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Abbreviations used: 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

This planning application has been submitted by Breedon Southern Ltd (BSL) for an area of expansion 

of the quarry by 13.56ha whilst the previous application (ref 15/0108/FDMAJM) which sought an 

expansion of 56.35ha remains under consideration and has not been withdrawn.  The 2015 application 

has been the subject of serious concerns and objections expressed by statutory authorities and was 

itself a substitution of an earlier application (14/0119/FDMAJM) which, in the face of strong objection, 

was subsequently withdrawn. 

Prior to that Breedon Aggregates England Ltd (BAE) refused to build a new haul road and move all the 

existing plant currently in Clearwell quarry to Stowe Hill quarry for which planning consent had been 

approved. 

Emphasis is made throughout this application by BSL to the fact that it is for a far smaller area than that 

sought in 2015 and hence the effects will be far less.  The previous application must not be considered 

when assessing this application; the effects of this new one are identical, insofar as they relate to the 

proposed smaller area of expansion. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

We will demonstrate that the case for which this application has been submitted has not been made; 

that it would, if permitted, be a breach of many statutes and policies and result in untold irreversible 

damage to the countryside, ecology, heritage, economy etc of the local area. 

We will show that the application area is not yet designated a Preferred Area of Extraction in the current 

Minerals Local Plan; that it conflicts with policies in the draft MLP 2018-2032, that there are more than 

adequate reserves of aggregate at other locations with far better transport connections - including four 

with direct railways in to the quarries.  We will show that that there would be catastrophic effects on an 

SSSI, water-courses, heritage, ecology and on the landscape, and that irreparable damage will be done 

to the local economy through loss of agricultural land and tourism generated income. Finally we provide 

evidence that the applicant has an appalling record of compliance at this and other sites it owns and 

has scant regard for safety and adherence to planning conditions. 

We will produce evidence to show that there is inaccurate data within the application and that BSL has 

attempted to mislead the public by the publication of inaccurate information.  BSL have stated that the 

error in the leaflet which they distributed to the public was a typing error; however, this raises serious 

doubts as to the accuracy of any information in the application. 

Finally we look to the European Convention on Human Rights which guarantees (Article 1, first Protocol) 

“the right to peaceful enjoyment of possessions” and Article 8 which guarantees “a right to respect for 

private and family life” and also provides that “there shall be no interference by a public authority with 

the exercise of this right …” 

A 
 
A 
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   HYDRO-GEOLOGY 

 

[This is covered in Chapter 10 of the Environmental Statement] 

Relevant legislation / guidance 

Adopted MLP Policy E11.  “Mineral development which is likely to have a significant negative 

quantitative and / or qualitative impact on the water environment, will not be permitted unless 

appropriate measures can be imposed to mitigate any harmful effects.” 

Introduction 

B1 We believe that the Slade Brook SSSI must be protected – it is a unique natural geological 

treasure of national, if not international, importance. The application to further quarry in its catchment 

area calls into question our stewardship and responsibilities in looking after our natural heritage for 

future generations. 

B2 We object to the application to further quarrying at Stowe Hill for many reasons which this 

response below makes clear. Two statements are critical to the flawed Hydrogeological Impact 

Assessment provided by the applicant. 

B3 The first comes from the concluding remark made in the Hydrogeo report (2018) commissioned 

by Newland and St Briavels Parish Councils (Appendix 1). “In summary the proposed extension to 

the Limestone quarry at Stowe Hill is considered to be unsustainable due to potential medium 

impacts on the Slade Brook SSSI.” 

B4 The second, comes from the authoritative report by Professor Gunn to Natural England's 

objection to the previous application. “The available evidence indicates that most, if not all, of the 

proposed extension area is in the catchment of the Slade Brook springs. Quarrying in the 

proposed extension area (2015) (which includes the 2017 application area) would pose a very 

serious risk of damage to the tufa system in the Slade Brook SSSI. The measures proposed to 

mitigate against that risk are inadequate and unproven.” We understand that Professor Gunn has 

been commissioned by Natural England to report on the current (2017) application to extend the quarry 

at Stowe Hill. 

Slade Brook SSSI 

B5 To be clear, the SSSI notification states that the "Slade Brook is nationally important for its active 

tufa-forming stream system. The stream supports a series of tufa dams (with associated plunge pools 

and connecting stream sections) that are a result of the combination of a series of complex physical 

and chemical processes within the stream. This system of tufa dams forms the longest series (700m) 

of such structures representing this feature in Britain."  

B 
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B6 Furthermore, the notification adds that "Actively forming tufa dams are rare features, and their 

processes of formation and maintenance are poorly understood. However, they hold the key to 

understanding the origins of fossil tufa dams and the large number of dams present in this assemblage 

(about 60) holds great potential for improving our current understanding of these features – both modern 

and fossil." 

B7 In order to best manage and protect the Slade Brook tufa dams, specific SSSI management 

principles must be adhered to. 

"Active tufa formations rely on a number of factors to sustain them, these are  

• the quantity, quality and chemistry of the water  

• the rate of flow and temperature of the water  

• the presence of vegetation and debris within the water  

• absence of disturbance and mechanical damage.  

Some of these factors are influenced by land management and land use activities both inside and 

outside the SSSI boundary."  

"The tufa deposits within the brook are soft, fragile and grow very slowly. The tufa should be 

safeguarded from activities that cause physical damage."  

"The general quantity, quality, and chemical and physical characteristics of the water within the brook 

are important to the continued active formation of the tufa features." 

B8 We consider that the historic quarrying within the catchment of the Slade Brook will have had an 

effect on the particular qualities of the water creating the tufa formations. This will have altered the 

hydro-chemistry and flow rates of the water in the brook in amounts that will not have been effectively 

recorded due to ineffective monitoring as a result of insufficient understanding of tufa formation and 

maintenance – as stated above. 

B9 As the Hydrogeo report confirms, "the site [is] widely recognised as the best example of actively 

forming tufa dams in Great Britain." And that "the actively forming tufa are dependent on the flow and 

water chemistry in the water emerging from springs at the base of the limestone (in additional to factors 

local to the Slade Brook). The active tufa dam formation at Slade Brook is unique to the UK in its extent 

and is highly dependent on the complex interrelationship between a number of factors (climate, geology, 

topography, vegetation in the catchment and along the brook, plus other biological factors). The 

disturbance or slight change in any one of these factors can lead to the cessation of active tufa 

formation."   

The Applicant's Impact Assessment – omissions and flaws 

B10 The applicant's Impact Assessment seriously undervalues the importance of, or omits the 

importance of the geological assets and processes involved and the threats quarrying has on them. The 
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applicant's report has numerous omissions and under estimations as highlighted by the Hydrogeo 

report. The following are just some examples of why this application needs careful scrutiny:  

B10.1 The applicant's Hydrogeological Impact Assessment states that the limestone at the 

quarry is a Secondary B aquifer. The Environment Agency classification shows the unit as a Principal 

Aquifer.   

B10.2 Long term plans for the new Longley Farm access road are not confirmed – the access 

road cuts across the catchment area to Slade Brook and will interfere with drainage from the east from 

Bearse Common / Orles Wood.  

