? 

Biodiversity and Geodiversity Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and any 

proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

 

 
No observations Noted. 

854753 

Mr 

Kenneth 

Padfield 
 

Yes Protection of habitat and physical landscape 
Please refer to question 6.10 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854805 

Mr 

Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee 

member 

Gloucestershire 

Climate Action 

Network 

Partially 

The effects of climate change on biodiversity are well 

known to naturalists and conservancy authorities. 

Human-induced climate change is expected to cause a 

radical reduction in biodiversity. 

Extraction of hydrocarbons and the resultant 

emissions from their utilization would run directly 

counter to any policy on biodiversity. 

Please refer to question 6.10 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854825 

Mr 

Martin 

Cronin 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854866 

Rev 

Matt 

Rees 
 

Yes This poolicy must be applied to CRFD1. 

Please refer to question 6.10 of the 

consultation summary report for 

further discussion of the policy and 

question 4.9 for discussion of 

CRFD1. 

854869 Dr 
 

Yes   



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Biodiversity 

and Geodiversity? 

Biodiversity and Geodiversity Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and any 

proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Norman 

Fry 

  

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

 



Section 6: Historic Environment 

Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 
Organisation Details 

Policy: Historic 

Environment - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the Historic 

Environment? 

Historic Environment Reasons - Please outline 

the reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

846224 

Mr 

David 

Ball 
 

Partially 

I am primarily producing a consultation response 

from the Gloucestershire Gardens and Landscape 

Trust. (GGLT) to flag up that the Historic 

Environment must include reference to landscape 

features like historic parks and gardens associated 

with Gloucestershire's larger houses and 

estates.Information exists via English Heritage 

(EH) statutory lists for Grade1 and Grade 2 sites 

and this is readily available BUT EH is very slow 

updating these listings and not all significant sites 

are easily identified.GGLT has an active research 

group which is expanding our knowledge of these 

sites and this data is being added to the County's 

data systems . GGLT is consulted by The Garden 

History Society (GHS) which acts as the 

Government's Statutory Consultee on all 

development proposals that might impact on these 

historic designed features and their contexts. 

GGLT asks that this aspect of the Historic 

Environment is highlighted during site assessment 

and when appropriate GHS and GGLT are 

consulted 

With regards to future consultation 

/ notification matters, the County 

Council can confirm that both the 

GGCT and GHS will be consulted 

on all stages of minerals plan 

preparation. Please also refer to 

question 6.12 of the consultation 

summary report. 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 
Organisation Details 

Policy: Historic 

Environment - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the Historic 

Environment? 

Historic Environment Reasons - Please outline 

the reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Partially Again stronger safeguards required Noted 

854399 

Mr 

Alastair 

Madams 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Yes 

 

 

 

 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

 

 

6. Proposed Policy for the Historic Environment. 

In CPRE’s view the draft text lacks clarity and has 

flawed grammar. We recommend that it should be 

re-drafted to eliminate those weaknesses. 

Please refer to question 6.12 of the 

consultation summary report. 

793641 

Mr 

Rohan 

Torkildsen 

South West Region 

Historic England 

 

 

Policy Framework 

I note the SA makes several recommended 

changes to policies to boost the effectiveness of 

the GMLPs approach to the protection and 

enhancement of the historic environment. I would 

Please refer to question 6.12 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 
Organisation Details 

Policy: Historic 

Environment - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the Historic 

Environment? 

Historic Environment Reasons - Please outline 

the reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

support these changes. In addition could I also 

suggest the policy for the historic environment is 

revisited to help improve its clarity, effectiveness 

and consistency with the NPPF. 

At present the draft policy reads, 

Planning permission for mineral development that 

would have a significant adverse impact upon 

heritage assets including their integrity, character 

and setting will only be granted: (i) the benefits of 

the development clearly outweigh the impact that 

the proposal would have on the key features of the 

site; or (ii) the proposal includes adequate 

measures to mitigate those impacts. There will be 

a presumption in favour of the conservation of the 

significance of designated heritage assets and their 

settings, and of those non-designated heritage 

assets with archaeological interest that are 

demonstrably of equivalent significance. In the 

case of other non-designated heritage assets the 

benefits of the development proposal will need to 

be weighed against the scale of harm or loss, and 

the significance of the heritage asset. 

Could I suggest a consideration of the following 

alternative, or an equivalent. 

Development that conserves, and where 

appropriate, enhances the significance of any 

affected heritage asset and its setting will be 

supported. 

Any harm to the significance of a heritage asset 

must be justified. Proposals will be weighed 

against the public benefits of the proposal and 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 
Organisation Details 

Policy: Historic 

Environment - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the Historic 

Environment? 

Historic Environment Reasons - Please outline 

the reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

whether it has been demonstrated that all 

reasonable efforts have been made to mitigate the 

extent of the harm to the significance of the asset. 

Scheduled monuments and other non-designated 

archaeological sites of equivalent importance 

should be preserved in situ. In those cases where 

this is not justifiable or feasible, provision should 

be made for excavation and recording with a 

suitable assessment and evaluation. The 

appropriate publication/curation of findings will 

be expected. 

The County Historic Environment Record will be 

used to inform the consideration of future 

development including potential conservation and 

enhancement measures. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
Yes 

A typo appears to have crept in in the modification 

of the WCS policy. The first sentence should read 

"Planning permission for mineral development 

that would have a significant adverse impact upon 

heritage assets including their integrity, character 

and setting will only be granted where:" 

Please refer to question 6.12 of the 

consultation summary report. 

853164 
Ms 

Waller 

Temple Guiting 

Parish Council 

 

 

It is not clear what is meant by 'historic'. There is 

an indication that this may refer primarily to 

archaeological features. TGPC would suggest that 

listed buildings, traditional village settlements 

with conservation areas as well as evolving 

Cotswold rural landscape are historic 

environments that need to be protected. 

Please refer to question 6.12 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854452 Mr Clerk No Presently Noted. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 
Organisation Details 

Policy: Historic 

Environment - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for the Historic 

Environment? 

Historic Environment Reasons - Please outline 

the reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Simon 

Ballard 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No 

Designated heritage assets enjoy statutory 

protection, which cannot be simply overridden by 

policy. The policy needs to be revised to give 

greater recognition to this. 

Please refer to question 6.12 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854802 

Councillor 

Julia 

Job 
 

Partially 
Historic environment must be preserved at all 

costs. 

Please refer to question 6.12 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854825 

Mr 

Martin 

Cronin 
 

Partially 
 

 

 

 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Partially 
It is not clear how a judgement of benefits 

outweighing impact is assessed 

Please refer to question 6.12 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

 



Section 6: Do you have any comments in relation to the proposed Development Management Criteria for the Historic Environment? 

Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 
Organisation Details 

Historic Environment DM Criteria - Do you have any comments in 

relation to the proposed Development Management Criteria for the 

Historic Environment? 

Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

No 
 

 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
The criteria are supported. Noted. 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

Historical sites cannot be replaced and should take precedent in this case over 

minerals and are currently protected by statute. 

Please refer to question 4.12 of 

the consultation summary report. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

There is a need to differentiate between the operations and the restoration 

scheme, which for example, can also affect the long term setting of a heritage 

asset. 

Please refer to question 4.12 of 

the consultation summary report. 

 

 



Section 6: Sustainable Transport. 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Sustainable 

Transport - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

the Sustainable 

Transport? 

Sustainable Transport Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and 

any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 

Alternative modes of transport to road 

haulage are essential where such 

opportunities exist. The river Severn must be 

used for the movement of material if sites are 

adjacent to the river. 

Please refer to question 6.15 of the 

consultation summary report. 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Partially 

Greater weight should be given to developing 

non-road transportation, by retaining and/or 

developing the sites at Ashchurch and 

Sharpness and to the possibility and 

desirability pof creating new rail access from 

existing routes wherever possible. 

Please refer to question 6.15 of the 

consultation summary report. 

851754 

Dr 

Chris 

Williams 
 

 

 

There are major problems with road access to 

the Hewelsfied site. In 2013 the Highways 

Authority stated that they did not consider the 

B4228 suitable for traffic generated by a a 

potential quarry. There are localsied narrow 

areas in the direction of both St Briavels and 

Tutshill. Their paper commented that 

overcoming these was a very significant 

problem and pointed out that a new access 

road was in itself a major development of 

uncertain suitability. 

Please refer to question 6.15 of the 

consultation summary report. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Little to disagree with Comments noted. 

852303 
Mr 

Robert  
No 

Transport policy seems to contradict itself. 

On the one hand ' Road haulage is the 

Please refer to question 6.15 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Sustainable 

Transport - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

the Sustainable 

Transport? 

Sustainable Transport Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and 

any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

O'Hara dominant form of transport '. On the other ' 

roads unsuitable for HGV to be avoided ' but ' 

improvements to existing road network may 

be required to facilitate transport using HGV 

'. Also the plan states ' extensions to existing 

works unlikely to increase road movements' 

where it clearly will. 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Yes 

• Amend second paragraph to specifically 

refer to the impact of development on 

highway capacity, in addition to highway 

safety and operation, residential amenity or 

the local environment. 

Please refer to question 6.15 of the 

consultation summary report. 

802210 

Mr 

Ed 

Halford 

Highways England Yes 

Lastly, Section 6.7 of the document deals 

with the transport implications of mineral 

developments. The Agency is particularly 

supportive of the inclusion of transport as an 

environmental consideration and the 

Proposed Policy for Sustainable Transport. 

The encouragement through the policy of 

alternative modes of transport such as rail 

and water can be particularly supported, and 

where this is not feasible the requirement for 

a Transport Statement or Assessment, along 

with a Travel Plan implemented through a 

Section 106 or unilateral legal agreement 

should help to ensure that the impact on the 

surrounding road network, including the SRN 

can be found acceptable. Section 8 of the 

Planning and Environmental Consideration 

Noted. Please also refer to question 6.15 of 

the consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Sustainable 

Transport - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

the Sustainable 

Transport? 

Sustainable Transport Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and 

any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Evidence Paper explores these issues in 

greater detail and are also generally 

supported by the Agency 

848193 

Mr 

Matthew 

Coplestone 

Earthline Ltd Partially 

Transport Assessments should only be 

required where there will be the potential of a 

substantive impact on traffic levels and 

safety. Suggest add caveat to ‘will’. Change 

to ‘will be required for minerals development 

where there is potential for a significant 

impact on traffic levels and/or highway 

safety’. 

Similarly change ‘would have an adverse 

impact…’ to ‘would have a significant 

adverse impact…’ 

Please refer to question 6.15 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854201 

Mr 

James 

Tuley 
 

No 

As for example the Hewelsfield site was not 

subject to exclusion on the grounds of an 

AONB, poor transport links, and large delay 

to any potential operation. The policy 

therefore seems ineffective 

Please refer to question 4.9 of the 

consultation summary report for discussion 

about the Hewelsfield site and question 

6.15 for further discussion in relation to the 

policy.. 

854399 

Mr 

Alastair 

Madams 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Yes 

 

 

 

 

854503 
Mr 

Mark  
Yes 

There are aspirations to restore the Thames 

and Severn canal, this passes alongside 

Providing the framework for delivering 

aspirations to restore the Thames and 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Sustainable 

Transport - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

the Sustainable 

Transport? 

Sustainable Transport Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and 

any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Williams parcels SGCW1, SGCW2, SGCW4, SGCW5, 

SGCW6, SGCW7 and SGCW8. This would 

be a very sustainable alternative transport 

link between the Severn and London 

reducing the road haulage in the area This is 

not mentioned in the report and I think is 

contradictory to the "limited scope to 

proactively move away from road transport" 

statement in section 6.7.1. 

Severn Canal largely falls outside of the 

sphere of the emerging mineral local plan. 

It may be more appropriately championed 

through a countywide local transport plan 

or as a regeneration priority within a local 

plan, covering more generic development 

matters. Nevertheless, the County Council 

does recognise the potential benefits 

associated with facilitating the restoration 

of canal infrastructure, particularly under 

the guise of supporting alternative to road 

haulage. However, the Council is 

somewhat limited as to how this can be 

actively pursued through a mineral 

planning framework. It may only have 

relevance under those certain 

circumstances, where mineral working may 

have a demonstrable, direct impact upon 

existing or disused canal routes, which 

themselves, have been clearly identified 

and safeguarded to enable others to deliver 

desirable infrastructure reinstatement at a 

later date. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

Yes 

7. Proposed Policy for Sustainable Transport. 

CPRE supports the thrust of this policy. 

However, we suggest that, for clarity, 

‘Transport Statement, Transport Assessment 

and Travel Plan should be defined in the 

supporting text. We are also unsure what is 

meant by ‘sustainable development system 

Please refer to question 6.15 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Sustainable 

Transport - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

the Sustainable 

Transport? 

Sustainable Transport Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and 

any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

for Gloucestershire’. Should it read 

‘sustainable transport system’? 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 

 

 
No comments Noted. 

807759 

Mr 

Ben 

Horovitz 

Strategic Planning 

Team 

Worcestershire 

County Council 

 

 

Transport 

We note the intention for mineral 

development to be supported by a TS or TA, 

subject to site consideration and HGV trips, 

and welcome the Proposed Policy for 

Planning Obligations, especially items 1 and 

2. 

We have not, at this stage, identified major 

impacts on the Worcestershire road network 

arising from the consultation that would 

warrant adverse comments, but it remains 

crucial that this authority is consulted on all 

sites in the vicinity of the county boundary. 

Support for the policy approach towards 

transport and minerals development noted. 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No 

This needs to recognise that in the UTV, road 

is the only real option and set out the range of 

potential improvements and contributions 

that may be required as explained above. 

Please refer to question 6.15 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854802 
Councillor 

Julia  
Partially 

Transport is a real issue and can be a 

nuisance to residents living in quiet rural 

Please refer to question 6.15 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Sustainable 

Transport - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

the Sustainable 

Transport? 

Sustainable Transport Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and 

any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Job areas where heavy gravel lorries trave on 

country roads, often at speed as the drivers 

are on piece work rates. Noise and dust in 

also a great nuisance. 

A sensible policy is needed on trnasport to 

ensure no lorries from any extraction sites 

travel through villages such as Down 

Ampney or Latton (Wiltshire). Gravel traffice 

(cross county boundary traffic) should be 

made to usethe A419 in preference to the old 

A419 through Latton as currently happends 

which causes high levels of noise, 

particularly early in a morning to Latton 

Residents. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Partially 

 

 

 

 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

Yes 

This policy is clearly supportable, but seems 

remarkably brief and general for an issue 

which probably effects far more of the 

population of Gloucestershire than any other 

matter relating to the minerals industry. 

This "Policy" is a step backwards from the 

earlier statements already made within the 

Proposed Spatial Vision and as Strategic 

Priority 7. 

Please refer to question 6.15 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Sustainable 

Transport - Do you 

support the 

proposed Policy for 

the Sustainable 

Transport? 

Sustainable Transport Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and 

any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

No 
 

 

 

 

 



Section 6: Any other comments 

Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 6: Other - Do you have any other comments to make in 

relation to Section 6 or its supporting evidence base? 
Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

No 
 

 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation 

Service 

Natural England 

Section 6: Environmental Considerations 

We note that there are two separate policies for the water environment; 

flood risk and water quality. Hydrology is also an issue that Natural 

England would wish to see made explicit in this section of the plan, 

which would reflect the fact that changes in the flow of water can affect 

the sensitive ecological receptors. This issue is likely to be particularly 

relevant in the Cotswold Water Park, but can occur elsewhere. For 

example, it has been raised as an issue by Natural England with respect to 

an extension of Stowe Hill Quarry. 

Comments noted. This will be taken into 

consideration when producing the next 

stage of the plan. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No further comments Noted 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Same comment about inadequacy of Transport evidence 
 

 

854825 

Mr 

Martin 

Cronin 
 

Skewed towards finding the right evidence to support the policy not too 

challenge it. Lacks impartiality. 

Noted. The policies are just proposals at 

this point in time and comments received 

through this consultation will aid us in 

wording the policies in the Minerals Local 

Plan. 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

There should be a section detailing how impact on local residents is 

properly assessed - this is just as important as these other factors e.g. 

environment, water etc. 

The impact upon local resident’s amenity 

will be assessed through a number of the 

proposed policies. 

 

 



Section 7 – Cotswold Water Park 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Policy Aim: 

Cotswold Water Park 

- Do you support the 

proposed Strategic 

Policy Aim for the 

Cotswold Water 

Park? 

Cotswold Water Park Reasons - Please outline 

the reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Partially 
 

 

 

 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
No 

Bit wishy washy, need stronger exphasis on 

restoration. 

Please refer to question 7.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Yes 

 

 

 

 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Partially 

Is there not a strategic aim to include restoration 

of the Thames and Severn canal? This could be 

referred to positively here. 

Please refer to question 7.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

 

 

1. Proposed Strategic Aim for the Cotswold 

Water Park. We agree that it is essential to 

include a strategic aim for reclamation and after 

use for the Cotswold Water Park. However, given 

the statutory DtC, we consider that the Strategic 

Aim should be more robustly worded. We suggest 

Please refer to question 7.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Policy Aim: 

Cotswold Water Park 

- Do you support the 

proposed Strategic 

Policy Aim for the 

Cotswold Water 

Park? 

Cotswold Water Park Reasons - Please outline 

the reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

the following wording: 

‘Proposed Strategic Aim for the Cotswold Water 

Park 

The County Council will take a leading role in 

conjunction with the Cotswold District Council in 

ensuring that the duty to cooperate with 

neighbouring authorities is translated into a firm 

landscape scale and holistic consistent process for 

determining reclamation and after use plans for 

minerals workings in the Cotswold Water Park. 

This process will include cooperation with the 

other stakeholders and local communities. The 

process will be regularly reviewed.’ 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation Service 

Natural England 

 

 

Section 7: Minerals Restoration 

Natural England supports the proposed strategic 

aim for the Cotswold Water Park and we would 

wish to continue to input to a collaborative 

approach to the preparation and implementation 

of reclamation plans and after uses for mineral 

workings in this area. 

Noted 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 

 

 
No comments Noted. 

803136 

Mr 

Geoff 

Winslow 

Wiltshire County 

Council 

 

 

5.7 The aspirations of this particular policy aim 

are fully supported as a collaborative approach to 

minerals development in the area. The aim could 

usefully be re-titled to apply to the Upper Thames 

Please refer to question 7.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Policy Aim: 

Cotswold Water Park 

- Do you support the 

proposed Strategic 

Policy Aim for the 

Cotswold Water 

Park? 

Cotswold Water Park Reasons - Please outline 

the reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

Valley and perhaps should be extended to include 

all aspects of minerals development including not 

only restoration, but also operational matters. 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

No 

This proposal is too vague and if it is followed to 

the same degree as the area around Ashton 

Keynes and South Cerney, the landscape will be 

transformed into lakes. There needs to be more to 

specify the reclamation into reed beds or infilled 

with inert volume and returned to farmland 

Please refer to question 7.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854802 

Councillor 

Julia 

Job 
 

Partially 

Down Ampney is in the Central Area of the 

Cotswold Water Park and as such the post 

extraction use should be returned to farming with 

low key tourism (walking, cycling, horse riding 

routes) as set out in the Cotswold Water Park 

Master Plan. 

Please refer to question 7.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Yes 

How will effective collaboration between district 

and county bodies across borders be encouraged 

and maintained? 

Through the Duty to Co Operate 

regulations there will be continued 

engagement with neighbouring 

authorities. Please refer to Section 

4 of the consultation summary 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Strategic Policy Aim: 

Cotswold Water Park 

- Do you support the 

proposed Strategic 

Policy Aim for the 

Cotswold Water 

Park? 

Cotswold Water Park Reasons - Please outline 

the reasons for your answer and any proposed 

changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

report where this is discussed in 

more detail. 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

854860 

Mrs 

Gail 

Dillon 

Clerk 

Down Ampney Parish 

Council 

 

 

Any restoration MUST be considered under the 

Cotswold Water Park Masterplan which is already 

in place. 

Please refer to question 7.2 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

 



Section 7 - Restoration 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: 

Restoration - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Restoration? 

Restoration Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 

Restoration MUST take place immediately after the 

extraction process is complete and in certain cases 

while the extraction process is taking place. Under no 

circumstances can sites be approved and then their 

life extended to facilitate processing of material from 

other sites. Immediate restoration has to be a given 

undertaking and one that is rigorously enforced. 

Please refer to question 7.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Unsure 

Restoration takes place so long after site approval 

thatI have no confidence that the strategy will not 

have been weakened by then. 

Please refer to question 7.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Partially 
 

 

 

 

852145 

Mr 

Nigel 

Gibbons 

Forest of Dean 

District Council 

 

 

Development management restoration policy- 7.1.4- 

should start with “subject to compliance with other 

policies of the MLP…” or “where proposals are to be 

permitted, they will need to be the subject of agreed 

restoration programmes…” The policy is in effect an 

additional requirement to compliance with the 

remainder of the MLP. 

