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Main Matter 5 – Whether the Plan makes adequate provision for the steady 

and adequate supply of aggregate minerals? 

Issue: Whether the provision made in the plan for the future supply of 

aggregate minerals would deliver a steady and adequate supply? 

 

32. Should ‘Allocation 01: Land to the east of Stowe Hill Quarry’ be retained as 

an allocated site within the Plan? If not, what effect would this have on future 

supply requirements? 



Breedon Southern Limited 

Hearing Statement for the Examination of the Gloucestershire Mineral Local Plan 2018-2032 

1.0 Introduction  

1.1 Breedon Southern Limited (Breedon) operate Stowe Hill Quarry (SHQ).  An extension of SHQ 

for crushed rock aggregate extraction is proposed in Allocation 01 of the Gloucestershire 

Minerals Local Plan (GMLP) (SUB001). As a result of this proposed allocation, Breedon 

supported the soundness of the Publication GMLP.  

1.2 Since the submission of the Publication GMLP, GCC have issued an Addendum to the 

Supporting Evidence Paper dated December 2018 (EVP2018) (SUB018). The EVP2018 was 

produced, in part, as a result of the Statement of Common Ground between Gloucestershire 

County Council and the Environment Agency dated 06/12/2018 (SUB021) and the Statement 

of Common Ground between Gloucestershire County Council and Natural England also dated 

06/12/2018 (SUB022). These Statements of Common Ground state GCC will seek the deletion 

of Allocation 01 (the Deletion) through an amendment to Policy MA01 and its removal from 

Appendix 1.  

1.3 Although not included in the Proposed Main Modifications dated April 2019 (EX5a) or the 

Proposed Additional Modifications (EX5b), it is Breedon’s view that should the Deletion be 

adopted it will result in a future crushed rock aggregate deficiency, whilst the reasons put 

forward in support of the Deletion can be refuted. 

1.4 Breedon’s position has therefore changed from one of support to objection as detailed in this 

Hearing Statement. 

2.0 Soundness 

2.1 Should Allocation 01 be removed, the GMLP will be unsound as it will fail to demonstrate the 

deliverability of a sufficient, steady and adequate supply of crushed rock aggregate over the 

Plan Period.  As a result, the GMLP will not meet the following tests of soundness: 

Positively prepared 

• It does not provide a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and 

infrastructure requirements. 

Justified 

• An appropriate strategy for the provision of sufficient crushed rock aggregate from the 

Forest of Dean Resource Area will not have been provided.  

• It will not have been demonstrated that there is a reasonable and deliverable alternative 

allocation or source of alternative mineral.    

• The reasons for the deletion of Allocation Area 01 can be dismissed. 

Effective 

• The GMLP will not be effective in delivering sufficient crushed rock aggregate from the 

Forest of Dean Resource Area. 

• It will not have been effectively demonstrated that deliverable alternatives are available 

to meet a recognised shortfall in maximum productive capacity and supply during the Plan 

Period. 

 



 

 

Consistent with National Policy  

• The GMLP will not adhere to the requirements of Paragraph 143 of the 2012 NPPF 

(Paragraph 207 of the 2019 NPPF) in terms of the provision of a sufficient landbank for 

crushed rock aggregate from the Forest of Dean Resource Area. 

3.0 Justification: deficiency in maximum productive capacity and future aggregate supply 

3.1 Paragraphs 42 to 45 and 46 – 67 of the EVP2018 review the crushed rock aggregate provision 

in the GMLP and the impact on this minerals supply, should Allocation Area 01 be deleted, 

respectively. 

3.2 There is recognition in Paragraphs 41, 46, 48, 51, 56 and 58 to 64 of the EVP2018 for the risks 

of the Deletion, in delivering a sufficient and steady supply of crushed rock aggregate 

throughout the Plan Period. In response to these risks the EVP2018 can only offer theoretical 

assumptions which are not supported by any evidence that the GMLP may still be deliverable 

(Paragraphs 49, 50, 51, 60, 61, 63, 64, 66 and 67).  

3.3 Paragraph 46 of the EVP2018, for example, recognises that the Deletion will reduce the Forest 

of Dean Resource Area’s maximum productive capacity and potential yield. With reference to 

Table 2a of the EVP2018, maximum productive capacities would be reduced from 2.05mtpa 

to 1.45mtpa and a reduction in potential yield from the Allocation Areas from 21.4-28.4mt to 

11.4mt.  