B10.3 The Hydrogeological Conceptual model appears to ignore the existing quarry! (Figure 

251L-10-08) 

B10.4 There is no post-restoration Hydrogeological Conceptual Model provided as a drawing to 

support the impact assessment: this is fundamental to demonstrating an understanding of how the 

mitigation measures will limit impacts to an acceptable level. 

B10.5 A minimum of at least 12 months of groundwater level monitoring is required to adequately 

characterise the seasonal fluctuations in groundwater elevation beneath the site, particularly as the 

base of the proposed quarry is so close to the predicted maximum level. (Only June and October 2017 

were monitored and this would not have characterised the seasonal high groundwater elevation at the 

end of the winter period). 

 B10.6 There are conflicting statements in the report on whether inert waste will be imported to 

site as part of the site restoration of the extension area. This is not clear and has critical implications on 

the risk to groundwater chemistry. 

B10.7 The Impact Assessment report calculates that the proposed extension area comprises 

between 5 and 7% of the slow flow catchment. However, the previously quarried area has not been 

included and if it is then the proposed extension, would result in the modification of around 21% of the 

slow flow catchment of Slade Brook by quarrying activity. The likelihood of a measurable impact on 

Slade Brook increases as the quarry extends within the slow flow catchment.  

B10.8 The conclusion that restored soils generally had the highest measured pCO2 

concentrations, and perform comparably to natural soils is based on insufficient data.  

B10.9 The proposed farm/quarry access road passes along the boundary of Bearse 

Common/Orles Wood. This new road/track will have side drains which will intercept runoff from Bearse 

Common/Orles Wood flowing to the east and could cut off or divert water draining from the woodland 

soils (high in Carbon dioxide).  This impact has not been recognised or addressed in the report. 

B10.10 The applicant’s interpretation that a cumulative impact assessment should only be based 

on present activities only is incorrect, particularly when applied to assessing the cumulative impact of 

limestone removal on karst groundwater flow and geochemistry. It is critical that the cumulative impact 

of the proposed extension should include both past quarrying and also potential future quarrying on the 

Slade Brook SSSI.  
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Mitigation 

B11 We strongly challenge the applicant’s 4 proposed mitigation measures! 

 B11.1 Extension Area is a small part of catchment to springs/baseflow (Slade Brook SSSI) 

B11.2. Restoration is designed to mimic recharge processes 

B11.3. Restoration is progressive 

B11.4. Historic operations show lack of impact  

As the Hydrogeo report clearly states, "All four items listed as ‘mitigation measures’ are 

questionable in their application in the impact assessment. There is insufficient justification for 

reducing the likelihood of occurrence from moderate to unlikely. The residual risk to springs 

and baseflow (Slade Brook SSSI) after mitigation should therefore be reported as Medium." 

B12 We are also well aware of the deficiencies in the applicants statements with regard to mitigation 

in their previous application reports. The applicant had suggested then that "through the delivery of the 

mitigation measures proposed the significance of possible effects on groundwater beneath the 

proposed Extension Area, off-site groundwater and groundwater dependent receptors at distance from 

the proposed Extension Area has been limited to low or very low for both the operational and restoration 

phases." 

B13 But Gunn (2015) in his highly authoritative report to Natural England, highlighted the error that 

the applicant had suggested "that long-term monitoring of the deep saturated aquifer and of Slade Brook 

are forms of mitigation. Gunn then continued to state that "monitoring and mitigation are different 

activities. Mitigation aims to reduce, reverse or compensate for any adverse impacts. Monitoring aims 

to provide evidence of any change in the receptor system that could be due to the activity. The Slade 

Brook springs are fed by conduits through which there is rapid groundwater flow and monitoring may 

simply serve to confirm that change has taken place and the system has been damaged, 

possibly irreversibly. The monitoring of the 'the deep saturated aquifer' is focussed on boreholes that 

are likely to only provide an indication of conditions in their immediate area." 

B14 The applicants statement that "A scheme of monitoring has been specified which will 

demonstrate that the mitigation is effective in protecting the water environment and Slade Brook 

SSSI in particular" simply extends the failure of past monitoring to produce reliable data. 

B15 Professor Gunn's authoritative report continued to find fault in the historical monitoring that is 

now being used to quantify the impacts of quarrying on the Slade brook SSSI. application.  

B16 The applicant's environmental assessment states that "Flow data collected from a monitoring 

point on the Slade Brook has been rigorously analysed and it has been demonstrated that it can be 

used, in an appropriate way, to define a catchment area using a water balance technique. The water 

balance has been completed using rainfall data from an Environment Agency rain gauge close to the 

site and appropriate adjustment to estimate effective rainfall." 



                                                                                                                                                                         9 
 

B17 Yet Gunn (2015) stated that "the majority of measurements relate to two points on the stream 

and not to individual springs and the discharge data are not of sufficient quality to determine whether 

there has been any change in rainfall - runoff relationships or flow - chemistry relationships. In addition, 

most of the conclusions in the 2015 Results report appear to be based on just two sets of water samples 

which is inadequate." 

B18 The applicant's 2015 Environmental assessment stated that "detailed water quality and flow 

monitoring undertaken in Slade Brook since 2005 has not demonstrated any effects on the carbonate 

chemistry in Slade Brook and/or tufa forming potential as a result of historical limestone extraction 

associated with past quarry operations, and more particularly following the 2007 quarry extension."  

B19 However, Gunn (2015) effectively invalidated the monitoring results stating that  

"Tufa deposition in Slade Brook would be impossible without substantial soil CO2 production in the 

catchment as this drives limestone dissolution. This being the case it might be expected that in over ten 

years of monitoring some measurements would have been made of CO2 concentrations in the soil 

atmosphere and in groundwaters. The absence of any such measurements represent a serious 

monitoring failure. Similarly there has been no serious consideration of the impact on limestone 

dissolution of soil stripping in the proposed extension area." 

Although the 2007 extension area quarry may only occupy a small proportion of the Slade Brook 

catchment stripping of the soil cover and removal of the epikarst may have proceeded slowly 

and there may be a lag in system response. The majority of measurements relate to two points on 

the stream and not to individual springs and the discharge data are not of sufficient quality to 

determine whether there has been any change in rainfall - runoff relationships or flow - chemistry 

relationships. In addition, most of the conclusions in the 2015 Results report appear to be based 

on just two sets of water samples which is inadequate. 

B20 In his assessment of the applicants consideration of the significance of the catchment area, 

Gunn concluded that "the estimate of the Slade Brook catchment area is so flawed that it should 

be disregarded, for without an understanding of the area required to supply water to Slade Brook it is 

impossible to assess the significance of quarrying in the proposed extension area.  

Conclusions 

B21 The available evidence indicates that most, if not all, of the proposed extension area is in 

the catchment of the Slade Brook springs. The measures proposed to mitigate against that risk 

are inadequate and unproven.  

B22 Hydrogeo's report is valedictory; in summary the proposed extension to the Limestone 

quarry at Stowe Hill is considered to be unsustainable due to potential medium impacts on the 

Slade Brook SSSI.  

B23 Parish Councillors have reiterated their serious concerns on the following aspects of the 
application. 
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B23.1 There is concern that the Lucozade Ribena Suntory Ltd factory in Coleford which has an 

abstraction licence (annual quantity 691k litres – Table 10.2) could be adversely affected either by a 

reduction in supply or contamination. 