Please refer to question 7.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes 

Bit wishy washy, need stronger exphasis on 

restoration. 

Please refer to question 7.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Yes 
• It would be helpful to clarify what is meant by the 

different terms ‘reclamation’ and ‘restoration’. 

Please refer to question 7.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: 

Restoration - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Restoration? 

Restoration Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Yes 

Yes, but given the number of years involved it is 

essential to have the flexibility to address the 

potential for change over a wide number of variables 

e.g. climate, scientific knowledge. Provisions for 

timely alterations to original permissions must be 

factored in. 

Please refer to question 7.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Partially 

Define "derelict and out of use for any longer than is 

absolutely necessary" in section 7.1.1. I think there 

are instances when the extraction slows down due to 

reduced demand leading to derelict land and out of 

use quarries. 

The policy should refer to what is expected in 

instances when mineral workings have slowed or 

"paused" indefinitely. 

The aim of the two proposed 

restoration policies is to ensure that 

once mineral extraction has taken 

place that the sites are restored and 

sites are not just left to become 

derelict. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

Yes 
2. Proposed Restoration Policy. CPRE supports this 

policy. 
Support noted. 

793504 
Earl 

Wemyss 

Stanway Stone 

Company 

 

 

6. The policy refers to minerals restoration as 

‘normally’ to agricultural, woodland and nature 

conservation restoration. The qualification ‘normally’ 

is not considered sufficient to promote alternative 

uses such as amenity, recreation or even industrial or 

other built development which may be appropriate 

and bring wider benefits in planning terms. 

The wording of the policy would not 

exclude other uses coming forward as 

long as they are appropriate and 

achievable. Please also refer to 

question 7.4 of the consultation 

summary report. 

793547 

Mr 

Nick 

Elliott 

Eliott and Sons Ltd 
 

 

The policy refers to minerals restoration as 

‘normally’ to agricultural, woodland and nature 

conservation restoration. The qualification ‘normally’ 

The wording of the policy would not 

exclude other uses coming forward as 

long as they are appropriate and 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: 

Restoration - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Restoration? 

Restoration Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

is not considered sufficient to promote alternative 

uses such as amenity, recreation or even industrial or 

other built development which may be appropriate 

and bring wider benefits in planning terms. 

achievable. However the comments 

are noted and will be taken into 

consideration when taking forward the 

policy into the next stage. 

793636 

Ms 

Holly 

Jones 

Tewkesbury 

Borough Council 

 

 

Specifically with regards re-instatement of the 

landscape, if mineral extract were to occur it is 

important that such matters are fully considered at the 

earliest possible stage. It is noted that the County’s 

consultation document sets out two restoration 

policies. The NPPF (para 143) requires sites to be 

reclaimed at the ‘earliest opportunity’ and that ‘high 

quality restoration and aftercare’ takes place. 

Accordingly, although the ‘Proposed Restoration 

Policy’ reflects the need for high environmental 

standards as soon as practicable it is considered that 

the ‘Proposed Development Management Restoration 

Policy’ should be similarly strengthened to require 

that ‘high quality’ restoration proposals are submitted 

rather than ones which are merely ‘satisfactory’, as is 

currently stated in the policy, and that ‘land is 

reclaimed at the earliest opportunity’. 

Please refer to question 7.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation Service 

Natural England 

 

 

The proposed Restoration Policy and proposed 

Development Management Restoration Policy both 

appear reasonable and generally positive and cover 

Natural England’s interests. We particularly welcome 

the references to the requirement for site specific 

landscape strategy based on its setting and character 

that should seek opportunities for enhancements 

including improving public access, providing net 

gains for biodiversity, protecting ecological networks 

Support noted. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: 

Restoration - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Restoration? 

Restoration Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

and establishing new coherent networks where 

appropriate, and restoring best and most versatile 

land where practical. 

793791 

Miss 

Rachael 

Bust 

Planning and Local 

Authority Liason 

The Coal Authority 

Yes 

Site/Policy/Paragraph/Proposal – Consultation 

Document: Proposed Restoration Policy and 

Proposed Development Management Restoration 

Policy 

Support – The Coal Authority supports the 

Restoration Policies on page 107 of the Consultation 

document. 

Reason – The Coal Authority supports the highest 

possible standard of site restoration which reduces 

the risk of future land instability 

Support noted. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 

 

 
No comments Noted. 

802358 

Mr 

Peter 

Jukes 

Smiths (Gloucester) 

Ltd 

 

 

Proposed Restoration Policy 

14. The policy refers to minerals restoration as 

‘normally’ to agricultural, woodland and nature 

conservation restoration. The qualification ‘normally’ 

is not considered sufficient to promote alternative 

uses such as amenity, recreation or even industrial or 

other built development which may be appropriate 

and bring wider benefits in planning terms. 

The wording of the policy would not 

exclude other uses coming forward as 

long as they are appropriate and 

achievable. Please also refer to 

question 7.4 of the consultation 

summary report. 

853164 
Ms 

Waller 

Temple Guiting 

Parish Council 
Yes 

Yes with the proviso that this would provide 

justification for schemes that would have a 

deleterious effect perhaps over several generations of 

operation before restoration is implemented. 

Comment noted. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: 

Restoration - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Restoration? 

Restoration Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

No 

When restoration takes place it is phased but never 

completed according to the plan. This needs correct 

council enforcement and for them to have powers to 

act (and the manpower) if required. This needs to be 

added. 

Please refer to question 7.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Partially 

The policy needs to address the widespread issue of 

phased restoration which often falls far behind 

operations, with lakes pooling and increasing the risk 

of bird strike and continuing and extending the 

adverse affects on local amenity. 

Please refer to question 7.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854802 

Councillor 

Julia 

Job 
 

Partially 

Restoration of gravel workings is a real problem in 

this area as there is a lack of inert substances for 

filling gravel pits and gravel companies always get 

their planning deadlines extended for infilling on a 

regular basis. This leads to lakes forming and the 

hydrology of the area changes often causing localised 

flooding. Set dealines for post restoration need to be 

kept with heavy fines on gravel companies for going 

over deadlines - this would ensure that extraction 

only takes place as and when infill materials are 

available. Excess lying water in the area of Down 

Ampney is a real danger with flocks of birds as Down 

Ampney is under the flight path of planes for both 

Fairford Airbase and Brize Norton. The MOD need 

to be consulted and kept informed throughout any 

consultation periods and extraction planning consents 

Unfortunately due to the location of 

some mineral extraction sites in 

Gloucestershire nearby to MOD 

airbases it is not possible to allow 

anything but ‘dry’ restoration 

schemes. The MOD will be consulted 

on any planning application within the 

vicinity of the airbases and their 

comments will be taken into 

consideration. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: 

Restoration - Do 

you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Restoration? 

Restoration Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

and again deadlines for post restoration need to kept 

to a minimum timescale and upheld. 

854810 Respondent 

Gloucestershire 

Rural Community 

Council 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Partially 
Need to restore but most areas are likely to be 

unproductive due to aspect of sites. 

Comments noted. Each restoration 

scheme would have to take into 

consideration the sites location and the 

final site profile. 

854963 

Mr 

David 

Pollok 
 

Partially 

The requirement to restore 'the best and most 

versatile agricultural land back to grade where 

practicable' is weak - plainly that will be 

impracticable after quarrying. 

The aim of the policy is to do this and 

the operator would have to give a 

sufficient reason as to why this is not 

possible. 

 



Section 7: Proposed DM Restoration Policy 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Development 

Management 

Restoration - Do you 

support the proposed 

Development 

Management 

Restoration Policy? 

Development Management Restoration 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes But the conditions must be enforced. 
Please refer to question 7.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Partially 
 

 

 

 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Partially 

Need to state stronger mechanisms to prevent 

operators not carrying out proper restoration. 

Please refer to question 7.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Partially 

• Amend opening sentence to read: “Proposals 

for mineral development will be permitted 

‘where they satisfy all other policies in the 

plan’ if they are accompanied by ‘reclamation 

proposals’ which ‘provide for all of the 

following issues:-‘ 

• The wording of the bullet points must set out 

specific requirements and not include phrases 

such as ‘aim to’, ‘where practicable’ and 

‘should’ which are ambiguous. 

Please refer to question 7.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

802285 

Mr 

Mark 

Russell 

Mineral Products 

Association 

 

 

Proposed Development Management 

Restoration Policy 

The policy as currently worded it suggests that 

Please refer to question 7.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Development 

Management 

Restoration - Do you 

support the proposed 

Development 

Management 

Restoration Policy? 

Development Management Restoration 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

restoration proposals must include all of the 

measures set out in the bullet points, whereas in 

reality this 

is a menu of measures, some of which will be 

desirable and practicable on any given site. 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Yes Yes, but proper enforcement is essential. 

Please refer to question 7.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

793818 

Mr 

D K 

Symes 
 

No 

7.1.4 The ‘Proposed Development Management 

Restoration Policy’ refers to providing 

opportunities for the ‘reconstruction or 

restoration’ of affected canals. It is not 

considered reasonable to expect the developers 

to pay for the reconstruction or restoration of a 

canal unless the mineral proposals physically 

removes a built section or damages existing 

canal infrastructure. 

The policy should simply ensure that existing 

canals and proposed canals are suitably 

protected (i.e. by leaving the route undisturbed, 

or if there is no canal, by re-instating the land in 

a manner that does not prevent the canal being 

constructed at some future date). 

Please refer to question 7.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

801907 Mr Campaign For The  3. Proposed Development Management Please refer to question 7.6 of the 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Development 

Management 

Restoration - Do you 

support the proposed 

Development 

Management 

Restoration Policy? 

Development Management Restoration 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

B 

Brown 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

 Restoration Policy. The first sentence is 

misleading and CPRE proposes that it should be 

deleted and replaced by ‘Proposals for mineral 

development must be accompanied by 

satisfactory restoration proposals which 

should:’ There are also some typographical 

errors in the draft policy. In bullet 6 ‘Providing’ 

should read ‘Provide’ In bullet 11 the text 

should presumably read ‘For reclamation 

schemes for new areas of mineral extraction 

provide for the use on site of all soils and 

natural waste arising from mineral extraction 

and processing operations.’ In the last bullet 

point ‘Aims’ should read ‘Aim’. 

consultation summary report. 

793504 
Earl 

Wemyss 

Stanway Stone 

Company 

 

 

12. The policy needs rewording as currently 

worded it requires restoration proposals to 

include all of the measures set out in the bullet 

points but only some of these will be desirable 

or practicable on any given site. 

Please refer to question 7.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

793547 

Mr 

Nick 

Elliott 

Eliott and Sons Ltd 
 

 

The policy needs rewording as currently 

worded it requires restoration proposals to 

include all of the measures set out in the bullet 

points but only some of these will be desirable 

or practicable on any given site. 

Please refer to question 7.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation Service 

Natural England 

 

 

The proposed Restoration Policy and proposed 

Development Management Restoration Policy 

both appear reasonable and generally positive 

Support noted. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Development 

Management 

Restoration - Do you 

support the proposed 

Development 

Management 

Restoration Policy? 

Development Management Restoration 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

and cover Natural England’s interests. We 

particularly welcome the references to the 

requirement for site specific landscape strategy 

based on its setting and character that should 

seek opportunities for enhancements including 

improving public access, providing net gains 

for biodiversity, protecting ecological networks 

and establishing new coherent networks where 

appropriate, and restoring best and most 

versatile land where practical. 

793895 

Mr 

Julian 

Palmer 

Cotswold Stone 

Quarries 

 

 

Section 7 Proposed Restoration Policy 

11 The policy refers to minerals restoration as 

‘normally’ to agricultural, woodland and nature 

conservation restoration. The qualification 

‘normally’ is 

not considered sufficient to promote alternative 

uses such as amenity, recreation or even 

industrial or other built development which 

may be appropriate and 

bring wider benefits in planning terms. 

The policy is not limited to just 

the final restoration schemes that 

it mentions. Where there is 

suitable demonstration of other 

restoration schemes these will be 

given permission. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
Yes No further comments Noted. 

801951 

Mrs 

Angela 

Clayton 

Estates Surveyor 

Defence Infrastructure 

Organisation 

 

 

In addition, the proposed Development 

Management 

Restoration Policy and the proposed Policy for 

Safeguarding Aerodromes set out that schemes 

Support noted. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Development 

Management 

Restoration - Do you 

support the proposed 

Development 

Management 

Restoration Policy? 

Development Management Restoration 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

for 

the restoration of mineral extraction sites must 

not cause a hazard to military aviation and will 

not 

be permitted if they may do so. 

802358 

Mr 

Peter 

Jukes 

Smiths (Gloucester) 

Ltd 

 

 

Proposed Development Management 

Restoration Policy 

15. The policy needs rewording as currently 

worded it requires restoration proposals to 

include all of the measures set out in the bullet 

points, whereas in reality this is a menu of 

measures, some of which will be desirable and 

practicable on any given site. 

Please refer to question 7.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

802542 

Mr 

Neville 

Nelder 

C/O Seitani Cotswold 

Canal Trust 

 

 

Within the proposed Development Management 

Restoration Policy on P 107 of the Main 

Consultation Document, “ Provide 

opportunities for the reconstruction, restoration 

and/or safeguarding of protected lines of 

affected canals”, appears to be insufficient in 

the context of the strategic significance of the 

Cotswold Canals. CCT proposes that the word 

'opportunities' is deleted and the statement is re-

written as; 

“ Provide for the reconstruction, restoration of, 

and water supply for affected canals, in the 

context of their safeguarded routes within or 

close to a development site.” 

This form of statement more accurately 

Please refer to question 7.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Development 

Management 

Restoration - Do you 

support the proposed 

Development 

Management 

Restoration Policy? 

Development Management Restoration 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

represents the needs of the canal. Water supply 

is vital. Reservoir volume can be created as the 

whole, or part, of a reclamation proposal where 

suitable. 

802872 Respondent 
Hills Minerals and 

Waste Ltd 

 

 

Section 7 Proposed Development Management 

Restoration Policy 

12. 5th bullet point. It is unlikely that any 

canals will be affected by extraction. In any 

event it is overambitious to require 

reconstruction or restoration of any currently 

disused or previously destroyed canal. 

Safeguarding the line of the canal to ensure that 

work done on that alignment will not prejudice 

any future proposal for the canal is all that 

should be required. 

13. It is proposed that the fifth bullet point 

should read; “Safeguarding the line of any 

affected disused canal”. 

14. 11th bullet point. Where a site is excavated 

and restored to a lake it is unnecessary to retain 

all of the soils on site. The practice, which has 

been all too common in the past and continues 

on sites throughout the country to this day, of 

returning soils to the lake floor, where they are 

subsequently inundated, solely because 

planning requirements do not permit 

exportation, is wholly unstainable. Similarly, 

sites required to be returned to certain types of 

nature conservation, e.g. calcareous grassland, 

Please refer to question 7.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Development 

Management 

Restoration - Do you 

support the proposed 

Development 

Management 

Restoration Policy? 

Development Management Restoration 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

do not require rich topsoil to be retained. Where 

soils are not to be used for restoration they 

should be permitted to be used beneficially 

elsewhere. That could mean taking them to a 

nearby site for use in agricultural restoration or 

selling them for a beneficial use. Only sites 

which require restoration to agriculture should 

be required to retain all their soil. 

15. It is proposed that the eleventh bullet point 

should read; “Where restoration requires the 

future use of soil, all soils and quarry waste 

should be retained on site during excavations”. 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

No 

Reclaim to water based after use - this needs to 

have the approval of the MOD with reference to 

RAF Fairford and the EA with regards to 

improved flood alleviation capacity. 

The policy does state ‘only if 

appropriate’. However the MOD 

and the EA will be consulted on 

planning applications. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Partially 

The criteria should make specific reference to 

protecting residential amenity and heritage 

assets. 

These issues would be assessed by 

a number of the other proposed 

policies. All proposals for mineral 

extraction would have to meet the 

criteria of all of the relevant 

policies within the final Mineral 

Local Plan. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Partially 

Deadlines for infilling of sites should be 

moniroted and enforced - there is at least one 

site in the county which has been able to fill 

with water when it should have been infilled 

Please refer to question 7.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Development 

Management 

Restoration - Do you 

support the proposed 

Development 

Management 

Restoration Policy? 

Development Management Restoration 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

due to its close proximity to RAF Fairford. 

There is anecdotal evidence that large wildfowl, 

such as Swans, have already been seen at the 

site. 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

854963 

Mr 

David 

Pollok 
 

Partially 

The requirement to restore 'the best and most 

versatile agricultural land back to grade where 

practicable' is weak - plainly that will be 

impracticable after quarrying. 

Please refer to question 7.6 of the 

consultation summary report. 

 



 

Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 7: Other - Do you have any other comments relating to Section 7 or its 

evidence base? 
Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

No 
 

 

793818 

Mr 

D K 

Symes 
 

7.1.4 The ‘Proposed Development Management Restoration Policy’ refers to 

providing opportunities for the ‘reconstruction or restoration’ of affected canals. It is 

not considered reasonable to expect the developers to pay for the re-construction or 

restoration of a canal unless the mineral proposals physically removes a built section 

or damages existing canal infrastructure. 

The policy should simply ensure that existing canals and proposed canals are suitably 

protected (i.e. by leaving the route undisturbed, or if there is no canal, by re-instating 

the land in a manner that does not prevent the canal being constructed at some future 

date). 

Please refer to question 7.7 

of the consultation summary 

report.  

802285 

Mr 

Mark 

Russell 

Mineral Products 

Association 

Environmental Considerations 

The policies appear to be consistent with the NPPF. 
Noted 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 

Whilst we support, in principle, the proposed policies within this section, how it can 

be implemented within Kempsford Parish is questionable. Quarries are required to be 

backfilled to reduce the bird strike risk to RAF Fairford, yet the majority of sites 

identified are also valuable flood plains which if backfilled with clay will inevitably 

have a detrimental effect in terms of flooding. We are advised that there are ways to 

mitigate such issues, but we have no evidence, nor access to independent expert 

advice on such crucial matters. 

Please refer to question 7.7 

of the consultation summary 

report.  

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation 

Service 

Natural England 

Strategic Policies 

The proposed strategic policies appear reasonable and to cover Natural England’s 

interests in terms of protection for the natural environment. 

We particularly note the reference to bird strike in Strategic Priority 5: Reclamation. 

Natural England understands that bird strike can be an issue and would be pleased to 

provide site specific advice about environmentally positive restoration and 

management for mineral sites that would be appropriate in airport restricted areas in 

due course. 

Support noted. Site specific 

advice on restoration in 

airport restricted areas is 

welcomed. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 7: Other - Do you have any other comments relating to Section 7 or its 

evidence base? 
Officer Response 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No further comments Noted. 

794029 

Mr 

Nick 

Atkins 

Tarmac Ltd 

Environmental Considerations 

We have no objections to make to the proposed Environmental Policies. 

Development Management Policies 

We have no objections to make to the Development Management Policies. 

Noted. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No Noted. 

 



Section 8: Mitigation of Environmental Effects 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Mitigation of 

Environmental Effects - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Mitigation of 

Environmental Effects? 

Mitigation of Environmental Effects 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to 

the policy 

Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Yes 

This is fundamental and the NPPF should not 

be used as an excuse for overiding these 

considerations. 

Any planning applications would have 

to meet the criteria of all of the 

relevant planning policies both 

nationally and locally before being 

given permission. 

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
Yes   

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Yes   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Yes   

850967 
Mrs N 

Horrocks  
Yes   

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Little to disagree with Noted. 

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Partially 

Suggest wording at the end of the policy is 

amended to read: "...satisfactory 

'environmental' control and/or mitigation, or 

elimination." 

Comments are noted and will be taken 

into consideration when preparing the 

next stage of the MLP. 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Partially 

This should also include to the satisfaction of 

those directly affected by environmental 

effects, not just the MPA and relevant 

pollution control agencies. 

Comments noted. Through the 

consultation process for planning 

applications neighbouring residents to 

proposed extraction sites will be asked 

to comment. Any comments that are 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Mitigation of 

Environmental Effects - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Mitigation of 

Environmental Effects? 

Mitigation of Environmental Effects 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to 

the policy 

Officer Response 

received by the case officer in 

determination of the planning 

application. 

793504 
Earl 

Wemyss 

Stanway Stone 

Company  

13. The appropriateness of this policy is 

questioned. This policy is imprecise and the 

preceding paragraphs do not make it clear 

what effects are to be mitigated nor what 

pollution impacts are to be identified and 

what agencies are to be consulted. A well 

controlled and managed quarry rarely gives 

rise to concerns about pollution. Additionally 

the NPPF is clear that where there are other 

pollution control regimes the assumption is 

that these pollution control regimes operate 

effectively. Without clarification of the 

environmental effects being referred to this 

policy should be omitted. 

Comments are noted and will be taken 

into consideration when preparing the 

next stage of the MLP. 