3.4 As recognised in Paragraph 48 of the EVP2018, the flexibility of local aggregate supplies would 

be reduced with the Deletion and there would be very little headroom to accommodate 

fluctuations in supply.  Such flexibility to respond to changing circumstances is key to the 

robustness of the GMLP, especially in light of the broadly upward trend in crushed rock 

aggregate sales and likelihood of an increase in aggregate production being required to supply 

national infrastructure projects and the Government’s national house building aspirations (as 

recognised in Table 1 and Paragraphs 2.10 and 2.11 and Figure 1 and Paragraph 4.30 of the 

6th Local Aggregate Assessment (SUB019)).            

3.5 Paragraphs 47 of the EVP2018 suggests that the Deletion will not create a theoretical shortfall 

in future supplies. It would be possible to meet the 1.0164 mtpa annual demand and the 

10.4164mt required from the Allocation Areas to replenish exhausted reserves.  Nevertheless, 

as stated in Paragraph 49, this would require both Drybrook and Stowfield quarries to be 

operational during the Plan Period and that their respective Allocation Areas 02 and 03 are 

developed. 

3.6 The ability for Drybrook to be operational and for Allocation Area 02 to be developed is highly 

questionable. This quarry has been mothballed since 2009 and Allocation 02 is the same area 

as the Preferred Area (Inset Plan 2) in the Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan 1997-2006 

adopted April 2003, which has not been developed, or a Planning Application made. Planning 

Permission Ref:  14/0032/FDMAJM dated 21/10/2014 was granted to extend the life of 

Drybrook Quarry to 28/04/2024 to extract the remaining 1.8mt1 of aggregate which is 

                                                           
1 Volume 5 Planning Application Statement for Planning Application Ref: 14/0032/FDMAJM- Variation of 

condition 2 to extend the time period for completion of quarrying and restoration 

http://planning.gloucestershire.gov.uk/publicaccess/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=N4HK51HN01600&activeTa

b=summary 



included in the existing landbank. Currently this quarry only has planning permission to 

operate for part of the Plan Period and at its productive capacity of 250,000 tonnes per annum 

even if it reopens will not be able to extract all of its reserve without a further extension of 

time. As a result there is clearly uncertainty whether Drybrook Quarry will reopen, whether 

Allocation 02 will be developed during the Plan Period and if consent will be granted to extend 

its life beyond 2024.  

3.7 With reference to Table 2a of the EVP2018, the inability to develop Allocation Areas 01 and 

02 would result in a loss of potential yield of 14-21mt. The remaining 7.4mt of potential yield 

from Allocation 03 at Stowfield would therefore be insufficient to meet the 10.4164mt from 

allocated sites needed during the Plan Period.  This would also result in the landbank for the 

Forest of Dean Resource Area being tied up in a single site which would risk conflicting with 

the requirements of Paragraph 145 of the 2012 NPPF (Paragraph 207 of the 2019 NPPF) which 

seeks to ensure large landbanks bound up in very few sites do not stifle competition.  

3.8 Furthermore it also is clear from Page 152 of the GMLP that, for amenity reasons, the 

established production capacity at Drybrook of 250,000 tpa should not be increased. Although 

Stowfield Quarry is operational, it is limited by Planning Permission Ref: 16/0018/FDMAJM to 

1.2 million tonnes annual output. The ability, likelihood and environmental acceptability of 

increasing productive capacities to accommodate fluctuations in supply has not been 

established and may not be deliverable.   

3.9 The loss of Allocation 01’s productive capacity (0.6mtp) cannot viably be replaced from the 

Cotswold Resource Area. Paragraph 50 of the EVP2018 recognises that the Cotswold Resource 

Area has only 0.3mtpa potential spare capacity. Furthermore, as recognised in Paragraph 50, 

there is a notable geological difference in the stones produced from the Forest of Dean and 

Cotswold Resource Areas, and consequently the aggregates each area can produce and the 

uses to which they can be put to.  This is highlighted in Paragraphs 32 and 34 of the Supporting 

Evidence Paper May 2018 (SUB017), extracts of which have been reproduced below: 

32.  The Forest of Dean resource area is largely made up of Carboniferous limestone that 

has relatively high magnesium content and is characterised as being harder than many 

other types of limestone. Its properties make it a valuable mineral resource and it is 

used in the construction industry for concrete and asphalt production, ballast as well 

as a general fill. The stone has also been known as a source of flux in metal processing, 

and as a soil conditioner and feed additive for livestock… 

 

34.  Crushed rock limestone that originates in the Cotswold resource area is from the 

Jurassic period and forms part of the Inferior and Great Oolite series. It is softer and 

more porous than the limestone of the Forest of Dean, which means its aggregate 

potential is far more limited. Generally it performs as a low-grade construction fill…  

 

3.10 Breedon do not accept the suggestion that the aggregates in these resource blocks may be 

interchangeable.  