B23.2 The lack of accurate water levels (10.2.57) between 2013 and 2017 raises concerns as 

in fact there is only a period of around a month (October to November 2015)  during  the  4 years when 

accurate data is available. Why?  Can the assumptions made in lieu of this data be relied upon? 

B23.3 The data at Table 10.6 and the plan 251L-10-15 are extremely alarming.  The application 

seeks to quarry the extension area down to 170m AOD but the predicted high groundwater levels at the 

boreholes in the area indicate: 

 At borehole BH17.B2.2, water at 168.42m AOD 

 At borehole BH17.B2.3, water at 168.08m AOD 

At borehole BH17.B2.1, water at 169.25m AOD 

This raises the following questions, bearing in mind a ‘safety margin’ of only 750mm between 

the quarry floor and the water table: 

 (1) How accurate are those predictions? 

 (2) Given that they turn out to be accurate how refined is the blasting process to secure the 

margin of 750mm? 

B23.4 The Gloucestershire Emerging New Minerals Plan (May 2016) – Hydrogeological 

Assessment Clearwell / Stowe Hill states: 

• (3.5.3) “groundwater was identified above 171m AOD within the Avon group limestone, and 

groundwater has been identified within the deep limestone above 165m AOD across the site”; 

• (3.5.3) “information in the hydrogeological report suggests groundwater flow within the site 

option may be southwards towards the Slade Brook” 

• (4.3) “The primary pathways at the site for potential flooding issues are likely to be the surface 

water runoff and fissure flow dominated groundwater flooding in the area surrounding the site. 

• (Table in 4.3) 

“Receptor: Slade Brook SSSI 

Importance: “High” 

Impact: Increase in suspended solids from quarrying activities and a potential for increase in 

overland flow.  Changes to base flow as a result of dewatering and/or inert infill.  Potential for 

changes to carbonate content of groundwater leading to changes to Tufa formation 

processes. 
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Magnitude during operation: “Moderate adverse”.  There may be an increase in suspended 

sediments in the surface runoff due to the nature of the activities taking place on the quarry site.  

An increase in suspended sediment on the watercourse could lead to a decline in the overall 

quality.  Dewatering activities during operations may result in diversion of water from the Slade 

Brook as groundwater flow paths are interrupted.  Changes to conservation area status of 

the SSSI as a result of changes to flow or chemistry. 

Magnitude after restoration: “Moderate adverse”.   After restoration the site is likely to be 

partially backfilled with lower permeability materials.  This is likely to increase the overland flow 

into the water course and may cause a reduction in baseflow contribution be producing a barrier 

to groundwater flow.  Changes to conservation status of the SSSI as a result of changes to 

flow or chemistry. 

Significance: “Significant” 

See Appendix 1 - report by Hydrogeo Ltd commissioned by Newland Parish Council 
(separate document) 
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DUST AND NOISE POLLUTION 

 

[This is covered in Chapters 7 of the Environmental Statement] 

Relevant legislation / guidance   

Health & Safety Act 1974 s.3:  “General duties of employers and self-employed to persons other 

than their employees.   

Health & Safety Act 1974 s.5: “It shall be the duty … to use the best possible means for preventing the 

emission into the atmosphere from the premises of noxious or offensive substances and for rendering 

harmless and inoffensive such substances as may be emitted.” 

HSE The Quarries Regulations 1999:  “The Quarries Regulations 1999 are intended to protect … 

safeguard people not working at the quarry (eg those living, passing or working nearby …”    

(1) It shall be the duty of every employer to conduct his undertaking in such a way as to ensure, so far 

as is reasonably practicable, that persons not in his employment who may be affected thereby are not 

thereby exposed to risks to their health or safety.    

(3) In such cases as may be prescribed, it shall be the duty of every employer … to give to persons (not 

being his employees) … the prescribed information about such aspects of the way in which he conducts 

his undertaking as might affect their health or safety.”   

NPPF 110 “in preparing plans … the aim should be to minimise pollution and other adverse effects on 

the local and natural environment”.    

NPPF 143. “In preparing Local Plans, … authorities should set out environmental criteria … to ensure 

that [there are] no unacceptable adverse effects on …human health, including from noise and dust …” 

NPPF 144 “When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should:   “… ensure there 

are no unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural and historic environment, human health, and take 

in to account the cumulative effect of multiple impacts from … a number of sites in a locality.” 

Adopted MLP clause 2.2.7 Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. “Proposals for mineral development 

adjacent to AONBs will require rigorous examination to ensure that the development does not detract 

from the designated area.  

Adopted MLP Policy E20.  “Mineral development will only be permitted when the provision for vehicle 

movement within the site …are such that the traffic movements likely to be generated by the 

development would not result in unacceptable impact … residential amenity or the local environment.” 

C 
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Draft MLP:  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”. 

C1 DUST 

C1.1 BAE approached local residents prior to the initial proposal, and asked to locate dust 

monitoring equipment for their application. They were given permission on all occasions. A full 

long term dust monitoring schedule would have provided real-time data on not only the dust 

issues but also very accurate data on wind directions and speeds. BSL  have done a dust survey 

over the last 12 months but NOT in the closest residence to the Quarry, namely the Travellers 

Rest. Instead they have chosen an alternative residence, further from the dust source, and 

contrary to industry standards which quotes “surveys should be completed at the closest 

residence especially where dust complaints have been noted”. There is evidence that the 

placement of the equipment is also shielded by trees thus giving a false survey. A key element 

of the NPPF on a dust survey is a recommended full dust monitoring site survey in order to give 

planners a better and more detailed picture of site conditions. We believe that the survey does 

not reflect the true current conditions on site, in particular the known and reported huge problems 

with dust at local residences. 

C1.2 There is no Dust Management Plan included in the application document; this must be 

produced to show exactly what upgrades and modifications BSL are proposing to the existing 

plant in order to minimise dust pollution.  This needs to demonstrate that the impact of dust will 

be controlled satisfactorily without unacceptable detriment to the local community. The current 

dust management plan is based on old 1980’s dust philosophies where dust was a nuisance. 

New air quality regulations both in the UK and EU now classify such dust as a health hazard 

and therefore dust management plans should reflect these dangers. There is strong evidence 

that this site not only produces huge amounts of respirable dust from all parts of the quarrying 

process, but that BSL does not have the capability to control these emissions and that the 

management plan is old and inefficient. 

C1.3 There is no evidence the development proposals can operate in a manner unlikely to cause 

adverse air or dust impacts because these issues already exist; there have been over 300 formal 

complaints to the authorities and numerous FODDC enforcement notifications in the last three 

years alone. The main issue here is that there is nothing in this THIRD proposal to say that this 

will change, it basically says we will continue as we always have. The final LGO report in 2016 

said “There is sufficient evidence of a major dust problem at the quarry”.  