793547 
Mr Nick 

Elliott 
Eliott and Sons Ltd 

 

The appropriateness of this policy is 

questioned. This policy is imprecise and the 

preceding paragraphs do not make it clear 

what effects are to be mitigated nor what 

pollution impacts are to be identified and 

what agencies are to be consulted. The NPPF 

is clear that where there are other pollution 

control regimes the assumption is that these 

pollution control regimes operate effectively. 

Without clarification of the environmental 

effects being referred to this policy should be 

omitted. 

Comments are noted and will be taken 

into consideration when preparing the 

next stage of the MLP. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Mitigation of 

Environmental Effects - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Mitigation of 

Environmental Effects? 

Mitigation of Environmental Effects 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to 

the policy 

Officer Response 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council  
No comments Noted. 

798758 
Mr Colin 

D'Oyley 

Head of Planning & 

Estates Breedon 

Aggregates 
 

Section 8 Other Policies - Proposed Policy 

for Mitigation of Environmental Effects 21. 

This policy is vague and the preceding 

paragraphs do not make it clear what effects 

are to be mitigated nor does it provide any 

guidance on what pollution impacts (if that is 

the main thrust of the policy) are to be 

identified and what agencies are to be 

consulted. It should be borne in mind that 

well controlled and managed aggregate 

extraction and processing rarely give rise to 

concerns about pollution. 22. It is proposed 

that this policy should read, “Proposed Policy 

for the Mitigation of Pollution - Proposals for 

mineral development which have the 

propensity to cause pollution to the 

environment or to watercourses will only be 

permitted where it is demonstrated that the 

pollution effects are capable of satisfactory 

control or elimination”. 23. Alternatively, as 

environmental effects are always considered 

in a planning application or EIA, this policy 

could be deleted. 

Comments are noted and will be taken 

into consideration when preparing the 

next stage of the MLP. 

802358 
Mr Peter 

Jukes 

Smiths (Gloucester) 

Ltd 
  

Proposed Policy for Mitigation of 

Environmental Effects 16. The 

appropriateness of this policy is questioned. 

This policy is imprecise and the preceding 

 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Mitigation of 

Environmental Effects - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Mitigation of 

Environmental Effects? 

Mitigation of Environmental Effects 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to 

the policy 

Officer Response 

paragraphs do not make it clear what effects 

are to be mitigated nor does it provide any 

guidance on what pollution impacts (if that is 

the main thrust of the policy) are to be 

identified and what agencies are to be 

consulted. It should be borne in mind that 

well controlled and managed aggregate 

extraction and processing rarely give rise to 

concerns about pollution. Additionally the 

NPPF is clear that where there are other 

pollution control regimes the assumption is 

that these pollution control regimes operate 

effectively. Without clarification of the 

environmental effects being referred to this 

policy should be omitted. 

802872 Respondent 
Hills Minerals and 

Waste Ltd  

Section 8 Other Policies - Proposed Policy 

for Mitigation of Environmental Effects 

16. This policy is woolly and the preceding 

paragraphs do not make it clear what effects 

are to be mitigated nor does it provide any 

guidance on what pollution impacts (if that is 

the main thrust of the policy) are to be 

identified and what agencies are to be 

consulted. It should be borne in mind that 

well controlled and managed aggregate 

extraction and processing rarely give rise to 

concerns about pollution. 17. It is proposed 

that this policy should read, “Proposed Policy 

for the Mitigation of Pollution - Proposals for 

mineral development which have the 

Comments are noted and will be taken 

into consideration when preparing the 

next stage of the MLP. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Mitigation of 

Environmental Effects - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Mitigation of 

Environmental Effects? 

Mitigation of Environmental Effects 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to 

the policy 

Officer Response 

propensity to cause pollution to the 

environment or to watercourses will only be 

permitted where it is demonstrated that the 

pollution effects are capable of satisfactory 

control or elimination”. 18. Alternatively, as 

environmental effects are always considered 

in a planning application or EIA, this policy 

could be deleted. 

853164 
Mr Michael 

Krier 

Chairman Temple 

Guiting Parish 

Council 

Partially 

Partially supported. As stated elsewhere, 

there appear to be too many qualifications in 

the policy wording which proved no 

assurance to local residents that the MLP will 

provide adequate protection of the 

environment or that ancillary development 

will be adequately controlled. 

Comments noted. Any proposal that 

comes forward for mineral extraction 

would have to meet the criteria of all 

of the relevant policies. Therefore this 

should ensure that there is adequate 

protection. 

854452 
Mr Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk Marston 

Meysey Parish 

Meeting 

No 

The Upper Thames is a relatively flat area so 

landscaping policies are needed to hide 

development from footpaths, roads etc. There 

should be a requirement for no reversing 

horns and just have silent sensors on the 

vehicles on site to avoid noise pollution 

breaching the buffer zone and affecting local 

communities. 

Each planning application for mineral 

extraction will have to meet the 

criteria of the landscape policy along 

with this policy. 

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash  
Partially 

Presumably there are other statutory controls 

that could usefully be referred to. 

Statutory controls have not been 

specifically referred to as these could 

change through the life of the plan. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Mitigation of 

Environmental Effects - 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Mitigation of 

Environmental Effects? 

Mitigation of Environmental Effects 

Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to 

the policy 

Officer Response 

However the policy will ensure that all 

of the relevant ones are considered 

when a planning application for 

mineral extraction or related 

development is being considered. 

854805 
Mr Vaughan 

Webber 

Committee member 

Gloucestershire 

Climate Action 

Network 

No 

In the case of hydrocarbons no mitigation of 

the effects of their utilization is possible. The 

CO2 produced cannot be prevented from 

causing climate change. 

See response to earlier comments. 

854810 Respondent 

Gloucestershire 

Rural Community 

Council 

Yes   

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
Yes   

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
Unsure   

 



 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Ancillary 

Development - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for Ancillary 

Development? 

Ancillary Development Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and any 

proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Yes This should be strongly underlined. Noted. 

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
Unsure   

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Yes   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Partially   

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Little to disgree with Noted. 

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer Stroud 

District Council 

Partially 

• 2. Delete ‘as far as practicable’ • 3. Amend 

wording to read: “...material adverse impact...” • 

4. Amend wording to read: “its life should be 

limited in accordance with the restoration 

proposal.” • Delete 5. Secondary minerals are 

included as a separate policy. 

Please refer to question 8.4 of 

the consultation summary 

report.  

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Partially 

Bullet 3 should include does not have adverse 

affect on residents. Define "significantly", show 

examples. 

Please refer to question 8.4 of 

the consultation summary 

report.  

801907 
Mr B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

Yes 
1. Proposed Policy for Ancillary Development. 

CPRE supports this policy 
Noted. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Ancillary 

Development - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for Ancillary 

Development? 

Ancillary Development Reasons - Please 

outline the reasons for your answer and any 

proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 
Yes No further comments Noted. 

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash  
Partially 

Such development could conceivably include 

concrete production facilities, which present 

further potential issues with noise, dust, highway 

safety and wear and tear. Such operations and 

their potential impacts either have to be more 

adequately addressed here or elsewhere in the 

plan. 

Criteria 5 of this policy requires 

any scheme to be in accordance 

with other policies in the plan. 

This would ensure that only 

suitable ancillary development 

can take place. 

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
Yes   

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
Unsure   

 



Section 8: Safeguarding Aerodromes 

Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Safeguarding 

Aerodromes - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for Safeguarding 

Aerodromes? 

Safeguarding Aerodromes Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Unsure   

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
Yes   

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Unsure   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Partially   

852239 Tony Tucker 
 

Yes Little to disgree with Noted. 

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

Yes   

802285 
Mr Ken 

Hobden 

Mineral Products 

Association 
 

Proposed Policy for Safeguarding Aerodromes The policy is 

potentially overly restrictive. We recommend that it refers to 

‘unacceptable adverse impacts on aviation safety’ rather than 

‘may pose a hazard’ which would more accurately reflect the 

NPPF. 

Please refer to 

question 8.6 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

802193 
Mrs T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Yes   

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Yes   

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
 No comments Noted. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Safeguarding 

Aerodromes - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for Safeguarding 

Aerodromes? 

Safeguarding Aerodromes Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

801951 
Mrs Angela 

Clayton 

Estates Surveyor 

Defence 

Infrastructure 

Organisation 

 

In addition, the proposed Development Management 

Restoration Policy and the proposed Policy for Safeguarding 

Aerodromes set out that schemes for the restoration of 

mineral extraction sites must not cause a hazard to military 

aviation and will not be permitted if they may do so. 

Please refer to 

question 8.6 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

854452 
Mr Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk Marston 

Meysey Parish 

Meeting 

No 

As a result of the phased reclamation of workings and the 

delayed actions, many workings are lakes that cause flocks 

of birds to gather. In my personal capacity as a professional 

pilot this would give me great concern if I were to operating 

out of any airfield located nearby. The MOD should be 

consulted for their comments. If not and an accident due to 

bird ingestion were to occur it could turn unpleasant if they 

had not been consulted. 

Please refer to 

question 8.6 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash  
Partially 

The MoD are as guilty as the Councils as buying in to the 

fantasy of neatly ordered phased operations and restoration 

schemes. As indicated above this is an issue that needs to be 

more appropriately addressed. The number of unrestored 

phases in the area has created a large number of lakes that 

attract flocking birds. If a plane comes down the MoD and 

USAF might understandably point the finger of blame at 

Wilts and Glos for failing to regulate this situation and 

continuing to allow one phase after another before 

appropriate levels of restoration of earlier phases have been 

reached. 

 

854802 
Councillor 

Julia Job  
Partially 

Repeat - Areas of extraction in the vicinity of Fairford 

Airbase needs to have careful planning and scrutiny and 

work with the MOD to ensure safety of aircraft from bird 

Please refer to 

question 8.6 of the 

consultation 



Person 

ID 
Full Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Policy: Safeguarding 

Aerodromes - Do you 

support the proposed 

Policy for Safeguarding 

Aerodromes? 

Safeguarding Aerodromes Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons for your answer and any proposed changes to the 

policy 

Officer Response 

strike which are attracted to open water post extraction and 

pre restoration. 

summary report. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Yes   

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
Yes   

854872 
Mr Oliver 

Teague  
Unsure   

 



Section 8 – Planning Obligations 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Planning 

Obligations? 

Planning Obligations Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 
But we know that once approved, sites are not monitored and 

these important objectives are not upheld. 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Partially 
greater consideration of and pressure on developers for non-

road alternatives 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Little to disgree with 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District Council 

Partially 
• Add new point 11: 11. Flood risk, mitigation and 

management. 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Planning 

Obligations? 

Planning Obligations Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Yes 

Yes, a welcome development. However having regard to point 

9 - “Long-term management and restoration of site, after use 

and monitoring, and/or. 10. “revocation and consolidation of 

planning permission.” - the law is only as good as the powers 

of enforcement and the availability of staff to carry out said 

enforcement. This is a current weakness, what of the future? 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England (Gloucestershire 

- Minerals) 

Yes 
2. Proposed Policy for Planning Obligations. CPRE supports 

this policy. 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 

793504 
Earl 

Wemyss 
Stanway Stone Company 

 

 

14. Planning obligations should not be used just because it is 

considered that issues cannot satisfactorily be resolved by 

condition. If that is the case the condition should be negotiated 

so that it does satisfactorily resolve the issue. Planning 

obligations should only be used where the development cannot 

proceed without it and a condition cannot legally be imposed. 

Therefore, the planning obligation should, as stated in the 

NPPG, “only be sought where they are necessary to make the 

development acceptable in planning terms”. 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 

793547 

Mr 

Nick 

Elliott 

Eliott and Sons Ltd 
 

 

Planning obligations should not be used just because it is 

considered that issues cannot satisfactorily be resolved by 

condition. If that is the case the condition should be negotiated 

so that it does satisfactorily resolve the issue. Planning 

obligations should only be used where the development cannot 

proceed without it and a condition cannot legally be imposed. 

Therefore, the planning obligation should, as stated in the 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Planning 

Obligations? 

Planning Obligations Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

NPPG, “only be sought where they are necessary to make the 

development acceptable in planning terms”. 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation Service 

Natural England 

 

 

We note that the proposed Policy for Planning Obligations list 

includes range of appropriate matters. We are pleased that 

environmental enhancements and replacement of important 

environmental and landscape features, the protection of other 

natural resources and the long term management and 

restoration of a site, it’s after use and monitoring have all been 

identified as being appropriate matters. 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 
Partially No. 4 is unclear - what sort of sites? 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 

798758 

Mr 

Colin 

D'Oyley 

Head of Planning & 

Estates 

Breedon Aggregates 

 

 

Proposed Policy for Planning Obligations 

24. The policy should make it clear that a planning obligation 

should only be used where the development cannot proceed 

without it and a condition cannot legally be imposed. Therefore 

the planning obligation should, as stated in the NPPF, “only be 

sought where they are necessary to make the development 

acceptable in planning terms”. 

25. It is proposed that this policy should read, “Proposed 

Policy for Planning Obligations – The Mineral Planning 

Authority will seek to enter into planning obligations with 

mineral operators where it is not legally possible to achieve 

acceptable development control by conditions. (For example, 

where the matter to be controlled may be outside of the 

development area). The following may be considered 

appropriate matters for inclusion in a planning obligation 

where related to the proposal and where a condition cannot 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Planning 

Obligations? 

Planning Obligations Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

legally control the development: 

1. highways and access improvements; 

2. traffic restrictions; 

3. long-term management of the site beyond the afteruse 

period; 

4. revocation and consolidation of planning permission.” 

801944 

Ms 

Ruth 

Clare 

Environment Agency 
 

 

Planning Obligations Policy – We welcome this policy, 

including the environmental considerations at points 3 and 8. It 

is sometimes necessary for monitoring boreholes to be located 

outside of the ‘red line boundary’ and we have previously 

recommended monitoring schemes to be secured via Section 

106 Agreements rather than planning conditions for this 

reason. As such the policy could also include mention of the 

need for off site monitoring locations. 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 

802358 

Mr 

Peter 

Jukes 

Smiths (Gloucester) Ltd 
 

 

Proposed Policy for Planning Obligations 

17. Planning obligations should not be used just because it is 

considered that issues cannot satisfactorily be resolved by 

condition. If that is the case the condition should be negotiated 

so that it does satisfactorily resolve the issue. Planning 

obligations should only be used where the development cannot 

proceed without it and a condition cannot legally be imposed. 

Therefore, the planning obligation should, as stated in the 

NPPG, “only be sought where they are necessary to make the 

development acceptable in planning terms”. 

18. It is proposed that this policy should read, “Proposed 

Policy for Planning Obligations – The Mineral Planning 

Authority will seek to enter into planning obligations with 

mineral operators where it is not legally possible to achieve 

acceptable development control by conditions. (For example, 

where the matter to be controlled may be outside of the 

development area). The following may be considered 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Planning 

Obligations? 

Planning Obligations Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

appropriate matters for inclusion in a planning obligation 

where related to the proposal and where a condition cannot 

legally control the development: 

1. highways and access improvements; 

2. traffic restrictions; 

3. long-term management of the site beyond the afteruse 

period; 

4. revocation and consolidation of planning permission.” 

802542 

Mr 

Neville 

Nelder 

C/O Seitani Cotswold 

Canal Trust 

 

 

Similarly, within the Proposed Policy for Planning Obligations 

on p 111 clarification of obligations concerning the canal is 

required, as it could be argued that the canal does not fall into 

any of the categories listed. CCT proposes that the words 

“including canals” is inserted in item 5 of the list. 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 

802872 Respondent 
Hills Minerals and Waste 

Ltd 

 

 

Proposed Policy for Planning Obligations 

19. Planning obligations should not be used just because it is 

considered that issues cannot satisfactorily be resolved by 

condition. If that is the case the condition should be negotiated 

so that it does satisfactorily resolve the issue. Planning 

obligations should only be used where the development cannot 

proceed without it and a condition cannot legally be imposed. 

Therefore, the planning obligation should, as stated in the 

NPPG, “only be sought where they are necessary to make the 

development acceptable in planning terms”. 

20. It is proposed that this policy should read, “Proposed 

Policy for Planning Obligations – The Mineral Planning 

Authority will seek to enter into planning obligations with 

mineral operators where it is not legally possible to achieve 

acceptable development control by conditions. (For example, 

where the matter to be controlled may be outside of the 

development area). The following may be considered 

appropriate matters for inclusion in a planning obligation 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Planning 

Obligations? 

Planning Obligations Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

where related to the proposal and where a condition cannot 

legally control the development: 

1. highways and access improvements; 

2. traffic restrictions; 

3. long-term management of the site beyond the afteruse 

period; 

4. revocation and consolidation of planning permission.” 

803136 

Mr 

Geoff 

Winslow 

Wiltshire County Council 
 

 

5.8 Although it is to be expected that Gloucestershire County 

Council see there being benefit in presenting a policy position 

on the use of planning obligations, the proposed policy appears 

to go beyond what is now reasonable in the light of the CIL 

Regulations 2010 (r122 / r123). The law will ultimately 

determine what is reasonable and appropriate for the purposes 

of determining the scope and content of a planning obligation 

and it is therefore suggested that the proposed policy should 

either be tightened, or form the basis of guiding text. 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Partially 

Planning obligations should seek an improvement in the 

highways network providing access to the minerals sites where 

increased extraction is to occur.and not as previously seek only 

a least harm approach. Increased minerals extraction will cause 

damage to the highways network throughout the county and 

this should not fall as a burden on council tax payers but 

should be met by the operators.. 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Partially 
It may merit also including reference to agreements under the 

Highway Acts. 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Yes 

Local communities should be consulted with in this process 

and timescales to provide obligations should be agreed, 

Please refer to 

question 8.8 of the 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy for 

Planning 

Obligations? 

Planning Obligations Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

monitored and enforced, all the while keeping local 

communities (via Town/Parish councils or Parish Meetings) 

fully informed. 

consultation 

summary response 

report. 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

 



Section 8 - Do you support the proposed Policy for Borrow Pits? 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Borrow Pits? 

Borrow Pits Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Little to disgree with Noted. 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy Support 

Officer 

Stroud District Council 

Partially 

• Include a definition in preceding text under new sub-heading. 

• Amend opening statement to read: “Proposals for temporary 

borrow pits will be permitted ‘subject to other plan policies’ 

where:” 

• Amend 3. to read: “it would not have a material adverse effect 

on local communities.” 

• Add to the end of 4. “in accordance with the accompanying 

restoration plan.” 

• Amend Point 5 to read: “it can be demonstrated that it will be 

less environmentally damaging than importing the required 

material from mineral sites which already have planning 

permission.” 

Please refer to question 

8.10 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Yes Define "close proximity". 

Please refer to question 

8.10 of the consultation 

summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Borrow Pits? 

Borrow Pits Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England (Gloucestershire 

- Minerals) 

Yes 3. Proposed Policy for Borrow Pits. CPRE supports this policy. Noted. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 
Yes No further comments Noted. 

801944 

Ms 

Ruth 

Clare 

Environment Agency 
 

 

Borrow Pits Policy – We note the wording at part 5 of this policy. 

We feel it is slightly negatively worded and would welcome a 

more positive wording. Also it gives the impression that it is OK 

for borrow pits to cause environmental damage which we do not 

agree with. For example if a borrow pit proposals were to result in 

de-watering it could have significant environmental impacts on 

the water environment and ecology. As such we would still 

expect borrow pit development to adhere to environmental 

protection criteria and this should form an element of the policy. 

Please refer to question 

8.10 of the consultation 

summary report. 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

 

 
No observations Noted. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Unsure 

 

 

 

 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Borrow Pits? 

Borrow Pits Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

 



Section 8 - Do you support the proposed Policy for Cumulative Impact? 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Cumulative 

Impact? 

Cumulative Impact Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes People should come first.. 

Please refer to 

question 8.12 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Partially needs to be more consideration of wildlife/nature 

Please refer to 

question 8.12 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Little to disgree with Noted. 

803076 

Mrs 

M 

Watkins 

Somerford Keynes Parish 

Council 

 

 

2. One of the issues which directly affect our community is the 

cumulative effect of continued extraction around Somerford 

Keynes. The village is now surrounded on three sides by active, 

proposed and worked out pits. The proposed Policies on 

Cumulative Impact and Flood Risk do not cover the cumulative 

impact of the gravel aquifer being replaced by inert infill. This 

was highlighted in the 1990’s when the village flooded several 

times due to inert fill to the south and west, a situation only 

resolved by a Flood Defence scheme built at considerable cost to 

the public purse. Somerford Keynes has again recently suffered 

from flooding due to surface and groundwater which can be 

Please refer to 

question 8.12 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Cumulative 

Impact? 

Cumulative Impact Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

attributed to the cumulative effect of extraction and infilling to 

the east. The village is also one of the largest communities in the 

country to have to rely on septic tank drainage which exacerbates 

the problems caused by flooding. 