3.11 In light of the inability for the shortfall in capacity to be met in Gloucestershire, crushed rock 

aggregate would need to be imported from outside of the County. This option is recognised 

in Paragraph 51 of the EVP2018 suggesting that there are comparable resources in nearby 

                                                           

 



counties, although it is stated that ‘it is unclear how secure this option would be in the future, 

particularly as demand pressures elsewhere are anticipated to increase (e.g. ambitions growth 

proposals are currently be prepared across the West of England area)’. 

3.12 The ability for these alternative supplies to meet a shortfall is therefore not evidence based 

and is purely theoretical. Furthermore, these alternative sources are located to and beyond 

the south of Gloucestershire from where mineral would and could only be transported by 

road. This is not recognised in the EVP2018.  The environmental and economic sustainability 

of importing mineral from beyond and across the county has not been established. The 

security and acceptability of supply from these alternative sources is also unknown. Therefore, 

this option may not be deliverable and cannot and should not be relied upon. 

3.13 Should a shortfall in supply and productive capacities occur during the Plan Period, the final 

sentence of Paragraph 64 of the EVP2018 recognises that a review of the GMLP will be 

triggered by a significant reduction in reserves, but does not consider this further. It 

additionally suggests (at Paragraphs 65-6) that Policy MA02 of the GMLP could be used to 

support the development of an unallocated site, referring to the justification in that policy 

that the plan’s allocations are not able to contribute to maintaining minimum landbank levels. 

3.14 With the exception of Allocation 01, 02 and 03, the only other site considered for allocation 

during the development of the GLMP was Hewelsfield which was rejected. The details of this 

site are included in Pages 45 to 51 of the Minerals Local Plan Site Options and Draft Policy 

Framework Evidence Paper- Site Options dated June 2014 (SUB038). This site was principally 

rejected from the GMLP as it is located in the Wye Valley AONB and highway impacts which 

would be significant to overcome. This site had also been rejected from the Gloucestershire 

Minerals Local Plan 1997-2006 adopted April 2003. It is therefore likely that this site will 

continue to be undeliverable during the Plan Period and beyond. 

3.15 The EVP2018 appears to suggest (Paragraph 66) that the present undetermined planning 

applications at Stowe Hill Quarry may come forward under the justification in Policy MA02 

identified above. To suggest that they come forward under Policy MA02 whilst at the same 

time considering the Deletion is contradictory. Current reserves at Stowe Hill Quarry will 

shortly be exhausted and it cannot be assumed that, in the absence of an allocation, Breedon 

would continue to pursue planning consent for this Allocation. 

3.16 Also of concern is the ability for a review of the GMLP to be conducted in a timely manner to 

support the development of an unallocated site. The Preferred Areas in the current 

Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan were to support the period from 1997-2006, yet it has 

taken over 13 years for the replacement allocations to be considered at the forthcoming 

Examination.  A similar delay would not secure the essential supply and productive capacities 

in a timely manner during the Plan Period.   

3.17 The likelihood of an unallocated site coming forward has not been sufficiently established. 

The adoption of the Deletion would therefore result in a ‘hope for the best’ strategy. In 

contrast a ‘positive planning’ strategy is necessary to support the provision of a Minerals Plan 

that has any certainty of delivering a sufficient and effective landbank for Gloucestershire.  

3.18 Finally, it is recognised in Paragraph 59 of the EVP2018 that Allocation 01 is required for the 

replenishment of exhausted reserves beyond the Plan Period. Paragraph 62 of the EVP2018 

establishes the risk of the Deletion in that ‘over time the crushed rock landbank for the Forest 

of Dean resource area would degrade as insufficient resources would be available to replenish 



exhausted reserves. At the end of plan period the resource area would have no long term 

provision (i.e. less than 3 years) to support future supplies of crushed rock aggregate’.  The 

Deletion will therefore conflict with the requirements of Policy MW01 of the GMLP which 

requires a crushed rock landbank of at least 10 years at the end of the Plan Period.  

4.0 Justification:  Evidence for the proposed deletion of Allocation Area 01 is not proportionate    

4.1 Paragraph 40 of the EVP2018 identifies the Deletion as a method to address the objections 

from the Environment Agency and Natural England in representations 1169920/6/AL01/USND 

and 1116790/3/AL01/USND (the Objections) respectively (SUB007).  