C1.4 We would also question the removal of the whole of section 7.8 in the original Dustscan 

report that is now missing from the new report. This is an important section in that it lists very 

specific and necessary upgrades that will be done to the existing plant in order to make it safer 

on dust. In fact, the new report does not mention any modifications that will be made to the plant, 

instead replacing this whole section with “plant will be upgraded as necessary”. Due to the long 

history of dust problems with this plant, over 300 formal complaints, and much video evidence, 

it is critical that any plant that is to be relocated into Stowe Hill undergoes a very detailed and 



                                                                                                                                                                         14 
 

serious upgrade for dust mitigation, in particular the installation of state of the art filtration 

systems that BSL have promised at numerous liaison meetings.  This new application does 

propose, without timescale, for the relocation of the scalping plant to the main crusher in Stowe 

Hill and the enclosure of both plants. It also proposes the recladding of “some”, as yet defined, 

plant remaining in Clearwell. What it DOES NOT propose is the installation, to modern standards 

and industry recommended, of dust filtration systems.  

C1.5 To this, as well as a copy of the Dust Management Plan requested in C1.2, we would also 

ask that section 7.8 be reinstated and for a detailed and definitive project rollout of major 

upgrades to all plant that will be moved to Stowe Hill and that all upgrades are completed prior 

to relocation. This is imperative to ensure that the historical problems with dust are not just 

relocated elsewhere. We would ask that the NPC are actively involved in the negotiation 

and completion of an upgrade project. 

C1.6  On what basis is it assumed that this is a case where the requirements of The Institute of 

Air Quality Management (2014) “Guidance on the assessment of dust from demolition and 

construction” does not apply? (Clause 7.5.19)  

C1.7 There is a responsibility on local authorities for assessing and monitoring air quality.  We 

are concerned that the appropriate authority has not, in the past, undertaken this properly 

because of the number of complaints which have been lodged but not recorded.  Clearly, before 

any permission is given correct procedures must be in place. 

C1.8 There is a limit on the level of PM10 particulates permitted, how is this to be monitored? The 

proposal excludes any projection of dust smaller than PM10. This is classified as respirable dust 

and as BAE have now admitted that there is a Silica content high enough to be of a health 

concern we therefore ask that this be reviewed and that Public Health England be involved. 

Respirable dust containing Silica, even at low contents, still pose a health risk especially long 

term, and this is a serious issue and concern to local residents that needs to be investigated. 

C1.9 Much that BSL have admitted a 3.5% Silica content in its dust we have evidence that 

windborne dust that is leaving the site still contains these levels of Silica. This means that 

residents will be subjected to windborne dust that contains high enough levels of carcinogenic 

silica dust to be a major health risk. This is even more important given the industry standard 1km 

radius for airborne respirable dust, that the north end of the proposal closest to Shophouse, puts 

a large amount of Clearwell village in the dust danger zone, which includes the local primary 

school. 

C1.10 If BSL are unwilling to report on respirable dust, have not said they will upgrade their plant 

to mitigate, evidence shows windborne dust contains carcinogens, and it cannot be proved, as 

it has not, that there poses no health risk, then we ask that the Precautionary Principle be 

invoked on this subject alone due to the major health implications it has on the local population.   

C1.11 Dust (almost certainly toxic) is frequently observed settling on crops and vegetation in the 

AONB and elsewhere.  Have either of the two principle approaches to assess the mass of settled 

dust actually been implemented?  If so, what were the results?  If not, why not? 
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C1.12 Weather conditions do have a significant effect on the potential for dust propagation.  

Clauses using the word “can” rather than “do” are unacceptable. 

C1.13 We query the validity of the information presented in the wind-rose (clause 7.5.55 - figure 

7.2).  The quarry has 24/7 weather station capabilities which would have given the perfect set 

of local specific results. Much that the air quality report moved the data from Hereford to 

Gloucester Airport wind data, this still does not give accurate figures for the quarry which could 

have been obtained from their own weather data. One has to ask why not at this point, and we 

can only assume that this data would not have suited BSLs end result requirements. 

See also inaccurate figures reported at C2.10 below. 

It follows that the wind speeds and directions are totally unrepresentative of the quarry site. 

Those at Stowe Hill are likely to be significantly stronger and the direction affected by the 

proximity of the Bristol Channel and the Welsh Mountains ie more likely to have a SW’ly trend 

than shown. Thus the data is flawed. 

C1.14  It follows from the preceding point that the meteorological data cannot be relied upon. 

C1.15 “There is potential for a high level of … wind-blown dust from soil stripping, storage and 

reinstatement although these are generally short-term operations”.  “Soil storage bunds would 

be stabilised by seeding and maintained properly”).  Given the applicants track record in this 

regard we query whether this would be undertaken and maintained effectively. 

C1.16  The dust from existing crushing operations and traffic within the site is already a serious 

issue which the applicant has lamentably failed to control.  Water dampening has not been fully 

effective to date and is non-existent on stockpiles despite this item being in the FODDC permit. 

This was noted in the 2017 LGO report that “There is strong evidence of serious dust issues at 

the quarry”.  

C1.17 Clause 7.7.18 states “that extraction would not take place within 100m of receptors” to 

minimise dust pollution.  This barrier is inadequate, ineffective and much narrower than industry 

standards.  Other authorities operate zones of between 200m and 500m.  A minimum 250m 

barrier around every receptor must be applied. For avoidance of doubt, as per the NPPF, 

this buffer should commence at the amenity and garden space of residences. 

C1.18 We ask that “deposition and accumulation” of dust be included in any conditions applied 

to this application. Dust Deposition and Accumulation is included in the Environmental Protection 

Act and we have lots of photographic evidence that this quarry does commit large amounts of 

dust accumulation outside its boundaries on sensitive receptors. In order for this item to be 

correctly policed it is important that it is included as a condition.  
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One day’s accumulation of dust - 3 February 2015 

 

 

One day’s accumulation of dust 6 February 2015 
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Thick mud on road from quarry to Shophouse 

C1.19  Materials are currently deposited on the Class 3 highway for considerable distances and 

not effectively cleaned.  The road sweeper acquired last year is very effective in ‘polishing’ the 

muddy road surface and frequently - or so we are told - breaks down, or is it the case that they 

simply couldn’t be bothered? Previous owners of the quarry employed a contractor sweeper 

which did the job properly.  This situation cannot be allowed to continue for a further period of 

many years until Clearwell quarry is fully restored. (Vehicles bringing restoration material will 

use this route long after the new haul road is built).  

C1.20 It has now come to light that due to the wrong licencing requirements for the sweeper 

there is only ONE person on the site who is able to drive the sweeper which is why it is not used 

as should be. The mud on the road is a constant nuisance contrary to ALL permits from the 

FODDC, EA and GCC. It is a permanent nuisance every day the quarry works, and is so bad at 

times it is becoming a road safety risk. This is all due to the inadequate distance of the 

wheelwash to the main road, usually 300m+ but in this case less than 75m. There is nothing in 

this proposal which changes this situation. There is no mention of relocating the wheelwash, no 

mention of a new road sweeper, no mention of a properly managed road sweeper schedule. To 

this it can be safely assumed that the huge safety risk to motorists, the nuisance to neighbours, 

the inadequate self-policing by the quarry, and the useless enforcement by all three agencies, 

will continue unabated.  This is totally unacceptable if anything from a safety point of view. The 

permits either say no mud on the road or not, if not policed properly this is contrary to the NPPF 

and Planning regulations. 

C1.21 The FODDC have set up a monitoring schedule for mud on the road but it is woefully 

inadequate. In 12 months it comprised just 9 site inspections and on one occasion the 

inspections were 5 months apart. It is also noted that all of the FODDC site visits are post 13:00 
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hours, which is well after the busiest (morning) period of the quarry, and after the road sweeper 

has been out around lunchtime. The mud on the road is a daily event, worse in wet weather 

conditions as the internal haul roads in Clearwell are not hard surface and definitely worse pre 

lunchtime rush before the FODDC investigate. 