Whilst a Flood Risk Assessment is required for an individual 

site, hydrology is not mentioned as a consideration in the 

proposed Policy on Cumulative Impact but, in the Parish Council 

view, should be. 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Partially 

Partially. This is a welcome inclusion, but the proposed policy is 

very broad and the concept of “unacceptability” is open to wide 

interpretation. Economic 

imperatives must not be allowed to completely out way the needs 

and reasonable expectations of local communities. Consideration 

must be given to sites that cross, and are adjacent to, county 

boundaries, particularly relevant in the Upper Thames Valley. It 

is also essential that an appropriate and timely 

communication structure exists between all relevant local 

authorities. 

Please refer to 

question 8.12 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Yes Include light and vibration as issues. 

Please refer to 

question 8.12 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England (Gloucestershire 

- Minerals) 

 

 

4. Proposed Policy for Cumulative Impact. CPRE considers that 

the draft text lacks clarity and proposes modifications as follows. 

After ‘impact’ in the 1st paragraph add ‘subject to compliance 

with other relevant policies in the Plan’. Replace the 2nd and 3rd 

paragraphs with ‘In assessing cumulative impact particular 

regard will be paid to noise, odour, traffic (including accessibility 

and sustainable transport), dust, health, ecology and visual 

impact’. 

Please refer to 

question 8.12 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Cumulative 

Impact? 

Cumulative Impact Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation Service 

Natural England 

 

 

The proposed Policy for Cumulative Impact identifies a range of 

issues that will need consideration; we are pleased that these 

include environmental quality. The policy suggests the 

requirement for an assessment will be subject to the scale and 

nature of the proposal. Further details of how scale and nature 

will be judged would be helpful, although we recognise this is 

likely to depend to a large degree on the particular circumstances 

of an individual site. 

Noted 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 

 

 
No comments Noted. 

801944 

Ms 

Ruth 

Clare 

Environment Agency 
 

 

Cumulative Impact Policy – We welcome this policy. We feel 

the list at the end of the policy of the issues to be assessed should 

include hydrological and hydrogeological impacts – or impacts 

on the water environment – as these can often be linked with 

cumulative effects, particularly in locations such as the 

Cotswolds where there are a number of minerals activities 

occurring in close proximity. 

Please refer to 

question 8.12 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

853028 

Ms 

Charlotte 

Rogers-

Jones 

Town Clerk 

Cricklade Town Council 
No See previous response Noted 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Partially 

Residential amenity and heritage assets ought to be specifically 

reference in the policy. I consider the issue ought also to be 

looked at from the opposite direction in terms of what 

opportunities might exist form contiguous operations, e.g. as 

Please refer to 

question 8.12 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you support the 

proposed Policy 

for Cumulative 

Impact? 

Cumulative Impact Reasons - Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

indicated above scope for a cycleway or an all movement 

junction with the A419. The policy should cross reference to the 

site allocations, which might articulate these further as 

appropriate. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Yes 

As long as this includes mineral development across county 

borders. 

Please refer to 

question 8.12 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854963 

Mr 

David 

Pollok 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

 



Section 8 - Do you support the proposed Policy for Soils? 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Soils - 

Do you support 

the proposed 

Policy for 

Soils? 

Soils Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

802432 
Mr D J 

Luckett  
Unsure   

848025 
Mrs Anne 

Downes  
Unsure   

849242 
Mr John 

Stretton  
Partially   

849680 
Mr David 

Wright  
Yes   

852239 Tony Tucker 
 

Yes Little to disgree with Noted. 

851107 
Mrs Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer Stroud 

District Council 

No 

• This policy needs rethinking to reflect National 

guidance which considers agricultural land quality as 

one equal factor alongside all other sustainability 

issues. • It would be useful to include a map of Grade 

1, 2 and 3a agricultural land. 

Comments are noted and will be 

taken into consideration when 

preparing the next stage of the 

MLP. 

854503 
Mr Mark 

Williams  
Yes Define "earliest opportunity". 

Comments are noted and will be 

taken into consideration when 

preparing the next stage of the 

MLP. 

801907 Mr B Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

 

5. Proposed Policy for Soils. CPRE supports the 

underlying principle of this policy, but proposes that 

the text should be modified. There appears to be no 

reason why impact of mineral working on the local 

economy should be cited in the context of soils 

conservation and we see no need for the second 

sentence. We propose that the third sentence should be 

Comments are noted and will be 

taken into consideration when 

preparing the next stage of the 

MLP. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Soils - 

Do you support 

the proposed 

Policy for 

Soils? 

Soils Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

modified to read ‘Where some permanent loss of 

grades 1, 2 or 3a agricultural land is unavoidable (eg in 

a deep rock, long life quarry) to meet identified needs 

which cannot be met on poorer land, the operator will 

need to show how the soils can be re-used to most 

beneficial effect’. 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation Service 

Natural England 
Yes 

We support the proposed Policy for Soils, which 

should help to minimise minerals development on 

grades 1, 2 or 3a agricultural land and ensure that 

where a development would result in permanent loss of 

such land, the conservation of soils would be 

maximised. 

Support noted. 

794083 
Mr Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 
 No comments Noted. 

854626 
Cllr Nigel 

Moor  
Yes   

854632 
Mr Saleem 

Shamash  
 No observations Noted. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Unsure   

854855 
Dr David 

Henstock  
Unsure 

It is unclear how a developer would fail to demonstrate 

that they could only extract on that site 

The operator would have to 

justify that the resources they 

want to extract are not available 

at sites in the county where the 

agricultural land classification is 

not as high. 

854872 Mr Oliver 
 

Yes   



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policy: Soils - 

Do you support 

the proposed 

Policy for 

Soils? 

Soils Reasons - Please outline the reasons for your 

answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

Teague 

854963 
Mr David 

Pollok  
Yes   

 



Section 8 - PROW 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you support 

the proposed 

Policy for Public 

Rights of Way? 

Public Rights of Way Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Partially 

Why would the MPA not require diversion, we should not lose 

footpaths 

Please refer to 

question 8.16 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

852303 

Mr 

Robert 

O'Hara 
 

No 

Public rights of way are important features of rural English 

landscapes. Far too often they are eroded, removed or rerouted 

to the detriment of the public and the advantage of the 

developer. 

Please refer to 

question 8.16 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy Support 

Officer 

Stroud District Council 

Partially 
• The Policy needs to refer to the safety of users of public rights 

of way. 

Please refer to 

question 8.16 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

802193 
Mrs 

T 
Kempsford Parish Council 

 

 

It is important to note that access to the country side is already 

being affected and public rights of way threatened. “Suitable 

Please refer to 

question 8.16 of the 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you support 

the proposed 

Policy for Public 

Rights of Way? 

Public Rights of Way Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

Griffin diversion in the short term” are 

not viable when sites are worked over what is very much “long 

term” and the hope of replacements and reinstatement are in the 

distance and often unimaginable future. Currently public rights 

of way officers are sufficiently stretched to threaten the 

monitoring of existing rights of way and associated 

problems. Once more, law is only as good as the powers of 

enforcement and it is difficult to see a way forward. 

consultation 

summary report. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Partially 
This could include proposals to introduce new public rights of 

way following mineral extraction when the land is reclaimed. 

Please refer to 

question 8.16 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England (Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

 

 

6. Proposed Policy for Public Rights of Way. The 2nd comma 

in the last sentence should be deleted. 
Noted. 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation Service 

Natural England 

 

 

We welcome the protection afforded to National Trails in the 

proposed Policy for Public Rights of Way. 
Noted. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 

 

 
No comments Noted. 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey Parish 

Meeting 

Partially 
An opportunity exists to make specific cycleways to avoid the 

large numbers of HGV's the developments would bring. 

Please refer to 

question 8.16 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do you support 

the proposed 

Policy for Public 

Rights of Way? 

Public Rights of Way Reasons - Please outline the reasons 

for your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 
Officer Response 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Partially Again, link to creating an opportunity such as a new cycleway. 

Please refer to 

question 8.16 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

854753 

Mr 

Kenneth 

Padfield 
 

Yes Maintaining existing rights of way 

Please refer to 

question 8.16 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

854802 

Councillor 

Julia 

Job 
 

Partially 

Public Right of Way and Bridleways must be kept open during 

extraction and preserved. Walking is a vital part of tourism in 

and around Down Ampney as it is in the Central Area of the 

Cotswold Water Park and Down Ampney is designated a low 

key tourism in the CWP Master Plan. 

Please refer to 

question 8.16 of the 

consultation 

summary report. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Yes 

As long as diversions/new routes are put in place before the 

existing PRoW is closed. 

Noted and this is the 

aim of the policy. 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Partially 
The minerals planning authority should not be sole arbiter on 

use of rights of way 
Noted. 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

 



Section 8 – Buffer Zones 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 

But the definition is weak and the authority is reluctant to state 

appropriate distances. It is essential that appropriate buffer 

zones are established for each site and due consideration is 

given to the proximity of dwellings and the risk of severe 

disruption to the quality of life. 

Please refer to question 8.18 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

Partially 
How about local residents and their health, welfare and quality 

of life? 

Please refer to question 8.18 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849680 

Mr 

David 

Wright 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Partially Don't think this was explained thoroughly, need more 

Please refer to question 8.18 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 

852303 

Mr 

Robert 

O'Hara 
 

Yes 

Villagers in the Cotswolds pay more than the national average 

for their properties because they choose to live in an area of 

outstanding natural beauty. These buffer zones should be 

enforced and potentially increased to ensure local people are 

insulated from the effects of mining as much as possible. 

Please refer to question 8.18 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 

854399 

Mr 

Alastair 

Madams 
 

Yes 

However there is little evidence that the buffer zones are really 

effective in relation to the way sound carries in areas of 

extreme quiet as we have in some parts of the Cotswolds. This 

Please refer to question 8.18 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

quiet is of high high value to residents and is why we live in 

the country 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 

 

 

What does “sensitive land use” mean? Our main concern is 

that the protection boundaries are retained as a minimum. 

What of Villages, individuals homes and 

gardens? How close are site boundaries actually going to be 

allowed to be and to what extent will growing settlement 

boundaries be considered over the 

longer term? 

“Sensitive sites” such as sewerage works, MOD land, roads, 

water courses, river banks and drainage ditches, should be 

within appropriate boundaries. 

We currently have two examples at different sites where 

watercourses have collapsed in to open quarries due to 

extraction being undertaken so close. At one location this has 

resulted in flooding to other land areas during the previous two 

winters. 

During Winter 2013/14 fencing around RAF Fairford 

munitions site collapsed in to open quarry working during a 

landslip caused by the close proximity of extraction. 

Please refer to question 8.18 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Partially Bullet 2 must include proximity to residents and homeowners. 

Please refer to question 8.18 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

Yes 

7. Proposed Policy for Buffer Zones. CPRE supports this 

policy, but proposes adding ‘nature,’ to point 4 ie ‘nature, 

duration and direction…’. This is to cover the fact that 

different types of mineral working have different levels of 

impact on other land uses; eg where there are blasting or 

crushing operations. 

Please refer to question 8.18 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation Service 

Natural England 

 

 

We are pleased that the proposed Policy for Buffer Zones 

recognises that an appropriately defined buffer zone is needed 

to safeguard sensitive land-uses. The extent of buffer zones 

will need to be considered on a site by site basis. Where 

buffers are needed to protect a SSSI, a full understanding of 

the qualifying features and their sensitivities as well as detailed 

information about the minerals development being proposed 

will be necessary to determine the size of buffer. 

Noted. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 

 

 
No comments Noted. 

853164 
Ms 

Waller 

Temple Guiting Parish 

Council 
Partially 

Partially supported. Local settlements i.e. farmsteads, other 

isolated dwellings and village settlements should be included. 

Please refer to question 8.18 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 

854452 

Mr 

Simon 

Ballard 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

Parish Meeting 

Partially 

Liaison with local communities should be included. There 

should be a requirement for no reversing horns and just have 

silent sensors on the vehicles on site to avoid noise pollution 

breaching the buffer zone and affecting local communities. 

The Upper Thames is a relatively flat area so landscaping 

policies are needed to hide development from footpaths, roads 

etc. 

There are proposed landscape 

policies to ensure that any 

development is suitable. 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Partially 
This would be stronger if it required engagement with local 

communities. 

Local communities will have 

the opportunity to comment on 

planning applications when 

they are submitted to the 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

County Council for 

determination. 

854802 

Councillor 

Julia 

Job 
 

No 

The reduction of existing buffer zone guidelines is madness. 

Buffer zones are designed to protect special areas and villagers 

from noise, dust pollution and transport nuisance. 

In Down Ampney Site No SGCW5 area C the area has been 

extended northwards and now wraps around the main estate's 

farm workings and residential properties, this is unacceptable. 

The whole of the Northern boundary of site C needs to be 

pulled southwards beyond the lane which runs between Down 

Ampney and Marston Meysey. Area D(Wiltshire) of this site 

abuts to the Ampney Brook and the only Conservation Area in 

Down Ampney. The northen boundary should be moved south 

1000 yards and high bunds erected to protect neighbouring 

residents in Down Ampney and Latton from noise and dust 

and protect the Ampney Brook from pollution. 

Down Ampney is north of site SGCW5 and therefore is 

susceptible from prevailing winds carrying both noise and 

dust. Good buffer zones and high bunds are needed to prevent 

villagers' lives being adversely affected by gravel extraction. 

SGCW6 Charlham Lane - again these are new areas submitted 

for consultation from past consultations. The close vicinity to 

residential properties in Down Ampney is unacceptable and 

this area should be omitted from the next round of 

consultation. Areas A B and C all abut Down Ampney Brook 

which flows into the Thames River and its water and rich 

wildlife should be protected from pollution. Area C and the 

southern part of Area A in particular is an area that regularly 

floods during periods of heavy or prolonged rain. This western 

part of the village is highly susceptible to rising flood waters 

that regularly makes the western approach into the village 

Please refer to question 8.18 of 

the consultation summary 

report with regards to the 

policy approach to buffer 

zones and question 4.13 with 

regards to the sites you 

mentioned. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

impassable. 

With the PROBABILITY of delay in post restoration of this 

land to farming and therefore enabling lakes to form this 

would be catastrophic for the western end of Down Ampney 

village. This local knowledge MUST BE TAKEN INTO 

CONSIDERATION and the Charlham Lane areas both in 

Gloucestershire and Wiltshire should be removed from the 

next round of consultations. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Partially 

Only 'yes' if this includes proximity to water bodies (main 

rivers and ordinary watercourses) is included in Buffer Zones. 

Please refer to question 8.18 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 

854833 

Mr 

David 

Prior 

Committee member 

RAGE 
No 

Worcestershire County Council define a minimum buffer zone 

for sand & gravel extraction of 250M. We know of no sand & 

gravel extraction site gaining approval in England with a 

buffer zone of less than 100M. Definition of a minimum of at 

least 200M would prevent time wasting applications for sites 

such as Page's Lane which are only 5M from private property 

at the closest point. 

Please refer to question 8.18 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Partially 
Please be more explicit in specifying how these will be 

determined or minimum likely distances 

Please refer to question 8.18 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 

854869 

Dr 

Norman 

Fry 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

855034 Respondent Thames Water Yes Thames Water supports the inclusion of the proposed policy Please refer to question 8.18 of 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

Utilities Ltd for buffer zones, however it is considered that this policy 

would be more effective if water courses were specifically 

included, as a natural feature, within the second bullet point. 

the consultation summary 

report. 

855163 

Mr 

Brian 

Jones 

Stowe Green 

Residents Association 

 

 

(MLP) Where mineral working is to be permitted, an 

appropriate buffer zone must be retained between the mineral 

working and adjacent significant watercourses to preserve the 

integrity of the water corridor in terms of conservation and 

landscape. The size and landscape 

treatment of the buffer zone will depend on the characteristics 

of the area and details of the proposal 

(MLP) Schedule of proposed MLP policies and Strategic 

Objectives/Priorities 

There is a relationship in that the buffer zones protect people 

from any potential adverse impacts. 

So, what we have on buffer zones is a need for between 600m 

and 1km for historic buildings, 250mtrs to ensure that there is 

no sterilisation for the quarry operator, non defined but 

definite zone for watercourses....But for residents, people and 

amenities there is no defined zone and it is a subjective 

decision by the MPA. 

(MLP) Proposed Policy for Buffer Zones section 8.2.6 

In order to safeguard sensitive land-uses, proposed mineral 

development will not be permitted within an appropriately 

defined buffer zone. The following matters will be taken into 

account when delineating the buffer zone at the application 

stage of development: 

1. topography of the site and surrounding areas, 

2. natural and manmade features, which may reduce the impact 

of development, for example landscape 

features, roads, railway lines etc. 

3. the proximity of the proposed development to sensitive 

Please refer to question 8.18 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

land-uses, 

4. duration and direction of the proposed working, and 

5. location of Plant and other ancillary development. 

6. the proposed mitigation measures to be applied 

So, what is the industry Norm ? 

The Mineral Planning Policy for Wales (MTAN1) stipulates at 

least 200 metres for Hard Rock Quarries 

The Scottish mineral authority recommends 250 metres 

From the 1995 Department of Environment (DOE) detailed 

technical report on the subject. 

The DOE study concluded that severe or persistent concerns 

about dust are most likely to be 

experienced near to significant dust sources, (generally within 

100 m). However, this distance can vary according to local 

conditions and the report suggests that it is preferable that 

sources of dust are separated by a stand-off distance from 

properties. The report suggested a standoff distance of 100-200 

m should generally be adopted. In practice, standoff distances 

are often incorporated into local planning policy, with 

distances of 250-500 m typically adopted, unless 

there are unusual or exceptional reasons to permit a variation 

Other MPA all sway toward the 250mtr Buffer Zone for health 

and safety 

Buckinghamshire minerals and waste local plan 

In the case of mineral development, a minimum distance of 

200 metres is usually required. 

Leicestershire Min rals and Waste Plan 

Response to Issues 

Buffers should be a minimum of 500m for quarries and 

crushers (normally 1000m) and a minimum of 

100m for other quarry related activities. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

Greater Manchester Minerals and Waste Plan 

A 250m buffer from the urban area has been applied, the aim 

of this is to protect residents from the noise and dust created 

by quarrying. 

South Lanarkshire Minerals Local Plan 

In any event an absolute minimum stand-off distance will be 

set at 250m. 

Gloucestershire minerals local plan deposit draft 1999 

States “Protection of Local Amenity Public Access and other 

Environmental Constraints : defining Buffer Zones around 

sensitive land uses at the time of application (500m when 

blasting occurs and 250m without blasting are given as 

guidelines). Where buffer zones are already defined in the 

Upper Thames Policy Review (1993), mineral development 

which has adverse impacts on local communities and other 

sensitive land uses, will not be permitted within those zones.” 

Gloucestershire Mineral Local Plans Policy Panel Friday 29th 

August, 1997 

7 SUGGESTED OPTIONS 

The suggested policy options relating to provision of buffer 

zones and the protection of local amenity which should be 

included in the MLP are as follows: 

Policy 1a: 

An appropriate buffer zone will be identified around areas 

delineated in the MLP for aggregate production in order to 

protect the amenity of surrounding sensitive land-uses such as 

settlements, hospitals, schools and certain commercial 

premises, manufacturing industries and employment centres. 

Policy 1b: 

The Mineral Planning Authority will seek to prevent the 

location of sensitive land-uses (as stated above) within: 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

500m of a new mineral development for the extraction of 

minerals with blasting 

Somerset County Council 

Suggested buffer widths for aggregate quarries Mineral 

Working Minimum buffer 

Low output aggregate quarries 200m Higher output aggregate 

quarries 400m 

British Geological Survey guideline 

The use of buffer zones to isolate dust sources from 

surrounding communities, often incorporated into local 

planning policy, with distances of 250-500 m typically 

adopted, unless there are unusual or exceptional reasons to 

permit a variation. 

Nottinghamshire Mineral and Waste Development Framework 

For everything in between – which would apply to most 

Nottinghamshire quarries - 250 metres is considered 

appropriate. These tie in with the latest Government policy and 

guidance on the environmental effects of mineral extraction set 

out in ‘Minerals Policy Statement 2 - Controlling and 

mitigating the environmental effects of mineral extraction in 

England’ (MPS 2). This 

acknowledges that the impact of dust is most likely to be 

experienced within 100 metres of its source, although its 

impact could potentially be felt further away. 250 metres 

seems a reasonable and straightforward compromise. 

So: 250mtrs seems to be recommended, accepted practice, and 

THE NORM: 

Now: Let’s take the 250mtr, industry accepted norm for safe 

buffer zones around active quarries, and draw that on the 

proposed area B, as an example. 

The red zones are the 250mtr buffer zones around factual 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

sensitive properties, the Yellow is the operators proposed 

Buffer zone, and the Green zone is all that is left available to 

quarry. 

(Map attached) 

In fact, having taken the liberty of reviewing ALL the 

Potential Site Allocations in this MLP and I can say that the 

majority of them could not withstand a 250m buffer zone to 

residential properties without a huge reduction in available 

stone. Could this answer why a specific buffer zone has not 

been tabled and thus could not possibly be adhered to save 

stifling commercial 

activity, sterilising reserves and putting profits & tax over 

peoples safety, health and wellbeing. 