4.2 The crux of the Objections are that Allocation 01 could lead to significant adverse impacts on 

Slade Brook Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) as detailed in the objections to planning 

applications to extend Stowe Hill Quarry.  

4.3 There are currently two undetermined Planning Applications for Allocation 01. Planning 

Application Ref: 15/0108/FDMAJM includes all of Allocation 01. Planning Application Ref: 

17/0122/FDMAJM includes extraction from 7.37 ha of Allocation Area 01.  

4.4 One of the principle reasons for the objections to Planning Applications 15/0108/FDMAJM 

and 17/0122/FDMAJM has been Natural England’s and the Environment Agency’s perception 

that there is insufficient data to establish the likelihood of any impact on the Slade Brook SSSI. 

This perception is not supported by either Breedon’s experts or by Atkins who were employed 

by Gloucestershire County Council to advise on hydrology and hydrogeology.  

4.5 It has been clear from meetings and ongoing discussions with Gloucestershire County 

Council’s Mineral Planning Authority that subject to the removal of the Objections, Planning 

Application Ref: 17/0122/FDMAJM will be taken to Planning Committee with a 

recommendation for approval.  

4.6 At the time of writing this Statement it is considered that the objections from both the 

Environment Agency and Natural England to Planning Application Ref: 17/0122/FDMAJM will 

be removed.  A meeting was held with the Environment Agency, Natural England, 

Gloucestershire County Council and Breedon and their advisors on 27/10/2018 to discuss the 

objections.  It was agreed at this meeting that subject to a number of key principles being 

included within a S106 agreement and planning conditions, the objections would be removed 

(Appendix 1 Combined Email Correspondence for Planning Application Reference 

170122FDMAJM).  

4.7 The information required to remove the Objections principally include a commitment to 

extensive on and off site monitoring and an improved restoration scheme in the existing and 

proposed quarry. The improved restoration scheme will be monitored in detail to show the 

betterment over previously agreed schemes. This information was submitted to the Mineral 

Planning Authority to address the December 2018 Regulation 25 Requests for Further 

Information for Planning Application Ref: 17/0122/FDMAJM on 20/12/2018 (the Response). 

Of note are the following documents from this Response which have been included in 

Appendix 2 of this submission: 

• Additional Environmental Information Report; 

• Appendix C- Reponses to the Points Raised; and 

• Appendix E- Suggested Section 106 and Planning Conditions. 



4.8 Despite the consultation period for the consideration of the Response ending on 18/02/2019, 

consultation responses from Natural England and the Environment Agency have not been 

provided, but Breedon have received nothing to suggest that the Response is insufficient or 

that the objections will not be removed.    

4.9 It is considered that the collection and analysis of data described in a scheme of monitoring 

submitted in the Response, which has been agreed in principle with the Environment Agency 

and Natural England, will allow Breedon to build on the existing extensive evidence base that 

that shows that historic quarrying has not had a detrimental impact to the Slade Brook SSSI. 

4.10 Breedon propose that, subject to the grant of Planning Permission Ref: 17/0122/FDMAJM, 

Planning Application Ref: 15/0108/FDMAJM (the whole of Allocation 01) will be withdrawn.  

Continued quarrying under Planning Permission Ref: 17/0122/FDMAJM will provide Breedon 

with time to expand and improve on the hydrological monitoring and sampling to support the 

submission and delivery of a new planning application for additional areas within Allocation 

01 during the Plan Period. 

4.11 As an alternative to the Deletion, Allocation 01 could be reduced to the area outlined in red 

on Plan No: CW-19-02 in Appendix 3. The area subject to Planning Application Ref: 

17/0122/FDMAJM is shown hatched. The revised Allocation Area will yield 4.5mt of crushed 

rock aggregate and so ensure a sufficient supply of aggregate throughout the Plan Period. 

4.12 Breedon consider that Allocation 01, as revised, can be delivered without an unacceptable risk 

to the SSSI and that effective mitigation can be provided through improved, evidence based 

restoration design as demonstrated by the agreement in principle with Natural England and 

the Environment Agency to remove their objections to Planning Permission Ref: 

17/0122/FDMAJM. Breedon consider the revised Allocation 01 is deliverable. 

5.0 How the Plan can be made sound 

5.1 Removing Allocation 01 from the GMLP makes the Plan unsound. The Plan can only be made 

sound by either retaining Allocation 01 or reducing Allocation 01 as suggested above.  
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