C1.22  The application lists recent “improvements to the plant site” 

 The purchase of a dedicated road sweeper has already been mentioned 

The close fitting fence around the SW boundary is not of industry standard and needs to 

be set on top of a bund, not yet installed 

Upgrade of water spray system on internal roads is not effective 

Water sprays have been installed at discharge points although they are not frost-proof. 

C1.23 During windy conditions over 6/ms or 14mph likely to cause visible dust emissions across 

site boundaries operations must be halted. 

C1.24 The statement that “At Travellers Rest, the residual risk for fugitive dust is Low” is 

nonsense!  There is a vast amount of admissible evidence that large quantities of dust are 

frequently deposited there. We suspect this is why the current dust monitoring undertaken by 

BSL excludes the Travellers Rest contrary to Air Quality standards and methodologies. 

C1.25 The water pipes installed for dust suppression are not frost-protected, thus are ineffective 

in frosty weather which tends also to be dry weather; hence an increased risk of wind-blown 

dust. 

C2 NOISE 

C2.1 First and foremost, despite a huge amount of technical evidence that the early 2013/2014 

sound reports were seriously flawed, incorrect, and carried out not to industry standards, this 

application still insists on using this flawed data. The noise arena at the quarry and progressed 

since 2014 with the introduction of new plant namely the wash plant facility, which has evidently 

increased noise volumes at neighbouring properties and evidently increased the now confirmed 

LFN nuisance issues. Therefore we request that a new set of sound tests be completed to 

industry standards. 

C2.2 There is no Noise Management Plan included in the application document; this must be 

produced to show exactly what upgrades and modifications BSL are proposing to the existing 

plant in order to minimise noise pollution. This needs to show that the impact of noise will be 

controlled satisfactorily without unacceptable detriment to the local community. 

C2.3 There is independent verifiable evidence that the permitted noise levels are being 

exceeded frequently.  

C2.4 The total noise from all operations should not exceed 55dB(A)LAeq,1h (free field) but a lower 

limit of 42dB(A)LAeq,1h (free field) applies to “noise sensitive property”. For proper conditioning we 
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would expect noise levelling to be set as per the NPPF to include gardens and amenity space. 

Further to this we would recommend, which is within the GCC remit, that a blanket 50Db be set 

at all the quarry boundaries, as recommended by the FODDC EPA.  

C2.5 We request GCC that, as per acoustic standards, that a full BS4142 study be done on 

“acoustic correction”. Evidence shows that Clearwell quarry in the past has been subject to this 

test, that it is still in current legislation, used by many county councils and in fact within the GCC 

recommendations on assessing planning applications, and therefore due to the severity of the 

noise levels in this proposal and the history of breaches, we ask the GCC to ensure that these 

tests are completed. 

C2.6 The graph below illustrates how BSL distort the noise figures.  The limit set is 55dB(A)LAeq,1h 

(free field), meaning that noise may not exceed 55dB for more than any one hour.  The graph 

shows that this limit was broken continually during the actual working day, but by extending the 

working day the average reduces to within the permitted limit. 

 

C2.7 There is a responsibility on local authorities for assessing and monitoring noise pollution. 

A recent change in the Environmental Protection Team within the FODDC has resulted in new 

tested being completed and shows strong evidence of serious breaches in particular on LFN.  

C2.8 We question the choice of weather reporting station as being the nearest available; there 

are those closer (eg Filton, Bristol) and which are more representative of the conditions 

pertaining at Stowe Hill. In particular the prevailing wind direction at Stowe Hill is  between SSW 

and WSW rather than W at Gloucester Airport. Clearly this difference affects where the wind 

blown pollutants are deposited  

C2.9 It is noted in the original application that 7 of the 27 blasts measured exceeded the vibration 

limit prescribed (clause 11.7.4) - another lack of diligence on the operators behalf. 
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C2.10 The application states (11.6.8 & table 11.2) that “The conditions remained suitable for 

noise monitoring purposes ie with relatively low windspeeds and no precipitation”.  We query the 

accuracy of the figures in the table; they conflict seriously with those taken at a private weather 

station in Clearwell village operated by ex-Met Office staff.  It is accepted that even over a 

distance of 1km there will be differences in rainfall totals, but they would only be very insignificant 

given that the precipitation was widespread and not produced from a localised shower. 

Date Precipitation 

quoted in 

application 

Clearwell measured 

precipitation 

Clearwell weather 

18.11.14 NIL 1.6mm Light rain am 

11.02.14 NIL 21.0mm Continuous heavy rain 0315-

0930 

Continuous light rain & snow 

1630-1730 

 

12.02.14 NIL 14.4mm Continuous heavy rain 0115-

1230 

Thunderstorm with heavy hail 

1315-1330 

13.02.14 NIL 8.0mm Intermittent heavy snow & hail 

0315-1330 

 

C2.11 In our opinion it is critical that a Health Impact Assessment is conducted by the 

appropriate authority to establish the risks of toxic and all other dust particles on residents living 

downwind of the site prior to the consideration of the application. 

C2.12 To this, please note: A Full Health Impact Assessment, as recommended in the NPPF 

and the MLP has been requested not only by many residents but also ALL three local Parish 

Councils. The GCC has been approached on many occasions, as has the NHS, Public Health 

Gloucestershire, and Public Health England. Because it is highly recommended in the NPPF 

and the MLP then the multiple applications for a HIA must surely warrant at least a response 

from one of the authorities responsible, mainly the GCC. A total lack of any response to a multiple 

request to a HIA is unacceptable and as such begs many questions on the correct procedures 

of the GCC planning department on this issue. Questions that will be focused on should this go 

to appeal or Judicial Review.  
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LANDSCAPE 

 

[This is covered in Chapter 12 of the Environmental Statement] 

Relevant legislation / guidance 

NPPF 109 “The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment 

by  

Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and soils;   

Recognizing the wider benefits of ecosystem services;   

Minimizing 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”. 

NPPF 115 “Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty i.. Area of 
outstanding Natural Beauty…the conservation of wildlife and cultural heritage are important 
considerations in all these areas.” 
 
NPPF 143. “In preparing Local Plans, … authorities should set out environmental criteria … to ensure 
that [there are] no unacceptable adverse effects on … visual intrusion...” 
 
Adopted MLP clause 2.2.7 Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. “Proposals for m ineral development 

adjacent to AONBs will require rigorous examination to ensure that the development does not detract 

from the designated area.  

Adopted MLP Policy E7.  Proposals for mineral development, which result in the permanent loss of the 

best and most versatile agricultural land (grade 1 - 3a) will only be permitted in exceptional 

circumstances, if there is an overriding need for the development, and either sufficient land in lower 

grades is unavailable or available lower grade land has an environmental value which may be 

recognised by a statutory landscape, wildlife, historic or archaeological designation and outweighs the 

agricultural considerations. 

Draft MLP (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. 

D 



                                                                                                                                                                         22 
 

Daft MLP (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.” 

Draft MLP (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”. 

Draft MLP:  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”. 