11.2 Noise, Dust and Enforcement 

The current Mineral Enforcement Department for all 

Gloucestershire Quarries consists of: 

One enforcement officer based in Gloucester. It used to be four 

(apparently) but due to cutbacks, budget cuts, downsizing, 

rightsizing, and all sorts of juggling about, it is now one. 

There have been over 230 formal complaints against Clearwell 

quarry since 1997 and NO enforcements. 

There have been over 888 formal complaints against all 

quarries in Gloucestershire since 1997, and 2 enforcements. 

11.2.1 Noise 

The Mineral Enforcement officer does not have a sound meter 

and relies on the local Environment Protection Officer to take 

sound readings on complaints. He then, has the last decision 

on whether the noise requires enforcement or not. He visits site 

once or twice a 

year, without a sound meter, to check all is ok. The operator 

pays a lot of money annually to a consultant to show that they 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

are operating as per their planning permission. If this shows 

(which it does at Clearwell) that they are operating over the 

allowed levels it is written off as traffic noise. This is because 

the sound 

levels are taken at the front of the house next to the road. 

Because it is a subjective issue in planning permission, lacks 

clear definition, and in order to avoid litigation, we personally 

have found that any decision on noise has a tendency to sway 

toward the operator, mainly based on litigation avoidance, 

rather than the complainant even 

if evidence shows to the contrary. Complaints are dragged out 

for long periods both by the GCC and operator. E.g.: Noise 

complaint for Clearwell from Feb 2014 which showed non 

compliance to permission has STILL not been resolved August 

2014. 

11.2.2 Dust (See http://youtu.be/WanWwowIGjE ) 

Dust enforcement is nothing to do with the MPA, it falls under 

the local EHO 

The equipment at Clearwell has been there since the 1990’s 

and designed for 40,000 tons a year of aggregates. Today, it 

produces 600,000 tons. It has never been modified or 

upgraded, it has virtually no dust mitigation, and it came to 

light only recently that the whole quarry runs off a single 

domestic water supply. It produces such dust at times that we 

cannot go in 

our back garden, our breathing is impaired, and we have to 

wash the eyes of our dogs because they are sore. 

The dust goes as far as St Briavels, Mork and Clearwell, by 

which time it is fine particulate PM10 and below. Another 

reason for a HIA. 

The quarry borders an AONB and regular dust clouds blow 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

over the AONB and the crops therein. Because it is a quarry it 

is within a natural bowl and at times small cyclones create 

such dust storms it covers passing motorists like a fog. 

The planning permission allows self regulation of dust 

problems. Basically there is no monitoring or regulation in 

place. The monitoring and mitigation of dust is reliant on the 

operator himself looking out of his office window and if it is 

dusty he switches on sprinklers, which he doesn’t have 

because he is on a domestic water supply. 

Finally last month, the local EHO warned the quarry of a 

possible enforcement, after witnessing the severe dust and the 

quarry have now “apparently” started dust mitigation 

measures. Watch this space. 

11.2.3 Other complaint Issues from a real local perspective: 

Trucks leaving and arriving that are not covered with dust 

sheets. Quarry and GCC cannot police and rely on 

neighbourhood complaints. 

Trucks over 17 tons using routes with a 17 ton limit. Quarry 

and GCC cannot police and rely on neighbourhood complaints. 

Articulated lorries driving on the unclassified country road like 

racing cars. Quarry and GCC cannot police and rely on 

neighbourhood complaints. 

Mud on the road, despite the wheel wash facility, which the 

regular roadsweeper actually smears like butter rather than 

cleans the road. The verges look like an African dust track, and 

when it is dry not only do the trucks cause road dust storms, 

the roadsweeper also disappears into a cloud of dust kicked up 

by its own sweeping action. I have witnessed many times at 

the quarry entrance cars disappearing visually in a cloud of 

dust. The smearing of mud on the road is a particular hazard as 

the road is regularly used by cyclists and motorcycles, again, 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

an accident waiting to happen. 

The road leaving the quarry is NOT designed for articulated 

HGV’s. It is surprising to see the Highways comment in the 

latest Scoping Opinion that they have no issues with the future 

planning application because the 600,000 tonnage will not be 

expanded. They seem to miss the point that since the last 

planning in 2003 the number of HGV 38 Ton articulated 

trucks has increased to the point where today it is the majority 

not the minority. The small unclassified road that was “just” 

the right size for rigid trucks is now visibly too small for 

articulated HGV’s who have to STOP when passing each 

other. They cut corners and bends and clip verges. Many a 

time I, and others, have had to brake suddenly to avoid a HGV 

cutting bends or over the white lines. This road IS NOT 

designed for HGV’s especially in 

such volume. 

Add to this that there are no footpaths, no street lighting and it 

is a well used route for cyclists and tourists, this road is a 

fatality waiting to happen. 

For the last 3 weeks a group of 20 school children, with 

teachers, walked daily from St Briavels hostel to Clearwell and 

back, down this country road, with no footpaths, 60mph speed 

limit, and articulated HGV’s hurtling up and down like a 

Scalextric. 

For Highways to ignore this is actually severe negligence in 

many people’s opinion, and having now mentioned this in a 

public document, it is hoped that the Highways either take note 

and do something about it, investigate it, or take responsibility 

before a fatality 

happens... 

Trucks parked up awaiting the opening of the quarry starting at 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

6am along the narrow roads queuing for 1 mile back to the 

Orepool Inn on the B4228, is a regular feature. 

Trucks reaching both the Shophouse T junction, and more 

worryingly, the B4228 junction not actually stopping but 

glancing for clearance and running through. 

Then there is the ground borne vibration from machinery that 

makes our doors and windows rattle from 7am. Not from 

blasting but from daily operations of the quarry. To this, the 

quarry is unable to pinpoint the cause, the EHO can’t do 

anything until he hears it but it is 

intermittent, stalemate. 

The banging and clattering of the crusher in Stowe Hill as 60 

tons of rock is dropped in the aging crusher. 

Reversing Bleepers. 

The Low Frequency noise that sounds like the thunder of a 

Huey helicopter that thumps the house most of the working 

day. Again, the EHO has measured the LF aspect, the operator 

does not include this in his annual testing, and nothing is done. 

This is despite the WHO 

concerns on LF noise on Health. 

230+ formal complaints in 17 years = NO Enforcements. 

Since 1997 there have been NO modifications to Clearwell 

quarry to mitigate noise or dust. But there have been over 230 

formal complaints on noise and dust, tonnage has risen from 

150,000 to 600,000 tons with the amount of vehicles increased 

to suit. Common sense tells us that any dust that was 

investigated in 1997 is now much greater and nothing has 

changed 

that mitigates the noise and dust, so the quarry has been 

allowed to operate with excessive noise and dust levels since 

1997. The dust has been witnessed by EHO’s, Ward 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

Councillors, Planning Officers, and lots of visitors over the 

years. 

Since 1997 the health implications small particulate dust 

PM10 has been investigated, highlighted and reported by the 

WHO, EU, UK Government and DEFRA as a major health 

concern to the general public. The EU’s national air quality 

standard for PM-10 is 50 μg/m3 

(measured as an annual mean). Major concerns for human 

health from exposure to PM-10 include: effects on breathing 

and respiratory systems, damage to lung tissue, cancer, and 

premature death. The elderly, children, and people with 

chronic lung disease, influenza, or asthma, are especially 

sensitive to the effects of particulate matter. Acidic PM-10 can 

also 

damage human-made materials and is a major cause of 

reduced visibility in many parts of the Uk. New scientific 

studies suggest that fine particles (smaller than 2.5 

micrometers in diameter) may cause serious adverse health 

effects. 

Large particles fall within 100metres, medium to 250mtrs and 

PM10 can travel miles, and as last year’s Sahara sand hitting 

Britain shows, it can travel much further which does actually 

include cross border into Wales 2 miles down the valley. This 

is why buffer zones are recommended ! 

Gloucestershire: Between 2012 and 2013 there were more than 

1,000 unplanned hospital admissions for COPD related 

illnesses and currently 40 to 60 new referrals every 

month....Lydney, one of the only two allowed routes for lorries 

from both Clearwell and 

Stowfield, with the infamous Bream T junction is the only 

AQMA in the Forest. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

Put simply, and logically: Enforcement of quarries is only as 

good as the permissions, rules, monitoring and regulations in 

place. If these are subjective and self regulated, monitored and 

paid for by the operator, and enforced with minimal standards 

and litigation avoidance, then the quarry can and will operate 

outside its parameters without hindrance. All evidence I have 

proves this the case at Stowe Hill/Clearwell. 

11.2.4 Compensation 

The new HS2 proposal by the government allow for 

compensation for people living within 300 metres. 

Nick Clegg has recently announced compensation schemes by 

the government for properties that suffer 

price blight because of the new proposed “Garden Cities”. 

Thus, surely it is conceivable that as the government will not 

only be giving permissions against all the sites in the MLP, but 

also that the HMRC will be hugely profiting via aggregate 

levies, that some sort of compensation should be offered for 

inconvenience and property prices affected by the MLP 

proposed sites to say 300 metres of a working quarry. Discuss. 

11.2.5 Petition 

Online petition https://www.change.org/en-

GB/petitions/gloucestershire-mineral-planning- 

authority-remove-470-acres-of-prime-farm-land-from-the-

mineral-plan-which-will-be-pillaged-for- 

quarrying at Change.org which is a government recognised 

petition site has a live petition. 

Currently at over 450 signatories this will be printed off and 

posted to the MPA. 

12.7 Buffer Zones to sensitive residences should be defined 

rather than subjective. It is quite clear 

that this is being ignored in favour of the operator’s mineral 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

8.17 Do you 

support the 

proposed 

Policy for 

Buffer Zones? 

Buffer Zones Reasons - 8.18 Please outline the reasons for 

your answer and any proposed changes to the policy 

Officer Response - 8.18a 

Officer Response 

stock and availability rather than the protection of the public, 

their amenity and general health and well being. 

 



Section 8 – Policies not retained 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policies Not Retained - DC3 

- Importation of Minerals 

Policies Not Retained - DC6 - 

Planning Obligations - Eastern 

Spine Road 

Policies Not Retained - E18 - 

Opportunities for Improved 

Access 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

No Yes No 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Yes Yes Yes 

852303 

Mr 

Robert 

O'Hara 
 

 

 
No 

 

 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy Support 

Officer 

Stroud District Council 

Yes Yes Yes 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 
Yes No Yes 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Unsure Yes No 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Partially Partially Partially 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Unsure Unsure Unsure 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

No Yes No 

854869 Dr 
 

Yes Yes Yes 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Policies Not Retained - DC3 

- Importation of Minerals 

Policies Not Retained - DC6 - 

Planning Obligations - Eastern 

Spine Road 

Policies Not Retained - E18 - 

Opportunities for Improved 

Access 

Norman 

Fry 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Unsure Unsure Unsure 

 



Section 8 – Policy E15 

Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do think that the existing 

policy E15: Protecting the 

Local Environment - Cotswold 

Water park should be carried 

forward into the new Minerals 

Local Plan? 

Existing Policy E15 Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons as to why the policy should be retained or 

deleted. If you feel that the policy should be 

retained please outline any proposed changes to the 

policy you may wish to make. 

Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

849242 

Mr 

John 

Stretton 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
No Unnecessary, delete Noted. 

803076 

Mrs 

M 

Watkins 

Somerford Keynes 

Parish Council 
Yes 

The Parish Council has studied this document and 

would wish to make the following comments although 

its major concern is in relation to the proposal to delete 

Policy E.15 and replace it with a proposed Policy on 

Buffer Zones E.14. 

1. The existing Policy E.15 was hard fought for by the 

Cotswold Water Park Parishes and provided clear 

unequivocal guidance on the protection of the 

environment surrounding the settlements from gravel 

extraction. It was supported by 86% of residents of 

Somerford Keynes in the recently completed Parish 

Plan and received continuing support in the recent 

initial consultations on the emerging Neighbourhood 

Development Plan. It was also supported by the now 

defunct, Cotswold Water Park Joint Committee, and all 

the local Parishes. The success of the Policy in 

Gloucestershire was subsequently mirrored by 

Wiltshire and the Cotswold District Council. 

Please refer to 

question 8.20 of 

the consultation 

summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do think that the existing 

policy E15: Protecting the 

Local Environment - Cotswold 

Water park should be carried 

forward into the new Minerals 

Local Plan? 

Existing Policy E15 Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons as to why the policy should be retained or 

deleted. If you feel that the policy should be 

retained please outline any proposed changes to the 

policy you may wish to make. 

Officer Response 

Any replacement Policies with regard to Buffer Zones 

would inevitably be subject to interpretation and 

wrangling over where exactly the extraction boundary 

should be and the impact it would have on settlements. 

The existing Settlement Protection Boundaries when 

drawn up were subject to all the same constraints for 

Buffer Zones as set out in Para 8.2.6 (Page 114) but 

have the distinct advantage of removing any 

uncertainty. The boundaries provide clarity to both the 

extractor and the settlement; an objective clearly stated 

in Para 4.4.1 (Page 39) of the document. 

It is, in the Parish Council view, essential that Policy 

E.15 remains as part of the MLP. 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 

 

 

Yes, the existing settle boundaries should be retained 

(as above) and, where relevant, reviewed to include 

other sensitive sites. 

Please refer to 

question 8.20 of 

the consultation 

summary report. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Yes It highlights it as an important factor. Noted 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For The 

Protection Of Rural 

England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

Yes 

8. Existing Policy E15 Protecting the Local 

Environment – Cotswold Water Park. CPRE considers 

that this policy should be retained. 

Please refer to 

question 8.20 of 

the consultation 

summary report. 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation Service 

Natural England 
Yes 

Natural England supports the retention of Existing 

Policy E15 Protecting the Local Environmental – 

Cotswolds Water Park. 

Please refer to 

question 8.20 of 

the consultation 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do think that the existing 

policy E15: Protecting the 

Local Environment - Cotswold 

Water park should be carried 

forward into the new Minerals 

Local Plan? 

Existing Policy E15 Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons as to why the policy should be retained or 

deleted. If you feel that the policy should be 

retained please outline any proposed changes to the 

policy you may wish to make. 

Officer Response 

summary report. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire County 

Council 

 

 
No comments Noted. 

802331 

Mrs 

Ginette 

James 

Lechlade-On-Thames 

Town Council 

 

 

Our main comment is about page 115 where there is a 

proposal to delete Policy E15 which covers Settlement 

Protection Boundaries . The alternative offered is a 

vague policy on Buffer Zones ( page 114 ) which 

would be subject to interpretation. The buffers around 

existing towns should be should be defined as in the 

previous Local Plan as a minimum. 

We suggest that there should be greater cross boundary 

co-operation between Counties and that that a request 

for compensation should be part of any mineral 

extraction approval to maintain the roads which will be 

subject to damage by the heavy traffic resulting from 

the gravel workings. 

There is a need for the mineral lorries to follow the 

C124 and not be routed through Lechlade on Thames. 

Please refer to 

question 8.20 of 

the consultation 

summary report. 

842050 
Sophia 

Price 

Heritage and Design 

Manager 

Cotswold District 

Council 

 

 

Settlement Protection Boundaries: 

The current Cotswold District Local Plan has a policy 

relating to Settlement Protection Boundaries (SPB) for 

settlements in the Upper Thames sand and gravel 

resource area, and this is unlikely to be taken forward 

in the new Local Plan. We would query whether the 

County Council has any evidence to support the 

delineation of SPBs in the Minerals Local Plan? CDC 

has not found much hard evidence for to substantiate 

Please refer to 

question 8.20 of 

the consultation 

summary report. 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do think that the existing 

policy E15: Protecting the 

Local Environment - Cotswold 

Water park should be carried 

forward into the new Minerals 

Local Plan? 

Existing Policy E15 Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons as to why the policy should be retained or 

deleted. If you feel that the policy should be 

retained please outline any proposed changes to the 

policy you may wish to make. 

Officer Response 

why the boundaries have been drawn in a particular 

way. The boundaries appear to be historic, and we 

consider that they are no longer fit for purpose. 

Wiltshire Council no longer use them, and we would 

advise that they are removed, to enable flexibility and 

more bespoke planning. It is considered that the 

protection of settlements from the impacts of mineral 

working could be covered by a more criteria-based 

approach along the lines of the proposed Buffer Zone 

policy in the Minerals Local Plan Consultation 

Document. However, it is suggested that the wording 

of the Buffer Zone policy is tightened up to make clear 

exactly what it means as the current wording is 

considered to be rather open to interpretation. The 

policy essentially needs to deal with the impact of 

various disturbances from minerals workings on 

sensitive land uses (e.g. impact of dust, light, noise etc 

on residential amenities), and the policy needs to be 

flexible enough to recognise that the mitigating 

distance or ‘buffer’ could be different for each type of 

disturbance and situation. 

854626 

Cllr 

Nigel 

Moor 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Yes 
 

 

 

 

854802 Councillor 
 

Yes The County Council must work with the Cotswold Please refer to 



Person 

ID 
Full Name Organisation Details 

Do think that the existing 

policy E15: Protecting the 

Local Environment - Cotswold 

Water park should be carried 

forward into the new Minerals 

Local Plan? 

Existing Policy E15 Reasons - Please outline the 

reasons as to why the policy should be retained or 

deleted. If you feel that the policy should be 

retained please outline any proposed changes to the 

policy you may wish to make. 

Officer Response 

Julia 

Job 

Water Park Trust to ensure the integrity of the area is 

preserved at all cost. The CWP Trust have the local 

knowledge and expertise to ensure this local 

environment can be protected for future generations. 

The area also generates vast income from tourism 

which in itself is a major contribution to the Cotswolds. 

question 8.20 of 

the consultation 

summary report. 

854810 Respondent 
Gloucestershire Rural 

Community Council 
Unsure 

The settlement protection boundaries may need to be 

reviewed to take into account housing development 

(recent and planned future). 

Please refer to 

question 8.20 of 

the consultation 

summary report. 

854855 

Dr 

David 

Henstock 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

854860 

Mrs 

Gail 

Dillon 

Clerk 

Down Ampney Parish 

Council 

Yes 

Down Ampney Parish Council believe that this policy 

should be retained in order to ensure the protection of 

our residents. Settlement Protection Boundaries MUST 

be retained to ensure that any extraction permitted does 

not encroach on and engulf communities. 

Please refer to 

question 8.20 of 

the consultation 

summary report. 

854872 

Mr 

Oliver 

Teague 
 

Unsure 
 

 

 

 

 



Section 8 – Policies not retained 

Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Reasons for not retaining policy - 8.22 Please outline the reasons for your 

answer? 

Officer Response - 8.22a Officer 

Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

The importation of materials should be strictly regulated and it is clear that bund 

construction and infilling cannot take place with materials available only at the 

mining site. This policy should be retained along with the requirement to 

regulate access issues. 

Comments noted. The issues that 

are raised would be covered by 

existing policies in the adopted 

Waste Core Strategy. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  

We should rquire ALL operators to cover extra costs for roads that wear out cos 

of big lorries 

Please refer to question 8.22 of the 

consultation summary report. 

852303 

Mr 

Robert 

O'Hara 
 

The road network is under considerable strain. It is obvious that CDC cannot 

afford the upkeep of the roads. The developer must be made to contribute 

substantially as it is their HGV's which cause most of the damage. 

Please refer to question 8.22 of the 

consultation summary report. 

802193 

Mrs 

T 

Griffin 

Kempsford Parish 

Council 

DC6 – Planning obligations – Eastern Spine Road 

No. This section in the draft policy framework is not clear. We understand that 

this suggestion has arisen from the deletion of certain elements of a major 

improvements scheme proposed for the Eastern Spine Road. In 2013 two 

remaining elements, the A417 roundabout and Allotments Corner at Kempsford, 

were reviewed. The review concluded that the Allotment Corner scheme (6978E) 

should be retained to address safety concerns associated with the movement of 

HGV traffic. Therefore we would expect any additional extraction within the 

Parish or from neighbouring sites that pass through, to contribute towards this 

scheme. 

Please refer to question 8.22 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

I haven't had time to review the other policies to confirm policy DC3 is covered. 

From what I've read to date and my previous comments above I think Policy E18 

should be retained, also I haven't had time to review the other two proposed draft 

policies. 

Please refer to question 8.22 of the 

consultation summary report. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments Noted. 

854632 
Mr 

Saleem  

DC3 - only if the highways and other potential issues associated with the 

importation of inert fill are adequately addressed 

Please refer to question 8.22 of the 

consultation summary report. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Reasons for not retaining policy - 8.22 Please outline the reasons for your 

answer? 

Officer Response - 8.22a Officer 

Response 

Shamash DC6 - again only if substituted by requirements to make contributions towards 

highway maintenance and other possible improvements, such as a new path and 

cycleway and an all movements junction with the A419. 