Forest of Dean Landscape Supplementary Planning Document.  The SPD provides specific advice on 

how landscape issues should be considered as an integral part of the design and development process. 

English Heritage Guidance - The Setting of Heritage Assets (2011) 

D1  Extract from the Forest of Dean District Council’s objection to previous application (amended) 

“It is also concluded that the proposal will result in the permanent loss of the important landscaping 

features in this area, such as the agricultural field system, the hedgerow pattern, the ridgeline.  Even 

with proposed restoration and mitigation measures, there would be a significant and detrimental impact 

on the landscape for lengthy periods of time. Whilst restoration measures will provide final 

improvements, the local landscape character will be permanently altered, thus harming the existing 

character and appearance of this prominently located site. Furthermore, during the process of the works, 

the proposed mitigation is often extensive and intrusive. The perimeter bunding for example will 

introduce new and incongruous features in the landscape, which are very high in places and are 

therefore out of character with the surrounding agricultural landscape. It is therefore, judged that the 

proposal will cause irreparable harm to the local landscape and the setting of the Wye Valley AONB, 

which is contrary to the aims and objectives of the National Planning Policy Framework (Sections 11, 

paras. 109, 110, 115, 116 and 118) and National Planning Policy Guidance (section Natural 

Environment) and the Core Strategy (Policy CSP.1).  

“Furthermore, it is judged that the proposal does not include an adequate assessment of the impacts 

on the numerous designated heritage assets near to the site, whose settings appear to be affected by 

the proposals. Without a proper assessment of impacts on cultural heritage, the proposal should be 

refused on the grounds of lack of compliance with Section 66 of the 1990 Planning, Listed Buildings 

and Conservation Areas Act and Section 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework.   

“There are other matters which the Forest of Dean District Council has concerns about, including, 

highway safety, harm to the local economy, archaeology, drainage and loss of agricultural land.  

However, these are matters on which GCC will be guided by their own consultations and expert advice.  

 “In conclusion, it is judged that the proposal would result in significant short and long-term harm to the 

character and appearance of the landscape. Furthermore, the proposal does not provide sufficient 

assessment with regards to the potential impact on local designated and non-designated heritage 
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assets. For these reasons, it is judged that the proposal would be contrary to the NPPF (Sections 11, 

paras. 109, 110, 115, 116 and 118 and Section 12), National Planning Policy Guidance (section Natural 

Environment), the Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan (Policies A4 and E2), Section 66 of the 

1990Planning, Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act and Policy CSP.1 of the Core Strategy.  

The recommendation is therefore one of OBJECTION”. 

D2  The application states (12.2.3) that the area is surrounded by roads at lower elevations on the 

northwest and northeast sides.  Whilst true, that statement ignores the fact that the B4228 – a major 

tourist route in to the area is at a higher level on the approach from Coleford past The Orepool Inn. 

D3  The proposed 5m high bunds (12.2.6) around the northern corner of the site would be obtrusive, 

out of character with the area and unacceptable.  The mitigation which these are designed to provide 

can be achieved by a wider stand-off zone (see section F) 

D4  The construction of such bunds while reducing noise pollution from inside the quarry does in 

fact magnify sound (eg traffic noise) from outside the bund with noise ‘bouncing off’ the bund. 

D5  The proposed diversion of footpath RNE66 (12.2.6 & 7) without restoration to its original route 

is unacceptable and where is the evidence (12.10.3) that “the paths do not appear to be extensively 

used”?  It is a fact that this and other paths in the area are very well used particularly by those staying 

at the nearby Bearse campsite who visit the area to enjoy walking in the countryside and visiting the 

facilities in Clearwell. 

D6  On what basis is the statement (12.3.2) that “little weight should be attached to the impact of 

the proposed works on the setting of the [Wye Valley] AONB” made, considering its immediate 

proximity? 

D7  We can but agree with the statement (12.5.1) that “quarrying can result in adverse permanent 

changes to sensitive landscape receptors and the removal of significant landscape features such as 

historic hedgerows, veteran trees, ancient woodland and biodiverse features.”  None of these changes 

can be effectively and permanently mitigated and thus these assets should not touched. 

D8  Why (12.7.2) has the LANDMAP data for Monmouthshire not been reviewed when, as stated, 

it is only 3km distant and must therefore have a bearing on this application? 

D9  The statement (12.7.4) that “the extension area would lie within this outer rim [of more open 

landscape] conflicts directly with the statement quoted in para D2 above that “the area is surrounded 

by roads at lower elevations”.  They can’t both be true! 

D10  Similarly there is conflict between the statement (12.2.3) and that (12.7.6) “the Forest of Dean 

occupies substantially higher ground to the north”. 

D11  Given the evidence (12.7.8) that many of the hedgerows “are of great antiquity” what justification 

can there be for their destruction? 

D12  We believe that the statements (12.8.3) are worthy of great importance being attached to them 

and no case can be made for destroying those elements described, namely 
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• Landscape condition – generally the local landscape character is well defined, and the overall 

condition of the constituent elements is average; 

• Scenic quality; there are some attractive views from elevated viewpoints; 

• Rarity; a plateau landscape in a relatively unique location between the Wye Valley and the Forest 

of Dean 

• Representativeness – generally a good example of the landscape type 

• Conservation interests – there are areas of historical and ecological interest within the local area 

• Recreational value – the area is crossed by several public rights of way 

• Perceptual aspects – [the two quarries’] presence already seriously compromises any sense of 

tranquillity 

D13  Our view is confirmed (12.10.1); “restoration back to the original landform is impractical”, but 

we cannot agree that this is mitigated in any way by “the presence of existing quarries…” 

D14  What evidence is there to base the statement (12.8.3, 6th bullet point) that the public rights of 

ways’ “use is limited”?  See D5 above. 

D15  The statement (12.9.2) that the approaches to Clearwell Castle are through Clearwell village 

does not tell the whole story; to reach Clearwell village one has to travel close to or even along the 

proposed extension boundaries. 

D16  We disagree that (12.13.2) extensive disturbance of the landscape over 6 years, permanent 

changes to overall landform, changes to the setting of a large Ancient Woodland & Access Land, the 

diversion of a footpath and loss of two hedgerows are “mostly ‘moderate’ to ‘minor’”.    We therefore 

disagree with the conclusion (12.13.4) that “no residual landscape effects, once restored are ‘minor 

adverse’ to ‘negligible’”.  For those living in and visiting the area these are permanent major effects. 

D17  The GCC consultant Landscape Architect advises (12.16.2) that geography of the site “leaves 

the greater part of the site very exposed and, as the area is worked out, opening views in the quarry 

area to the south as the false ridge line is worked out.” 

D18  We agree with the conclusion (12.17.4) that “overburden storage mounds … screen desirable 

views of the wider landscape … or be visually intrusive in their own right.  Visual intrusion of large areas 

of disturbed land is also possible.” 

D19  We do not feel that the occupants of Shophouse Farm would agree with the conclusion (Table 

12.8) that the “construction of grass soil storage mounds [5m high]” will only have a “moderate adverse 

effect”, or that there will be similar effect in the short term once they are removed.  The effects of these 

bunds is repeated (12.20.10) but from the point of view of visual impact from a distance. 