E18 - likewise 

 



Section 8 – General Development Criteria 

Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

General Development Criteria - Do you have any comments in relation 

to General development Criteria / Validation Checklist? 
Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

No Noted. 

852239 
Tony 

Tucker  
Little to disgree with Noted. 

851107 

Mrs 

Helen 

Johnstone 

Planning Strategy 

Support Officer 

Stroud District 

Council 

• Include reference to relevant Local Plan policies having been considered. 

The development requirements will be 

incorporated into the implementation 

sections for relevant policies within the 

draft MLP. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Nothing to add. Noted. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 

The Heritage and Archaeological Statement section seems to be an 

incomplete draft? The heritage team suggestions are headed as such and sit 

in the exceptions column rather than integrated into the requirements. 

Comments are noted and will be taken 

into consideration when preparing the 

next stage of the MLP. 

801951 

Mrs 

Angela 

Clayton 

Estates Surveyor 

Defence 

Infrastructure 

Organisation 

It is noted that the validation check criteria for birdstrike risk management 

plan included in Table 4 of the General Development Criteria section refers 

to the need to take account of all applications involving the creation of 

standing water and new woodland within 12km of aerodromes. It would be 

more appropriate to refer to schemes involving the creation of open water 

bodies or wetland habitats. In addition, the statutory birdstrike safeguarding 

zones for statutorily safeguarded military 

aerodromes have a radius if 12.87km and those for civil aerodromes 13km 

(as stated in Annex 2 of Planning Circular 01/03: Safeguarding 

Aerodromes, Technical Sites and Military Explosives Storage Areas). It 

would therefore be appropriate to amend these criteria accordingly. 

Comments are noted and will be taken 

into consideration when preparing the 

next stage of the MLP. 

854452 
Mr 

Simon 

Clerk 

Marston Meysey 

It would assist local communities to have an appendix that states quarrying 

and reclamation conditions that if imposed would be informed by the 

In regards to conditions each planning 

application varies and therefore so 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

General Development Criteria - Do you have any comments in relation 

to General development Criteria / Validation Checklist? 
Officer Response 

Ballard Parish Meeting council and how the council would do so. would the conditions attached to any 

granted planning applications. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

Mineral operations would normally require the preparation of an 

Environmental Impact Assessment and in turn that would require an 

assessment on the effects on humans (and by implication their settlements). 

These should both be referred to. 

It might also assist local communities in particular to have an appendix that 

sets out the standard conditions that might be imposed and how the Council 

would enforce them. 

The requirement for an EIA is a legal 

requirement. Therefore it is not 

considered it needs to form part of the 

Minerals Local Plan. 

In regards to conditions each planning 

application varies and therefore so 

would the conditions attached to any 

granted planning applications. 

 



Section 8 – Other Comments 

Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 8: Other - Do you have any other comments in relation to 

Section 8 or its supporting evidence base? 
Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

No Noted. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

There is very little specific reference to local residents who are directly or 

indirectly affected. 

The residents who live near to any 

future mineral sites would be consulted 

on the schemes. This gives the 

opportunity to comment on any 

relevant issues. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No further comments Noted. 

801944 

Ms 

Ruth 

Clare 

Environment 

Agency 

We welcome the inclusion of the draft polices and welcome that you have 

taken on board our previous comments from our response to the Flooding 

and Hydrological Issues Technical Evidence Paper (our letter dated 4 

December 2013, our reference SV/2013/107054/OR-01/IS1-L01). We have 

the following comments on certain policies: 

Noted. Please see responses to policy 

comments. 

803136 

Mr 

Geoff 

Winslow 

Wiltshire County 

Council 

5.9 At this stage, we acknowledge the direction Gloucestershire County 

Council are taking in relation to wider policy matters and do not wish to 

comment in terms of detail. That said, it is interesting to read that the draft 

Plan (at paragraph E.14) has not yet determined whether the policy approach 

presented is entirely NPPF compliant. As ultimately this is a matter for 

Gloucestershire County Council to determine, we reserve the right to 

comment on such matters, as appropriate, during later stages of plan 

preparation. 

Noted. It is considered that the policy 

approach is NPPF compliant. 

However, it should be noted that the 

document was a consultation document 

and not a draft plan. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No Noted. 

854802 Councillor 
 

A sensible policy is needed on trnasport to ensure no lorries from any More detailed issues in regards to 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 8: Other - Do you have any other comments in relation to 

Section 8 or its supporting evidence base? 
Officer Response 

Julia 

Job 

extraction sites travel through villages such as Down Ampney or Latton 

(Wiltshire). Gravel traffice (cross county boundary traffic) should be made 

to use the A419 in preference to the old A419 through Latton as currently 

happends which causes high levels of noise, particularly early in a morning 

to Latton Residents. 

traffic movements would be considered 

at the application stage. 

 



Section 9: Implementation and Monitoring 

Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 9: General - Do you have any general comments 

in relation to Section 9: Implementation and 

Monitoring? 

Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

No Noted. 

850826 

Mr 

Brian 

Colgate 
 

I don't think I will live long enough to read and interpret 

121 pages of carefully crafted words and am intrigued as to 

how such a document could be regarded as 'consultation' 

Whilst every effort was made within the consultation 

document to explain the relevant issues as concisely as 

possible, it did need to include all of the elements of the 

future Minerals Local Plan such as the spatial strategy, 

safeguarding, site allocations and policies. As such a 

lengthy document was unavoidable, but it was clear that 

stakeholders only needed to respond to the sections 

which they were particularly interested in 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

No Noted. 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation 

Service 

Natural England 

Monitoring 

We understand the monitoring framework will be based on 

that used for the Waste Core Strategy, which appears a 

reasonable way forward. We would be pleased to comment 

on future iterations of this and proposed indicators in due 

course. 

Comment noted. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments Noted. 

801944 

Ms 

Ruth 

Clare 

Environment 

Agency 

Validation Checklist Requirements Table 

This table is a useful inclusion to the Plan as it will help 

steer developers I the right direction when making planning 

applications. In general we welcome and support the 

environmental aspects of this table, particularly the 

Comments are noted and will be taken into consideration 

when preparing the next stage of the MLP. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 9: General - Do you have any general comments 

in relation to Section 9: Implementation and 

Monitoring? 

Officer Response 

requirement for Water Framework Directive Compliance 

Assessments which can often be overlooked. We have the 

following additional comments: 

Climate change / sustainability statement – arguably this 

should apply to all minerals developments regardless of 

whether they include buildings, as for example the 

transportation methods are a climate change factor, as are 

flood risk and drainage considerations. 

Hydrological Assessment – This should also be a 

hydrolgeological assessment. We consider it should also 

apply where the site is located on an aquifer. Furthermore, 

our comments on the water quality policy above regarding 

2 years of baseline data would be useful to incorporate in 

this Table too. 

Waste minimisation statement – It may be useful to add 

that this should include how waste will be managed on site 

in accordance with the Mining Waste Directive and the 

Environmental Permitting Regulations. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No Noted. 

854802 

Councillor 

Julia 

Job 
 

Strict implementation and monitoring is essential to protect 

residents from noise, dust and traffice nuisance. 

Noted – please refer to Section 4 of the consultation 

summary report where such issues are discussed in more 

detail. 

 

854825 

Mr 

Martin 

Cronin 
 

I use this to make a general comment that this document 

needs proper consultation with workshops and proper local 

engagement. A few afternoons in select areas is not 

consultation. It nay be within the letter of the law but not 

the spirit of what it means to consult. 

Unfortunately the resources were not available to expand 

the consultation in anyway. The roadshows are not 

something that we are required to do as part of the 

process, however we thought they would be beneficial 

for the local communities. There will be another stage 

for comments on the plan before the more formal 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Section 9: General - Do you have any general comments 

in relation to Section 9: Implementation and 

Monitoring? 

Officer Response 

process begins. 

854814 

Mr 

Jonathan 

Cockburn 
 

Please see my comments above in Section 4 concerning the 

proposed quarry in Hewelsfield . Thank you. 

Noted please see our earlier response to your comments 

on Hewelsfield. 

 

 



Section 9: Do you have any comments in relation to the Sustainability Appraisal? 

Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Sustainability Appraisal - Do you have any comments in 

relation to the Sustainability Appraisal? 
Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

No 

Additonal Comments Received via email 23.7.14 

I write in follow-up to my completion of your 

Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan Site Options and Draft 

Policy Framework Consultation Document Sustainability 

Appraisal questionnaire. 

There is a clear need for the plan to have considered all of 

the social, environmental and health issues before decisions 

are taken to include sites in the plan. 

The Sustainability Statement in the document is frankly not 

‘entirely reasonable’ by virtue of the repetitive nature of the 

responses to the various issues and sweeping 

generalizations that seek to minimize impacts. 

There appears to be a rush to identify sites, based on 

recommendations made to the Council by developers that 

are clearly going to have significant adverse impacts on 

communities. 

Studies must be conducted into the likely adverse effects 

such extractions would have on the population especially 

where sites are located close to dwellings. Health, Social 

and Economic impact must be assessed prior to sites being 

given preferred status. 

The SA was conducted by independent consultations to 

ensure that the report was objective. The sites which 

were included in the consultation were brought forward 

by operators and land owners. It was decided to put all 

of the sites through the consultation process. Now that 

has finished the sites are being assessed as to which 

ones to take forward. The SA will help to inform this 

process along with other information that we have 

received. 

Further studies, particularly health impacts, are more 

appropriate to be undertaken at the time of a planning 

application when specific details of proposals are 

known. 

849901 

Mr 

Andrew 

Scarth 
 

Table 3.3 No 15 makes no reference to the Upper Thames 

Catchment Area. 

Table 5.9 SGCW5 (A, B, and C) and SGCW6 have between 

them four very negative impacts and only nine marginally 

positive impacts; four of these are on employment 

opportunities which are limited at best and not sustainable 

as the employment lasts only as long as the workings 

continue; a further four are on restoration of the site which 

is a subjective view, putting man-made landscape ahead of 

Comments noted. The SA was conducted on behalf of 

the County Council by independent expert consultants 

to ensure that the report was objective. The County 

Council had no involvement with the scoring, but these 

comments will be forward to the consultants 

undertaking assessments on the final site selection for 

the draft MLP. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Sustainability Appraisal - Do you have any comments in 

relation to the Sustainability Appraisal? 
Officer Response 

natural; and the last being transport, the scoring of which is 

questionable at the least as it gives a positive score to any 

area within 1km of a major road. A more rational view 

would appreciate that the effect on traffic of any working 

will be negative, although clearly less negative the closer 

the major road. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Not had time to review. Noted. 

793641 

Mr 

Rohan 

Torkildsen 

South West 

Region 

Historic England 

Site options for crushed rock and sand and gravel 

Having considered the 35 options and initial site 

assessments in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) I have the 

following comments. 

The GMLP and the SA sets out the heritage assets likely to 

be affected by development and in many cases suggest there 

may be a “negative effect”. However the degree of such 

harm (substantial or less than substantial?) cannot be 

determined until “proposals are known”. Nevertheless as 

the local authority probably already knows the likely form 

of the future extraction - due to similar current operations in 

the county - I believe you can, and should, be able to come 

to a view, at this stage. 

Without coming to such a view before sites are allocated the 

local authority will not be able to: 

1. demonstrate that an appropriate consideration has been 

made of how the sites contribute to the significance of the 

assets affected (NPPF Paragraph 129), nor be able to assert 

that it has; 

2. identified land where development would be 

inappropriate because of its historic significance in 

accordance with NPPF Paragraph 157. 

To address this matter could I strongly recommend the 

methodology in the Setting of Heritage Assets (English 

Additional consideration of the sites in regards to 

heritage assets will be undertaken before the next stage 

of the plan. Hopefully this will address the issues raised. 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 
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Sustainability Appraisal - Do you have any comments in 

relation to the Sustainability Appraisal? 
Officer Response 

Heritage, October 2011, and revised draft for consultation 

August 2014) is applied, and an appropriate heritage 

assessment is undertaken. This methodology includes a 

straightforward step by step assessment process as follows: 

Step 1: identify which heritage assets and their settings are 

affected 

– you have already done this; 

Step 2: assess whether, how and to what degree these 

settings make a contribution to the significance of each of 

the affected heritage assets 

– this has yet to be undertaken; 

Step 3: assess the effects of the proposal, whether beneficial 

or harmful, on that significance – this has yet to be carried 

out, and; 

Step 4: explore the way to maximise enhancement and 

avoid or minimise harm – this is eluded to but currently 

lacks clarity. 

Unfortunately without this evidence you will not be able to 

assert that the allocations, and the amount to be extracted, 

can be delivered without causing substantial harm to the 

affected heritage assets, contrary to explicit legislation and 

national planning policy. 

The GMLP and the SA also demonstrate that the local 

authority is unclear as to the degree of importance (national, 

regional or of local significance) of the archaeology at many 

of the sites . Before the principle for extraction can be 

agreed further assessment and clarification will be required. 

On numerous occasions the SA refers to site options where 

development is likely to cause significant harm. However 

the language of the NPPF is not used and therefore one 

cannot be sure whether an allocation would conform to 

government policy for the historic environment or not. A 

reassessment of the sites, as suggested above, should 

address this matter and help inform unambiguous 
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ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

Sustainability Appraisal - Do you have any comments in 

relation to the Sustainability Appraisal? 
Officer Response 

conclusions. 

CRFD1 A B & C. CRFD2 A. CRFD4. CRCW1. CRCW2 

A, B & C. CRCW3. CRCW4 etc. 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation 

Service 

Natural England 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) incorporating Strategic 

Environmental Assessment (SEA) 

The SA has been an iterative process which appears to have 

provided a robust and systematic assessment of the draft 

Plan. The SA findings and recommendations have helped to 

refine emerging policies and site options and we are 

satisfied that the requirements of the Strategic 

Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive have been met 

for this stage of the plan preparation process. 

Comment noted. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments Noted. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No Noted. 

 



Section 9 - HRA 

Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

HRA - Do you have any comments in relation to the Habitats 

Regulations Assessment (HRA)? 
Officer Response 

802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

No Noted. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

Not had time to review. Noted. 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation 

Service 

Natural England 

Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) 

The HRA appears to have been based on a good understanding of 

the European designated sites identified as having potential to be 

affected by minerals related development. The HRA is 

appropriately detailed for the level of assessment needed for a 

strategic plan and for this options stage of its preparation. 

With the above in mind, Natural England is satisfied that the 

HRA conclusion that the Minerals Local Plan would not be likely 

to result in significant effects on European sites appears 

reasonable. In reaching our view we particularly note and support 

the recommendation that project-level HRA screening should be 

undertaken for proposed mineral sites where a significant effects 

on qualifying interests cannot be discounted. 

Comment noted. 

794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments Noted 

802549 

Mrs 

M K 

Newton 

Forest of Dean 

Friends of the 

Earth 

Forest of Dean Friends of the Earth (FODFOE) note the HRA/AA 

reports of 2006, 2008 and the GMLP SA Scoping Report of July 

2013. 

FODFOE believe that an up to date Appropriate Assessment 

(AA) is required for this Local Plan under the EC Habitats 

Directive (92/43/EEC) and in the UK under the Habitat 

Regulation 61. 

“61.—(1) A competent authority, before deciding to undertake, or 

A Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) has 

been produced for the Minerals Local Plan. Stage 

1 is screening for a likely significant effect. This 

stage has concluded that no aspects of the plan 

alone or in-combination with other plans and 

projects could have a likely significant effect on 

any European Site. Stage 2 of HRA is therefore 

not required. Natural England have agreed the 



Person 

ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

HRA - Do you have any comments in relation to the Habitats 

Regulations Assessment (HRA)? 
Officer Response 

give any consent, permission or other authorisation for, a plan or 

project which— 

(a) is likely to have a significant effect on a European site or a 

European offshore marine site (either alone or in combination 

with other plans or projects), and 

(b) is not directly connected with or necessary to the management 

of that site, 

must make an appropriate assessment of the implications for that 

site in view of that site’s conservation objectives. 

The Habitats Directive is pre-cautionary for the “maintenance and 

enhancement” of habitat for the protection of species. This plan is 

not directly connected with or necessary to the management of 

the Special Area of Conservation (SAC), SPA and RAMSAR 

sites within the influence of the plan. 

FODFOE note that the Scoping Document July 2013 made a brief 

reference to the Habitat Regulations 2010 (as amended) and 

would wish to emphasise that the Habitat Directive and Habitat 

Regulations are recognised by the NPPF as of overriding 

importance in that when an Appropriate Assessment is required 

the presumption for sustainable development is suspended. 

Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) and Appropriate 

Assessment (AA) are separate requirements under the EC 

Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) from an SA and EIA. This 

requirement is an over-riding requirement for Local Authorities in 

the consideration of a plan such as the Minerals Local Plan 

(MLP) 

In the judgement of the Court in the case of the Commission of 

the European Communities v United Kingdom and Northern 

Ireland Case C – 6/04 on land use plans 51 to 56 the judgement 

was against the UK Government, 

– Land use plans 

51. The Commission submits that United Kingdom legislation 

does not clearly require land use plans to be subject to appropriate 

assessment of their implications for SACs in accordance with 

approach taken and the outcome of the HRA for 

the MLP so far (response 18/08/14). The Baseline 

HRA Report (now update 5) has been updated 

since 2008. The new HRA Main report for the 

MLP was begun in 2013 and is being edited as 

necessary in an iterative fashion as the MLP 

progresses. Natural England have agreed the 

approach taken and the outcome of the HRA for 

the MLP so far (response 18/08/14). All planning 

applications that come forward in the future 

would have to meet the criteria of all of the 

relevant policies which cover landscape and 

ecology. 
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ID 

Full 

Name 

Organisation 

Details 

HRA - Do you have any comments in relation to the Habitats 

Regulations Assessment (HRA)? 
Officer Response 

Article 6(3) and (4) of the Habitats Directive. 

52. According to the Commission, although land use plans do not 

as such authorise development and planning permission must be 

obtained for development projects in the normal manner, they 

have great influence on development decisions. Therefore land 

use plans must also be subject to appropriate assessment of their 

implications for the site concerned. 

53. The United Kingdom accepts that land use plans can be 

considered to be ‘plans and projects’ for the purposes of Article 

6(3) of the Habitats Directive, but it disputes that they can have a 

significant effect on sites protected pursuant to the directive. It 

submits that they do not in themselves authorise a particular 

programme to be carried out and that, consequently, only a 

subsequent consent can adversely affect such sites. It is therefore 

sufficient to make just that consent subject to the procedure 

governing plans and projects. 

54. As to those submissions, the Court has already held that 

Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive makes the requirement for 

an appropriate assessment of the implications of a plan or project 

conditional on there being a probability or a risk that it will have 

a significant effect on the site concerned. In the light, in 

particular, of the precautionary principle, such a risk exists if it 

cannot be excluded on the basis of objective information that the 

plan or project will have a significant effect on the site concerned 

(see, to this effect, Case C-127/02 Waddenvereniging and 

Vogelbeschermingsvereniging [2004] ECR I-7405, paragraphs 43 

and 44). 

55. As the Commission has rightly pointed out, section 54A of 

the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, which requires 

applications for planning permission to be determined in the light 

of the relevant land use plans, necessarily means that those plans 

may have considerable influence on development decisions and, 

as a result, on the sites concerned. 

56. It thus follows from the foregoing that, as a result of the 
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ID 

Full 
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HRA - Do you have any comments in relation to the Habitats 

Regulations Assessment (HRA)? 
Officer Response 

failure to make land use plans subject to appropriate assessment 

of their implications for SACs, Article 6(3) and (4) of the 

Habitats Directive has not been transposed sufficiently clearly 

and precisely into United Kingdom law and, therefore, the action 

brought by the Commission must be held well founded in this 

regard. 

FODFOE submit that this judgement makes it clear that an AA 

for the MLP is required as the MLP is a strategic document which 

will direct development within the county of Gloucestershire and 

is likely to significantly effect areas of habitat vital to the 

maintenance of sites designated under the Habitats Directive. 

Because European protected sites fall within the influence of the 

MLP an AA is required to accompany this stage of the MLP for 

public scrutiny in this public consultation. The omission of not 

presenting an up to date AA for this stage of the MLP is so great 

that in the opinion of FODFOE it invalidates this stage of the 

public consultation process and the production of an up to date 

AA for this stage would require re notification for public 

consultation. 

FODFOE notes that it is stated that the 2008 procedure of the 

MLP Preferred Options stage was suspended to deal with the 

Waste Core Strategy. However with the lapse of six years 

FODFOE does not consider that the 2008 HRA/AA is acceptable 

as a final AA document to accompany this important stage of 

preferred options as the material and survey work on which it is 

based is likely to have been superseded in the intervening years 

and the importance of undertaking new survey work is underlined 

by the results of Inquiries and case law which have brought into 

prominence the importance of up to date survey work and the 

overriding weighting needed to be given to the Habitats Directive 

and the Habitats Regulations in the consideration of any plans. 

In terms of transparency for public consultation their appears to 

be no original survey work presented for public scrutiny and the 

document containing the responses to the Scoping Report is 
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ID 
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HRA - Do you have any comments in relation to the Habitats 

Regulations Assessment (HRA)? 
Officer Response 

unacceptable as the document is not dated. This response 

document should also have an appendix containing the original 

letters of response to the GCC. 

In the Waddenzee judgement the European Court of Justice ruled 

that an Appropriate Assessment implies that all the aspects of the 

plan or project which can by themselves or in combination with 

other plans or projects, affect a site, must be identified in the light 

of the best scientific knowledge in the field. FODFOE cannot find 

in the technical documentation any new survey work for the 

European protected sites. For instance it is recognised that 

feeding areas and flight paths to those areas are vital to the 

maintenance of the Wye Valley and Forest of Dean Bat SAC. . It 

is not sufficient, for instance to assume that only the immediate 

vicinity of the proscribed areas used for maternity and hibernation 

need to be taken into account. The citation for this SAC points up 

that this SAC is one of the most important areas in Britain for 

breeding for the Lesser Horseshoe Bat (26% of the national 

population) and the Greater Horseshoe Bat (6% of the national 

population). 

Similarly there is no obvious baseline survey material for the 

movement of ground water to the Wye Valley SAC or the River 

Severn SPA which may be affected by the site options. An AA 

also requires the consideration of the in-combination effect which 

is noted in the 2008 HRA/AA as likely significant effects 

remaining. This area of work also needs updating for public 

scrutiny. 

The Habitats Regulations impose a legal obligation on an 

authority not to approve a plan or project unless it has concluded 

that there will be no adverse effect on an SAC, SPA or RAMSAR 

site In assessing possible effects the pre-cautionary principle 

applies; that is to say that possible effects need to be excluded by 

the promoter through the provision of best scientific knowledge 

in the field, rather than proved against it therefore if potential 

effects remain they are likely significant effects. It should be 
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HRA - Do you have any comments in relation to the Habitats 

Regulations Assessment (HRA)? 
Officer Response 

recognised by the authority that the outcomes of the AA, based on 

full survey work should be a major principle issue on the 

selection of MLP sites and is not an add on exercise. 

The map within the MLP shows that the county is blessed by 

exceptional landscape and wildlife of national and European 

importance attracting the highest protection in planning. The 

economic and social value of these assets to the county and the 

nation should outweigh degrading those assets to meet an 

extraction rate based on past extraction rates. 

802551 

Mrs 

Mary 

Newton 

Gloucestershire 

Friends of the 

Earth Network 

Gloucestershire Friends of the Earth Network(GFOEN) note the 

HRA/AA reports of 2006, 2008 and the GMLP SA Scoping 

Report of July 2013. 

GFOEN believe that an up to date Appropriate Assessment (AA) 

is required for this Local Plan under the EC Habitats Directive 

(92/43/EEC) and in the UK under the Habitat Regulation 61. 

“61.—(1) A competent authority, before deciding to undertake, or 

give any consent, permission or other authorisation for, a plan or 

project which— 

(a) is likely to have a significant effect on a European site or a 

European offshore marine site (either alone or in combination 

with other plans or projects), and 

(b) is not directly connected with or necessary to the management 

of that site, 

must make an appropriate assessment of the implications for that 

site in view of that site’s conservation objectives. 

The Habitats Directive is pre-cautionary for the “maintenance and 

enhancement” of habitat for the protection of species. This plan is 

not directly connected with or necessary to the management of 

the Special Area of Conservation (SAC), SPA and RAMSAR 

sites within the influence of the plan. 

HFOEN note that the Scoping Document July 2013 made a brief 

reference to the Habitat Regulations 2010 (as amended) and 

would wish to emphasise that the Habitat Directive and Habitat 

Regulations are recognised by the NPPF as of overriding 

A Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) has 

been produced for the Minerals Local Plan. Stage 

1 is screening for a likely significant effect. This 

stage has concluded that no aspects of the plan 

alone or in-combination with other plans and 

projects could have a likely significant effect on 

any European Site. Stage 2 of HRA is therefore 

not required. Natural England have agreed the 

approach taken and the outcome of the HRA for 

the MLP so far (response 18/08/14). The Baseline 

HRA Report (now update 5) has been updated 

since 2008. The new HRA Main report for the 

MLP was begun in 2013 and is being edited as 

necessary in an iterative fashion as the MLP 

progresses. Natural England have agreed the 

approach taken and the outcome of the HRA for 

the MLP so far (response 18/08/14). All planning 

applications that come forward in the future 

would have to meet the criteria of all of the 

relevant policies which cover landscape and 

ecology. 
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importance in that when an Appropriate Assessment is required 

the presumption for sustainable development is suspended. 

Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) and Appropriate 

Assessment (AA) are separate requirements under the EC 

Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) from an SA and EIA. This 

requirement is an over-riding requirement for Local Authorities in 

the consideration of a plan such as the Minerals Local Plan 

(MLP) 

In the judgement of the Court in the case of the Commission of 

the European Communities v United Kingdom and Northern 

Ireland Case C – 6/04 on land use plans 51 to 56 the judgement 

was against the UK Government, 

– Land use plans 

51. The Commission submits that United Kingdom legislation 

does not clearly require land use plans to be subject to appropriate 

assessment of their implications for SACs in accordance with 

Article 6(3) and (4) of the Habitats Directive. 

52. According to the Commission, although land use plans do not 

as such authorise development and planning permission must be 

obtained for development projects in the normal manner, they 

have great influence on development decisions. Therefore land 

use plans must also be subject to appropriate assessment of their 

implications for the site concerned. 

53. The United Kingdom accepts that land use plans can be 

considered to be ‘plans and projects’ for the purposes of Article 

6(3) of the Habitats Directive, but it disputes that they can have a 

significant effect on sites protected pursuant to the directive. It 

submits that they do not in themselves authorise a particular 

programme to be carried out and that, consequently, only a 

subsequent consent can adversely affect such sites. It is therefore 

sufficient to make just that consent subject to the procedure 

governing plans and projects. 

54. As to those submissions, the Court has already held that 

Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive makes the requirement for 
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an appropriate assessment of the implications of a plan or project 

conditional on there being a probability or a risk that it will have 

a significant effect on the site concerned. In the light, in 

particular, of the precautionary principle, such a risk exists if it 

cannot be excluded on the basis of objective information that the 

plan or project will have a significant effect on the site concerned 

(see, to this effect, Case C-127/02 Waddenvereniging and 

Vogelbeschermingsvereniging [2004] ECR I-7405, paragraphs 43 

and 44). 

55. As the Commission has rightly pointed out, section 54A of 

the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, which requires 

applications for planning permission to be determined in the light 

of the relevant land use plans, necessarily means that those plans 

may have considerable influence on development decisions and, 

as a result, on the sites concerned. 

56. It thus follows from the foregoing that, as a result of the 

failure to make land use plans subject to appropriate assessment 

of their implications for SACs, Article 6(3) and (4) of the 

Habitats Directive has not been transposed sufficiently clearly 

and precisely into United Kingdom law and, therefore, the action 

brought by the Commission must be held well founded in this 

regard. 

GFOEN submit that this judgement makes it clear that an AA for 

the MLP is required as the MLP is a strategic document which 

will direct development within the county of Gloucestershire and 

is likely to significantly effect areas of habitat vital to the 

maintenance of sites designated under the Habitats Directive. 

Because European protected sites fall within the influence of the 

MLP an AA is required to accompany this stage of the MLP for 

public scrutiny in this public consultation. The omission of not 

presenting an up to date AA for this stage of the MLP is so great 

that in the opinion of GFOEN it invalidates this stage of the 

public consultation process and the production of an up to date 

AA for this stage would require re notification for public 
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consultation. 

GFOEN notes that it is stated that the 2008 procedure of the MLP 

Preferred Options stage was suspended to deal with the Waste 

Core Strategy. However with the lapse of six years GFOEN does 

not consider that the 2008 HRA/AA is acceptable as a final AA 

document to accompany this important stage of preferred options 

as the material and survey work on which it is based is likely to 

have been superseded in the intervening years and the importance 

of undertaking new survey work is underlined by the results of 

Inquiries and case law which have brought into prominence the 

importance of up to date survey work and the overriding 

weighting needed to be given to the Habitats Directive and the 

Habitats Regulations in the consideration of any plans. 

In terms of transparency for public consultation their appears to 

be no original survey work presented for public scrutiny and the 

document containing the responses to the Scoping Report is 

unacceptable as the document is not dated. This response 

document should also have an appendix containing the original 

letters of response to the GCC. 

In the Waddenzee judgement the European Court of Justice ruled 

that an Appropriate Assessment implies that all the aspects of the 

plan or project which can by themselves or in combination with 

other plans or projects, affect a site, must be identified in the light 

of the best scientific knowledge in the field. FODFOE cannot find 

in the technical documentation any new survey work for the 

European protected sites. For instance it is recognised that 

feeding areas and flight paths to those areas are vital to the 

maintenance of the Wye Valley and Forest of Dean Bat SAC. . It 

is not sufficient, for instance to assume that only the immediate 

vicinity of the proscribed areas used for maternity and hibernation 

need to be taken into account. The citation for this SAC points up 

that this SAC is one of the most important areas in Britain for 

breeding for the Lesser Horseshoe Bat (26% of the national 

population) and the Greater Horseshoe Bat (6% of the national 
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Regulations Assessment (HRA)? 
Officer Response 

population). 

Similarly there is no obvious baseline survey material for the 

movement of ground water to the Wye Valley SAC or the River 

Severn SPA which may be affected by the site options. An AA 

also requires the consideration of the in-combination effect which 

is noted in the 2008 HRA/AA as likely significant effects 

remaining. This area of work also needs updating for public 

scrutiny. 

The Habitats Regulations impose a legal obligation on an 

authority not to approve a plan or project unless it has concluded 

that there will be no adverse effect on an SAC, SPA or RAMSAR 

site In assessing possible effects the pre-cautionary principle 

applies; that is to say that possible effects need to be excluded by 

the promoter through the provision of best scientific knowledge 

in the field, rather than proved against it therefore if potential 

effects remain they are likely significant effects. It should be 

recognised by the authority that the outcomes of the AA, based on 

full survey work should be a major principle issue on the 

selection of MLP sites and is not an add on exercise. 

The map within the MLP shows that the county is blessed by 

exceptional landscape and wildlife of national and European 

importance attracting the highest protection in planning. The 

economic and social value of these assets to the county and the 

nation should outweigh degrading those assets to meet an 

extraction rate based on past extraction rates. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No Noted. 
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802432 

Mr 

D J 

Luckett 
 

No Noted. 

794074 

Mr 

Gary 

Kennison 

Principal 

Ecologist 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 

In the Site Options Evidence Paper at 

http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/extra/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=60558&p=0 in 

Appendix 12 there are a couple of minor omissions for SGCW4. On page 111 

(Parcel A), Row 3 add 'Kempsford SNA' and on page 112 (Parcel C), Row 3 again 

add 'Kempsford SNA'. 

Noted. 

848025 

Mrs 

Anne 

Downes 
 

I do not think June/July consultation meeting in St. Briavels was adequately 

publicised. 

Please refer to question 9.4 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 

802790 Respondent 

Equality and 

Human Rights 

Commission 

Thank you for your email dated 19 June 2014. 

The Commission does not have the resources to respond to all consultations, but will 

respond to consultations where it considers they raise issues of strategic importance. 

Local and other public authorities have obligations under the Public Sector Equality 

Duty (PSED) in the Equality Act 2010 to consider the effect of their policies and 

decisions on people sharing particular protected characteristics. We provide advice 

for public authorities on how to apply the PSED, which is an on-going legal 

obligation and must be complied with as part of the planning process. Thus, the 

PSED is the mechanism through which public authorities involved in the planning 

process should consider the potential for planning proposals to have an impact on 

equality for different groups of people. 

Noted. 

850826 

Mr 

Brian 

Colgate 
 

see section 9 comments Noted. 

852756 

Major 

F W 

Graham 
 

Additional Housing 

Plans to build a large number of houses in the village will undoubtedly involve 

increased traffic in and around the village and will increase the demand for mains 

water. 

The allocation and 

permission of housing 

development is the 

responsibility to Tewkesbury 
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The village primary school, having recently been refurbished is already at maximum 

capacity and will be unable to cope with increased numbers. 

The sewerage system already shows signs of being overwhelmed during heavy 

rainfall, suggesting that it could not cope in its present form with any further 

demands from extra households. 

Whilst I think that Twyning should share some of the burden of accommodating new 

housing, urgently needed nationally, I believe that this share should be twenty 

houses and situated on the site to the west of the village, at the T-junction, thus 

avoiding passing the congestion points on the High Street around the shop, school 

and village green. 

Twyning’s motto should be – TWENTY IS PLENTY 

Borough Council. 

852803 

Mr 

Michael 

Dunwell 
 

Very clearly presented. Comment noted. 

803163 Respondent 

Marine 

Management 

Organisation 

Thank you for inviting the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) to comment 

on the above consultation. Whilst we have no specific comments to submit the he 

MMO Marine Planning Team would like to highlight the following documents for 

consideration in the Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan: 

The Marine Policy Statement (MPS), section 3.5 which highlights the importance of 

marine aggregates and its supply to England's (and the UK) construction industry. 

The National Planning POlicy Framework (NPPF) which sets out policies for 

national (England) construction minerals supply. 

The Managed Aggregate Supply System (MASS) which includes specific references 

to the role of marine aggregates in the wider portfolio of supply. 

The NPPF informed MASS guidance requires local mineral planning authorities to 

prepare Local Aggregate Assessments, these assessments have to consider the 

opportunities and constraints of all mineral supplies into their planning regions - 

including marine. 

Please refer to question 8.22 

of the consultation summary 

report. 

854356 

Mr 

Stuart 

Wellman 
 

Difficult to find the page from the GCC web site. Noted. 

854401 Mr 
 

We have found this consultation and questionnaire process far too complicated and Please refer to question 8.22 
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Jon 

Wilmshurst-

Smith 

lengthy for a lay person to follow and, whether deliberately or not, would have 

limited the number of responses you would receive. 

of the consultation summary 

report. 

854503 

Mr 

Mark 

Williams 
 

This is a lot of terminology to expect a typical home owner to read through. There is 

a lot of content, technical process detail and cross reference for ordinary people with 

a working life to study and understand. 

Please refer to question 8.22 

of the consultation summary 

report. 

801907 

Mr 

B 

Brown 

Campaign For 

The Protection Of 

Rural England 

(Gloucestershire - 

Minerals) 

1.CPRE acknowledges that, at this stage, Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) 

has adopted a process of including as options all sites which have a credible rock 

resource and in which landowners and/or mineral operators have expressed interest 

in working and that none of the sites is currently being promoted by GCC for 

inclusion in the Minerals Local Plan (MLP). We are content that the site appraisals 

in the Consultation Document (CD) are fair and objective. 

2.CPRE’s representations on the CD comprise comments on elements to which we 

are opposed and on those draft policies which we consider to be critical and with 

which we concur. 

3.The text within the CD on which comment is being made is clearly identified. 

However, CPRE has not opted to simply answer questions posed by GCC, but to 

respond directly to the document as submitted for public consultation. 

Noted. 

793547 

Mr 

Nick 

Elliott 

Eliott and Sons 

Ltd 

Elliotts (Cheltenham) Ltd is a long established Gloucestershire company involved in 

quarrying and recycled aggregates. 
Noted 

793636 

Ms 

Holly 

Jones 

Tewkesbury 

Borough Council 

Tewkesbury Borough Council thanks Gloucestershire County Council for its 

consultation on the above document and welcomes the opportunity to put forward 

the following comments: 

During the next twenty years there will be a significant demand for minerals 

generated by implementing the proposals in the emerging Joint Core Strategy 

(currently at Pre-Submission stage). It is recognised that minerals can only be 

worked where they naturally occur and hauling minerals long distances by road is 

potentially unsustainable. The Economic Development Section recognises the 

benefits that the local extraction of sand and gravel could bring to the area in terms 

of employment opportunities and the possible tourism and business opportunities 

through the creation of fishing lakes. However in balance it is also recognised that 

Noted. 
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there are likely to be adverse impacts on businesses and tourism during the 

extraction process which may have a negative impact on investment and visitors to 

the area. 

We are supportive of the County’s approach to reviewing their Minerals Local Plan 

in terms of the identification of all sites put forward by mineral 

operators/landowners for consideration for future mineral extraction. We recognise 

that this gives stakeholders the opportunity to comment on these options at the 

earliest stage in the plan preparation process. We note that at this stage the sites are 

not the Minerals Planning Authority’s choice but are those submitted by interested 

parties. 

793641 

Mr 

Rohan 

Torkildsen 

South West 

Region 

Historic England 

My consideration of the documentation and response is based upon an appreciation 

of the Government’s expectation that the Plan contributes to the delivery of 

sustainable development in accordance with the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) ; one of the core dimensions being the protection and 

enhancement of the historic environment . 

I have also been mindful that:- 

- great weight should be given to an assets conservation and the more important the 

asset, the greater the weight to the assets conservation there should be (NPPF 

Paragraph 132); 

- special regard must be given to desirability of preserving the setting of a listed 

building (S66, Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990; 

- development will be expected to avoid or minimise conflict between any heritage 

asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal (NPPF Paragraph 129). 

I note and welcome the evident commitment to seeking to conserve the significance 

of the county’s heritage assets in manner appropriate to their significance. The 

evidence paper on the historic environment is a useful reference as is the draft SA 

environment report. My letter to you will endeavour to help support a sound GMLP 

and the delivery of your ambitions for the protection and enhancement of the 

county’s historic environment. 

NPPF paragraphs 151 and 182 

NPPF paragraph 7 

Cross boundary issues of significant environmental importance 

Finally, to ensure an effective strategy for the conservation of the historic 

environment, Gloucestershire CC and Wiltshire CC should consider a consistent 

Noted. 
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approach to the management of change to heritage assets affected by mineral 

extractions, particularly nationally important archaeology, which straddle the 

boundary of both counties. 

I hope that my advice in this letter will help to sharpen policy and clarify the 

evidence required to inform the suitability and deliverability of allocated sites. 

793646 
Amanda 

Grundy 

Consultation 

Service 

Natural England 

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 20 June 2014, which was 

received by Natural England on the same date. 

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to 

ensure that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the 

benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable 

development. 

We have considered the Minerals Local Plan document alongside other supporting 

information and environmental assessments. 

General 

The draft Plan appears to have been underpinned by robust evidence and to 

demonstrate a good understanding of the plan area and of the main issues and likely 

effects on the natural environment that could result from minerals development and 

activities in Gloucestershire being proposed. We are satisfied that advice from 

Natural England during earlier stages of the plan’s preparation has been taken into 

account, particularly that relating to national and European designated sites within 

and close to Gloucestershire. 

However Natural England would encourage the Council to consider including a 

policy for green infrastructure in the next iteration of the Plan. We discuss this in 

more detail later in this letter. 

Please refer to question 8.22 

of the consultation summary 

report and also to other 

relevant sections including 

those covering restoration 

and biodiversity/geodiversity. 

793791 

Miss 

Rachael 

Bust 

Planning and 

Local Authority 

Liason 

The Coal 

Authority 

Background on The Coal Authority 

The Coal Authority is a Non-Departmental Public Body sponsored by the 

Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC). The Coal Authority was 

established by Parliament in 1994 to: undertake specific statutory responsibilities 

associated with the licensing of coal mining operations in Britain; handle subsidence 

claims which are not the responsibility of licensed coalmine operators; deal with 

property and historic liability issues; and provide information on coal mining. 

The main areas of planning interest to the Coal Authority in terms of policy making 

relate to: 

Comments noted. 
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- the safeguarding of coal in accordance with the advice contained in The National 

Planning Policy Framework in England; 

- the establishment of a suitable policy framework for energy minerals in accordance 

with the advice contained in The National Planning Policy Framework in England; 

and 

- ensuring that future development is undertaken safely and reduces the future 

liability on the tax payer for subsidence and other mining related hazards claims 

arising from the legacy of coal mining in accordance with the advice in The National 

Planning Policy Framework in England. 

Surface Coal Resources and Prior Extraction 

As you will be aware, the Gloucestershire County Council area contains coal 

resources which are capable of extraction by surface mining operations. These 

resources predominantly cover the Forest of Dean area but are also located near 

Newent and north of the M50 on the Worcestershire border. The east of the County 

also contains deep coal resources. 

The Coal Authority is keen to ensure that coal resources are not unnecessarily 

sterilised by new development. Where this may be the case, The Coal Authority 

would be seeking prior extraction of the coal. Prior extraction of coal also has the 

benefit of removing any potential land instability problems in the process. Contact 

details for individual operators that may be able to assist with coal extraction in 

advance of development can be obtained from the Confederation of Coal Producers’ 

website at www.coalpro.co.uk/members.shtml. 