D20  As we stated at the outset, this application cannot be judged against the earlier ones; hence the 

statement (12.21.4) that “the visual intrusion of the extension site and proposed peripheral storage 

mounds are less than in previous proposals” is irrelevant and misleading. 
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ECOLOGY 

 

[This is covered in Chapter 8 of the Environmental Statement] 

Relevant legislation / guidance 

NPPF 117 ”To minimise impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity planning policies should: 
Identify … locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity, wildlife corridors and stepping stones 
that connect them; Aim to prevent harm to geological conservation interests” 
 
NPPF 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”. 
 
NPPF 118 “planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or deterioration 
of irreplaceable habitats, including ancient woodland..” 
 
Adopted MLP clause 2.2.7 Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. “Proposals for mineral development 

adjacent to AONBs will require rigorous examination to ensure that the development does not detract 

from the designated area.  

Draft MLP 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. 

Draft MLP 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.” 

Draft MLP Clause 6.5.2 states  “SSSIs will be safeguarded from inappropriate minerals development…” 

Draft MLP:  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”. 

E1 We object to the proposed quarry expansion, as it will adversely affect the populations of 

horseshoe bats that roost, hibernate and feed in close proximity to the site. 

E2 With the greatest lesser horseshoe bat populations in the country surrounding this proposed 

quarry, and the lack of a robust evidence base to prove that the quarrying activity has had, or will have 

no adverse impact upon them, we ask that the Precautionary Principle be applied and the application 

be refused until such time as the evidence can be brought to light. 

E3 The proposed area for quarrying lies in close proximity to protected bat sites of international 

concern and key bat feeding habitats. Although the applicant's Environmental Statement states that the 

proximity of these sensitive sites lie within ca 1.5km of the application area, in fact the Special Area of 

E 
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Conservation (Bats) and the SSSI's of Old Ham and Old Bow mines actually lie within 1km of the 

proposed quarry site.  

E4 The important Noxon Park bat roosts and hibernacula are situated within the Noxon Park/Beech 

Grove woodland complex which, at its north-western reaches, lies within 600m of the proposed quarry 

site. The Orles Wood and Bearse woodlands Key Wildlife Area and potential feeding habitat for bats, 

lies ca. 250m from the application area. Proximity to, and impact upon protected species has been 

underestimated. 

E5 To put this into conservation context, the Old Bow / Old Ham mine system contains the largest 

number of hibernating lesser horseshoe bats, >1,000, of any site known in UK (ref: Philip Briggs - 

Bat Conservation Trust (BCT) pers comm to David Priddis). Greater horseshoe bats are also present. 

E6 The Planning Authority is responsible for the protection of both registered species of bats and 

their habitats. As stated by the applicant with respect to bat foraging / commuting habitat: surface 

workings could affect important flight lines or feeding areas which, although outside the notified area, 

are crucial to the survival of the bat colonies. And for SAC air quality: nearby mineral workings could 

have an adverse effect on habitats through dust deposition. 

E7 Since this application proposes to remove and/or adversely affect important commuting 

flightpaths for horseshoe bats (eg. Hedgerows 3,4 (ancient),5, 6 and 8 and the Longley Farm tree-lined 

driveway) it should also give greater consideration to the fact that not only maternity roosts need good 

connectivity and foraging habitat nearby, but commuting habitat is vital also for hibernation roosts. Bats, 

especially greater horseshoe bats, will feed during winter on suitably warm nights when some insects 

fly and all species will need to feed, flying from the hibernacula and returning to it, through to springtime. 

At that time of year the bats are at their lowest fat reserves, insects are scarce and  good feeding areas 

are necessary to prevent all the bats hunting in the same place for what food may be available. It is 

one of the times when bats are most likely to die of starvation. Horseshoe bats do not like flying 

across open ground but follow 'landscape elements' such as hedgerows and walls, as dark as 

they can find and away from light. 

E8 The environmental statements confirms recording the presence of horseshoe bats in 2014 but 

2017 results are not provided for these species or absent from the non Technical summary. GCER 

records relating to bats, confirm the presence of greater and lesser horseshoe bats linked to designated 

sites such as Wye Valley and Forest of Dean bat sites SAC and Old Bow and Old Ham Mines SSSI 

(Noxon Park & Old Ham Mines having the most records), which lie approximately 1.5km (actually 1km) 

from the study area.  

E9 It is of great concern that, in view of the international importance of these species and their 

proximity to the quarry application area, a more focussed approach to evaluating the use of connecting 

hedgerows and tree lined avenues in enabling horseshoe bats to connect with their feeding habitats 

has not been undertaken or is indeed absent from the Environmental Statement. 

E10 The Forest of Dean Horseshoe Bat strategy (updated 2017/18) and the current Horseshoe Bat 

Strategy Action Plan (2017/18) highlights the need to include foraging zones in order to protect these 

species.  The important foraging areas around roosts are now normally termed 'Core Sustenance Zones' 
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(CSZ's) though some papers and researchers have previously called them Key Radial Zones (See CCW 

Natural Science Report No. 755, Billington, pp. 17ff). See also English Nature (EN) (now Natural 

England) Report 449 by Dr R D Ransome. A 6km radius around Winter roosts is recommended as a 

minimum for enhancement. EN Report 646 by Ransome and Priddis, see Section 12 , suggests good 

grazing regimes, (etc.) within 10km will be beneficial. 

E11 Partners including Forest of Dean District Council, Natural England, Gloucestershire Bat Trust, 

the Foresters' Forest (HLF) Landscape Partnership Scheme, and local bat experts are currently 

assessing the importance of connecting hedgerows and flight path potential in Core Sustenance Zones 

with spatial shapes of different dimensions and a safe radius of at least 2km, to the future survival of 

these protected bat populations. 

E12 The Environment Statement states, in 8.5.8, that "Bat activity surveys confirm that the study 

area is not used by foraging/commuting greater or lesser horseshoe bats." We question this statement 

on the basis that insufficient evidence has been sought to prove the insignificance of the commuting 

habitats planned for removal, to local horseshoe bat populations. The precautionary principle must 

surely apply in this case. 

 

E13 With respect to the "Wye Valley and Forest of Dean Bat Sites SAC Underground bat roosts: bat 

species are especially vulnerable to mineral workings that could affect the integrity of the underground 

network of sites used by the bats for summer or winter roosts. Damage to these underground systems, 

even at a distance from  

the notified site, could harm their integrity." The intention of the applicant to quarry down to within 75cms 

of the aquifer or water table suggests a risk to linked underground systems including local hibernacula 

at Clearwell Caves (less than 1km away) which hasn't been given sufficient significance. 

E14 The applicant states that "The European site has not been adversely affected by existing 

quarrying activities, and potential effects of the development will be relatively contained. Mitigation 

measures ensure the excavation remains above the water table and will have no significant effect on 

the groundwater environment. (Chapter 10). The development proposals will therefore not alter existing 

environmental conditions (i.e. air flow or temperature gradients) associated with the distant underground 

bat roost sites either during -or post-construction." 

However, no longitudinal assessments of the impact quarrying has had on bat populations have been 

offered; no studies of the lost potential for the populations to expand and flourish have been carried out 

and no long term studies of core sustenance zones have been referred to. Since this proposed quarry 

area adds width to the east-west physical barrier created by the first Stowe Hill quarry, in such close 

proximity to several major horseshoe bat roosts and hibernacula, we contest that an adverse impact 

may well have been taking place but not recorded. 