As The Coal Authority owns the coal on behalf of the state, if a development is to 

intersect the ground then specific written permission of The Coal Authority may be 

required. 

The Coal Authority welcomes the opportunity to make these comments. We are, of 

course, willing to discuss the comments made above in further detail if desired and 

would be happy to negotiate alternative suitable wording to address any of our 

concerns. The Coal Authority also wishes to continue to be consulted both 

informally if required and formally on future stages. 

793895 

Mr 

Julian 

Palmer 

Cotswold Stone 

Quarries 

Cotswold Stone Ltd is currently operating Tinkers Barn Quarry and has operated a 

number of other stone quarries in the Cotswolds over the years. 
Noted 
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794083 

Mr 

Toby 

Catchpole 

Gloucestershire 

County Council 
No comments Noted. 

798758 

Mr 

Colin 

D'Oyley 

Head of Planning 

& Estates 

Breedon 

Aggregates 

Breedon Aggregates England Ltd (“BA”) is a major producer of aggregates 

throughout the UK. In Gloucestershire the company operates Clearwell and Stowe 

Hill Quarries in the Forest of Dean, and Huntmans Quarry in the Cotswolds. It also 

has interests in three other inactive minerals sites within the Cotswolds with extant 

planning permissions. 

2. BA is a member of the Mineral Products Association which has made 

representations to Gloucestershire County Council on behalf of all of its members. 

BA supports all representations made by the Mineral Products Association. In 

addition to those representations BA has the following comments which should be 

taken into consideration. The following headings refer to the same headings in the 

Consultation Document. 

Noted 

801944 

Ms 

Ruth 

Clare 

Environment 

Agency 

We are generally supportive of the Draft Minerals Plan as it is based on thorough 

consultation to date and robust and detailed evidence. We would welcome further 

discussion on the water features that could be included/further detailed within the 

Site Options tables. We generally support the polices as they are strong 

environmentally, however we have some suggestions above for alterations and 

improvements to policies. 

Comments noted and detailed 

responses are provided at the 

appropriate sections. 

802331 

Mrs 

Ginette 

James 

Lechlade-On-

Thames Town 

Council 

I have been trying to add comments to the portal this afternoon, but without success. Noted 

802358 

Mr 

Peter 

Jukes 

Smiths 

(Gloucester) Ltd 

Smiths produces both primary and recycled aggregates in Gloucestershire, primary 

aggregates from its quarry at Cotswold Hill and recycled aggregates at its Resource 

Recovery Centre at Moreton Valence. 

Noted 

802393 

Ms 

A 

Lapington 

Coleford Town 

Council 

Whilst acknowledging the countys obligation to provide crushed rock The Council, 

for reasons explained in this response, is of a view that the proposals in the MLP are 

too far reaching. 

Noted. 

802542 
Mr 

Neville 

C/O Seitani 

Cotswold Canal 

All relevant Local Authorities support the restoration of the Cotswold Canals, and 

are invited, as partners, to attend the Cotswold Canals Partnership Board. All 
Noted. 
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Nelder Trust planning strategies and proposals promoted or controlled by those local Authorities 

should have policies relevant to the canal where spatially appropriate. A restored 

canal is an integral part of the policies of the Cotswold Water Park Master Plan. 

803136 

Mr 

Geoff 

Winslow 

Wiltshire County 

Council 

Firstly, thank you for extending the consultation window to allow us to provide 

comments on your Council’s draft Minerals Local Plan proposals. 

Secondly, as neighbouring planning authorities with a shared interest in meeting 

long-term aggregates demand, we welcome the positive steps that Gloucestershire 

County Council are taking towards the finalisation of an up-to-date Minerals Local 

Plan for the area. 

At this relatively early stage of your plan preparation programme, the attached 

comments have been prepared on a joint, officer-level basis, but we have sought to 

brief our Members, as appropriate. Clearly, as you move towards the formal 

consultation and submission stage we withhold the right to present further comments 

and, if necessary, will be available to attend any subsequent hearing sessions to 

support the strategic interests of Wiltshire Council and Swindon Borough Council in 

line with the duty to cooperate. 

Bearing in mind the stage your Council has reached in plan making terms we have 

opted to principally focus our attention on matters relating to aggregates supply 

options; and the area of shared strategic interest – the Upper Thames Valley sand 

and gravel site options. That said, we have reviewed the published information and 

also provided some initial comments on the draft policy framework. 

Should you wish to discuss the comments we’ve presented, please feel free to give 

me a call. In due course, we would welcome a meeting to review the consultation 

feedback and consider in more detail the strategic implications of the proposals in 

your emerging plan. 

1. General Comments 

1.1 Wiltshire Council and Swindon Borough Council welcome the steps being taken 

by Gloucestershire County Council towards preparing an up-to-date Minerals Local 

Plan for their area. The published information we have been presented with for 

comment clearly embraces the Government’s intentions towards local planning 

authorities preparing holistic ‘Local Plans’ and hence we support the principles set 

out in the draft Plan. 

1.2 Wiltshire Council and Swindon Borough Council recognise that the consultation 

materials represent a ‘follow-on’ from previous plan making exercises undertaken in 

Noted. Please refer to Section 

4 of the consultation 

summary report where Duty 

to Co-operate is discussed in 

more detail. 
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2006 (‘Issues and Options’) and 2008 (‘Preferred Options’). We appreciate that there 

has been a significant hiatus since the publication of the original work, but in the 

interests of expedient plan making, we would wish to question why it is intended 

that there will be a further stage of ‘informal’ consultation on the draft Plan before 

the ‘formal publication’ / consultation stage and eventual submission. Bearing in 

mind the already somewhat ‘fixed’ nature of the emerging policy position at this 

early stage, it is not entirely clear why additional informal rounds of consultation are 

being proposed. 

1.3 In terms of logistical plan making matters, it not abundantly clear on the face of 

the main consultation document, or the evidence what period the emerging Plan will 

cover. Clarity on this point would be useful. 

1.4 As the emerging Plan is seemingly still at a relatively early stage of preparation, 

we have opted to comment principally on the proposals relating to sand and gravel 

provision and the area of shared strategic importance to our respective areas – the 

Upper Thames Valley. That said we have reviewed the published information and 

also provided some initial comments on the draft policy framework. 

1.5 Clearly, as Gloucestershire County Council move towards the formal 

consultation and submission stage we withhold the right to present further comments 

and, if necessary, will be available to attend any subsequent hearing sessions to 

support the strategic interests of Wiltshire Council and Swindon Borough Council in 

line with the duty to cooperate. 

5.1 As acknowledged earlier, the draft Plan picks up from work undertaken some 

time ago. Although this is entirely reasonable, the look and feel of the draft Plan, as 

presented, appears in part to be entirely ‘fixed’ with little or no exploration of 

options and / or reasonable alternatives (e.g. strategic supply options (including 

contingency), policies / policy themes and site options)). Further dialogue on this 

matter would be welcomed. 

807759 

Mr 

Ben 

Horovitz 

Strategic Planning 

Team 

Worcestershire 

County Council 

Cross boundary co-operation 

Gloucestershire County Council's 'Minerals Local Plan Site Options and Draft 

Policy Framework' includes 18 site options, mineral safeguarding options, and a 

draft policy framework. Site options include SGTW2 Redpools Farm (near the Bow 

Farm site in Worcestershire). Given the abutting nature of the two sites, we would 

welcome opportunities for future co-operation in consideration of cross-boundary 

and catchment management opportunities 

Noted. Please refer to Section 

4 of the consultation 

summary report where Duty 

to Co-operate is discussed in 

more detail. 
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826089 Respondent 
Complete Utilities 

Ltd 

Complete Utilities Ltd run a recycled aggregate operation just outside Gloucester 

which unlike the majority of the other recycled aggregate operations in the County 

uses a washing system producing a higher quality recycled aggregate product. This 

can readily substitute for higher grade uses than materials from 

dry recycling operations. Complete Utilities are pleased to see the inclusion of their 

site in Table 1, Infrastructure and facilities proposed to be safeguarded, as a site for 

‘handling /processing and distribution of alternative aggregates’. 

Noted 

848378 

Mr 

Andrew 

Carss 

Chairman 

St Briavels Parish 

Council 

Statistics for Other Authorities 

5.1 Monmouthshire County Council Local Development Plan (LDP) 2011 

5.1.1 Para 5.121 “… will address the requirements of the national policy [for the 

supply of aggregates] by ensuring that a sufficient land bank is maintained and by 

safeguarding known aggregate resources.” 

5.1.2 Para 5.122 “ … the number of years of mineral extraction that a land bank will 

provide should be based on the latest 3 years production figures” (this differs from 

Gloucestershire’s basis which is 10 years). 

5.1.3 Para 5.122 “The average crushed rock production … was 0.44mt for the years 

2003-2005; … the estimated reserves were 18.4mt, therefore, the authorities had 

more than sufficient reserves”. 

5.1.4 It thus appears from the LDP that Monmouthshire could make a significantly 

increased contribution to the national requirement. 

5.2 Somerset County Council Minerals Plan 

5.2.1 Para 6.23 “The South West regional “apportionment” for 2005 to 2020 was 

412.73mt. Somerset’s recommended apportionment for 2005 to 2020 was 214.65mt 

which equates to a provision of 13.41t each year”. 

5.2.2 Para 6.26 “ …the authority should prepare an assessment based on a rolling 

average of 10 years sales data…” 

5.2.3 Para 6.29 “ … average 10 year sales figures … 10.81mt…” 

5.2.4 Para 6.35 “Somerset has a land bank of approximately 451mt (2012 figure).” 

5.2.5 Para 6.36 “ … based on [the above] Somerset has sufficient reserves for the 

next 41 years.” (i.e. 451 / 10.81) 

5.2.6 It is perfectly clear therefore that there are more than adequate reserves in 

Somerset to allow a significant reduction in levels of production in Gloucestershire 

without affecting the supply nationally. Furthermore, the quarries in that county are 

far better placed to access the motorway network and indeed 4 sites have rail links 

Noted. Please refer to 

question 9.4 of the 

consultation summary report 

and also Section 4 where 

Duty to Co-operate is 

discussed in more detail. 
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direct from the quarry. 

6. Forest of Dean District Council Allocations Plan Pre Publication Draft 

6.1 This plan, currently out for consultation, quotes, in respect of St Briavels: 

- Service village; Policy CSP16, a settlement with some local facilities but generally 

relatively little opportunity for additional development. 

- Partly within AONB, some Important Open Areas and protected outdoor recreation 

space, protected Wye valley woodlands close by. SACs and Conservation Area, 

Scheduled ancient Monument, Listed Buildings. 

6.1.1 Para 42.1 The village has an attractive historic centre around the castle, a 

Scheduled Ancient Monument. This part of the settlement is characterised by 

traditional buildings of stone, slate and render. It is a Conservation Area and 

includes several Listed Buildings. 

6.1.2 Key Issues 2. The countryside surrounding St Briavels provides an attractive 

setting and it is not considered appropriate to allow the developed area to expand 

into the surrounding open countryside. 

7. Biodiversity and Ecological Services 

7.1 The loss of the areas to quarrying indicated in the MLP will contribute 

significantly to further loss of biodiversity with Gloucestershire. These losses cannot 

be replaced once lost and cannot be relocated to allow development. 

7.2 Irreversible damage caused by human pollution and exploitation of the natural 

world has and will, further impact on ecological services such as: 

- Provision of clean water 

- Adequate water storage 

- Clean air 

- Absorption of pollutants 

- Pollination services 

- Temperature regulation 

- Climate tempering 

- Extreme weather buffering 

- Food provision 

7.3 The overall impact on biodiversity and ecological services of the MLP needs to 

be considered and greater use of recycling of construction materials imposed. 

Innovative ways of recycling construction materials need to be developed and 

enforced which if implemented correctly will reduce the environmental impact 
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whilst reducing extraction and transportation costs. 

8. Conclusions 

8.1 There is little justification for the areas of Stow Hill, Clearwell and Hewelsfield 

to be included in the 2014 MLP as mineral requirements for Gloucestershire can be 

met from within existing plans and by co-operation and negotiation with other 

authorities where there appear to be huge reserve available. 

8.2 Local jobs can be safeguarded whilst ensuring the local environment and health 

of residents doesn’t suffer. 

8.3 Local MPA contribution to the national requirement can be achieved by limiting 

quarry development to area D of Stow Hill, Clearwell quarry (CRFD 1). 

8.4 As stated at the outset of this response we acknowledge an obligation on the part 

of the county MPA to contribute to the national demand and accept that new areas 

for extraction will need to be identified in the longer term. 

8.5 We have no objection to the allocation of area A at Stowe Hill / Clearwell quarry 

(approximately 10ha) being included in the MLP providing full assessments and 

safeguards are imposed and enforced to ensure minimal impact on residents health is 

caused by dust, noise and vibration. Additionally, impact to the environment is 

considered and geomorphological, hydrological and ecological assessments are 

undertaken. 

8.6 St Briavels Parish Council, with the overwhelming support of local residents 

urge you in the strongest possible terms to: 

Exclude areas B and C at Stowe Hill / Clearwell quarry from the draft MLP 

Exclude the proposed allocation at Hewelsfield in its entirety from the MLP. 

848952 

Mr 

David 

Sandy 
 

As an aside, I found this document hard to read as a layman and suggest that it 

would help if a glossary of terms was included in documents such as this for which 

public opinion is sought. 

Noted. Please refer to 

question 9.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

852014 

Mr 

Piers 

Chivers 
 

1. The document is well structured and clearly a lot of work has gone into it. 

2. It isn’t always clear if some of the annexes are extant since they seem to refer to 

much older documents 

3. E.11 “Each MPA is required to make provision for maintaining the landbanks in 

its area in accordance with the timescales outlined in the NPPF.” – The NPPF 

(pg34.145) says each MPA “should” provide the identified landbanks. There is no 

requirement. 

Noted. Please refer to 

question 9.4 of the 

consultation summary report 

and also Section 4 where 

Duty to Co-operate is 

discussed in more detail. 
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Other documents and matters - 9.4 Do you have any other comments in relation 

to any of the consultation documents or process? 

Officer Response - 9.4a 

Officer Response 

8. NPPF pg35.146 – I have not seen any identification that you are “co-operating 

with neighbouring and more distant authorities to co-ordinate the planning of 

industrial minerals”. Since Herefordshire and Monmouthshire both have reserves of 

carboniferous limestone this could have some impact on the Forest of Dean 

proposals 

853028 

Ms 

Charlotte 

Rogers-

Jones 

Town Clerk 

Cricklade Town 

Council 

There is an error in Appendix 13 of the report relating to flooding which states there 

is no record of flooding in Cricklade. This is incorrect there are numerous instances 

of flooding in the area some of them bordering the proposed site as well as the 

implications on the floodplain to the east. 

Noted. 

854632 

Mr 

Saleem 

Shamash 
 

No Noted. 

854709 

Miss 

Janet 

Houlan 
 

I also wish to make it known that I was not properly informed about the meeting, 

related to this consultation, that took place in Twyning on 11th July. This is 

surprising because I am the booking clerk for Twyning Village Hall and at no point 

during the booking process was I told what the true purpose of the booking was. I 

suspect, therefore, that the meeting was not well attended. This should not be viewed 

as a lack of interest by inhabitants of Twyning, but a failure of the authority to 

consult effectively. 

Noted. Please refer to 

question 9.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

854825 

Mr 

Martin 

Cronin 
 

I use this to make a general comment that this document needs proper consultation 

with workshops and proper local engagement. A few afternoons in select areas is not 

consultation. It nay be within the letter of the law but not the spirit of what it means 

to consult 

Please see response to your 

previous comment. 

854846 

Mr 

Ian 

Storrar 
 

This document is almost unuseable and does not encourage casual observations and 

comments. 

Noted. Please refer to 

question 9.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 

855034 Respondent 
Thames Water 

Utilities Ltd 

General Comments 

A key sustainability objective for the preparation of the Local Plan should be for 

new development to be co-ordinated with the infrastructure it requires to serve it and 

to take into account the capacity of existing infrastructure. 

Paragraph 156 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), March 2012, 

Noted. 
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Officer Response 

states: 

“Local planning authorities should set out strategic policies for the area in the Local 

Plan. This should include strategic policies to deliver: … the provision of 

infrastructure for water supply and wastewater...” 

Paragraph 162 of the NPPF relates to infrastructure and states: 

“Local planning authorities should work with other authorities to: assess the quality 

and capacity of infrastructure for water supply and wastewater and its treatment … 

take account of the need for strategic infrastructure including nationally significant 

infrastructure within their areas.” 

The Government’s National Planning Practice Guidance sets out that: 

‘……the preparation of Local Plans should be the focus for ensuring that investment 

plans of water and sewerage companies align with development needs.’ 

855311 

Mr & Mrs 

David 

Ward 
 

In associated documentation there are a number of drop-in sessions identified, one of 

these being held in Twyning Villlage Hall on the 11th July, 1500-1830. 

This was the first time we have heard about this and, on investigation, understand 

that the Hall was, indeed, booked for the session, there was no notification of the 

content made and no advertising of the event placed anywhere in the village or 

surroundings. 

Why was this session not well advertised so that all interested parties could attend? 

Please refer to question 9.4 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 

855340 

Mr 

John 

James 
 

Before proceeding with my comments on the content of the draft Local Plan may I 

first complain about the way the consultadon has been organised. 

Firstly the document has only been available onllne or at a few local yenues. Surely 

it would have been possible to have produced a short simple document to be readily 

available for those requesting it. 

Secondly the document is full of jargon and appears to have been written in such a 

way as to make it as diffcult as possible for a lay person to understand. I wonder 

how many of the County Council members have actually read the document and I 

suspect that those who have will have found great difficulty in understanding lt. 

Thirdly you offer an onllne questionnaire for which you are requlred to provide 

personal detalls before you are able to access it. The questionnaire again is so full of 

jargon that most cannot even undestand the questions and so cannot answe them. 

ln short the process seems to have been devised to minimise the ability of the public 

to respond. 

Please refer to question 9.4 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 
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to any of the consultation documents or process? 

Officer Response - 9.4a 

Officer Response 

855353 
Chris 

McFarling  

I understand that, you are required to produce a plan which meets the demands of the 

government of the day. ln preparation for the future growth of the economy, jobs, 

the need for materials, for house-building, road building, minerals security, etc. etc. 

this obligation is assumed. 

ln many of the sites proposed for quarrying the MLP takes consideration of 

environmental and other factors. When these factors are balanced against the 

perceived demands of industry and in support of the mantra of economic growth, 

then these factors often provide less value and weight when the final decisions are 

made. Since the oxymoron of sustainable development is occasionally mentioned, it 

should be a requirement in all plans that the 

reality of sustainability versus development is researched and detailed as much as 

possible. 

I hope the MLP document, taking into account public and private comment, doesn't 

promote competitive nimbyism by communities across the county and subsequent 

intercounty friction. 

These 'other factors' involved in deciding whether to quarry or not are, perhaps, less 

valued at large, though accumulatively amount to a significant body of reason, 

knowledge and hope. 

I would suggest that the following factors need to be valued in terms of the current 

savings they would make, the heritage they would protect and the sustainability they 

would contribute to those not yet born. 

the interdependence of landscapes and people, both shaping eoch other through time, 

the value of soils upon which our future food security is critically rooted, the often 

hidden value of archaeology and the way it informs and educates us about who we 

are and how we got here, the intrinsic value 

of our health from air, land, water and noise polution, the invaluoble ond free water 

storage service provided by our soils and rock layers in a time 

of increasing extreme weather (rainfall) events and floods, the little creatures and 

plants that make up the web of life, that enrich our lives by their 

presence, that help provide the natural services we take for granted and yet are 

absolutely dependent upon, the physical, psychological and philosophical value of 

our peaceful, rural surrounds - our 'green and pleasant load', the value of local 

economies and the funds they gain from tourism, 

the importance of conditions placed on developers to meet the requirements of their 

Noted. Please refer to 

question 9.4 of the 

consultation summary report. 
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to any of the consultation documents or process? 

Officer Response - 9.4a 

Officer Response 

licences, and the need to invest in enforcement. The consistency of judging 

persistent breaches of contracts, to the law abiding population, the value quality over 

quantity, the threat of climate change to us all. 

lf these values are recognised for their great importance in a rapidly changing world, 

and we can act as partners in the stewardship of our cherished heritage, then we 

stand a good chance of increasing our awareness of sustainability and the 

interdependence of all things. Compromising these values, repeatedly, and for short 

term gain, leaves survival our only option going forward. 

856759 

Mr & Mrs 

Pat 

Crighton 
 

My initial reaction to this process is that you have made it as difficult as possible for 

residents to understand the paper as it is loaded with technical terms and furthermore 

one has to go through the most complex procedure to respond that I have come 

across. One can only draw conclusions from this that you are really not interested in 

what the public has to say and that the consultation is a process you are simply 

obliged to go through. 

Please refer to question 9.4 of 

the consultation summary 

report. 
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