E15 Finally, although relatively small in area, this planned expansion to the quarry increases upon 

the area of recent historical activity, and provides precedent for further small expansion areas to be 

given permission. At what point will the accumulating impact and harm on wildlife and habitats be 

considered significant enough to call a halt to the degradation of the natural world we share. 
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BUFFER ZONES 

 

F1  The requested buffer zone of 150m is totally unacceptable. 

F2  In the permission by GCC for the application 09/0072/FDMAJM dated 4/4/2013 (section 

30) is stated “Unless otherwise agreed in advance and in writing with the Minerals Planning 

Authority no blasting shall take place within 200m of any residential property, with the exception 

of any property in the ownership of quarry operator or the mineral owner.” We ask this to remain 

and to include, as per the NPPF, garden and amenity space basically setting conditions at 

garden boundaries as per statements in the noise report that NPPF standards have been agreed 

between BAE representative and the FODDC EHO. 

“Reason: To protect of residential amenity and in accordance with Policies DC1 and E14 of the 
Gloucestershire Minerals Local Plan.” 
 
F3  Without prejudice to this objection we insist on minimum buffer zones of 250m around 
the entire perimeter of the extension area; this is equal to or less than other mineral authorities:   
 

  County Durham: 250m or 500m for blasting (groups of 10 or more dwellings) 

  Leicestershire: 500m 

  South Lanarkshire: 250m 

  Somerset: 400m 

  British Geological Survey guidelines: 250-500m 

F 
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Blue = Clearwell quarry.  Orange = current extraction area. 

Green = application extraction area 

Red circles = 250m radius from residential properties 
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NEED 

 

Relevant legislation / guidance 

NPPF 143 “In preparing local plans, local planning authorities should … define … known locations of 

specific minerals resources … whilst not creating a presumption that resources defined will be worked…” 

G1 GCC ADOPTED MINERALS LOCAL PLAN 2006  

G1  This application is premature inasmuch as the application area is not identified in the 

current (2006) Mineral Local Plan as a preferred area of extraction. 

G2  The current emerging Mineral Local Plan 2018-2032 does identify the application area 

as a potential area but any final decision on the MLP should not be pre-empted.  The Pre-

Publication draft MLP is expected to be published in 2018 for further consultation. 

G3  Nevertheless the emerging MLP states that 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 it is understood there are ample reserves through to 2030 and beyond - (see “L. 

Alternative sources.”) 

G4  No evidence has been produced to demonstrate that GCC has consulted effectively with 

adjacent authorities, in particular with South Gloucestershire Council with reference to 

Tytherington quarry (See “L. Alternative sources.”) 

G5  The emerging MLP states (clause 4.2.8) that there is a shortfall [in the period of the 

draft] of 2mt for the Forest of Dean, but a surplus of 3mt for the Cotswolds.   

G6  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, demands and markets to 

ascertain if it is still valid. 

G7 Reserves in the Forest of Dean and the Cotswolds at the end of 2011 amounted to 31mt.  

Average sales over the last 3 years was 1.22mt/year, thus there are over 25 years reserves 

available now; more than sufficient for 10 years beyond the period of the draft MLP.  This 

extension therefore is NOT required to meet the county’s obligations. 

 

 

 G 
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TRAFFIC, ROADS, AIR QUALITY 

 

[This is covered in Chapter 9 of the Environmental Statement] 

Relevant legislation / guidance 

NPPF 143. “In preparing Local Plans, … authorities should set out environmental criteria … to ensure 

that [there are] no unacceptable adverse effects on … human health, including from … traffic  … “ 

Adopted MLP Policy E19.  “Proposed mineral development will not be permitted where the method of 

transporting minerals will give rise to an unacceptable impact on the local environment.  Minerals 

operators must demonstrate, by a detailed transport appraisal, that the safest and least environmentally 

damaging methods of transporting minerals from extraction sites to markets, that are practically 

achievable, are used.” 

Adopted MLP Policy E20.  “Mineral development will only be permitted when the provision for vehicle 

movement within the site, the access to the site, and the condition of the local highway network are 

such that the traffic movements likely to be generated by the development would not result in 

unacceptable impact on highway safety, the effective operation of the road network, residential amenity 

or the local environment.” 

Draft MLP:  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”. 

H1 TRAFFIC AND ROADS 

H1.1 This application seeks no increase in output from the quarry and hence the volumes of 

HGV traffic remain essentially unaltered. 

H1.2 Roads through the Forest of Dean tend not to be to the highest highway standard, often 

with restrictions in width and tight bends.  Many, such as that serving the appeal site are 

potentially fast moving but are narrow with obstructed vertical and horizontal alignments.  

Combine this situation with large numbers of slower moving tourist vehicles during peak holiday 

times and traffic movement in general is restricted.  The applicant themselves state (9.2.3) that 

the HGV route between the quarry and the B4228 has “no formal street lighting or pedestrian 

footways, and is subject to the national speed limit”. 

H1.3 Despite the assertions (9.5.8 & 9.7.8) the fact that an existing lawful use exists which 

generates traffic movement does not mean that the level of traffic currently or potentially 

generated by the existing use is appropriate for the local road network.  The fact that a new 

proposal is submitted for planning permission allows the planning authority and others the 

H 
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opportunity to consider an appropriate level, scale and form of traffic to use the site in the future. 

Consequently, it is inappropriate to suggest that existing traffic levels are a given. 

H1.4 Consideration must also surely be given to the total HGV traffic volume through the area 

which has increased since the 2003 permission – see also para H2 below. 

H1.5 Planning consent has already been given for a new haul road on to the B4228 and the 

Parish Council is firmly of the opinion that that access should be constructed now.  If (as has 

been demonstrated) the applicant has longer term aspirations for further expansion of the quarry 

as per the 2015 application, then this new access will be required. 

H1.6 It is essential that the approved route for vehicles travelling to Chepstow is via B4228 – 

Trow Green – B4231 – Lydney – A48 and that all drivers are advised as such.  Access on the 

B4228 south of St Briavels must be restricted to vehicles needing to deliver there. 

H1.7 The application states that total vehicle movements for all exported and imported 

material, including that to restore the quarries will average 294/day.  Based on an 11 hours 

working day that equates to 1 vehicle movement every 2 minutes 15 seconds. 

H1.8 The application states that the proportion of quarry traffic as follows: 

• B4228 north via Coleford 262 / day ie one every 2 minutes 30 seconds 

• B4228 south via St Briavels  14 / day ie one every 36 minutes 42 seconds 

• B4231 southeast via Lydney  18 / day ie one every 47 minutes 6 seconds 

H1.9 We question whether the pollution created by the volume of traffic is acceptable, 

particularly in Lydney where there has been an AQMA in place since 2010 at the Bream Road 

Junction where it is recognised that the large volumes of HGV’s ae the major contributors to the 

problem. We would also ask that the Coleford town centre crossroads also be tested for air 

quality, as current levels “within the vicinity” are very close to permitted levels and any expansion 

in traffic could cause a likely breach of the air quality directive. 

H1.10 It is noted that no provision has been made for the repair to the road surface between 

B4228 and Clearwell quarry (the current vehicular access route).  It is important that this is 

maintained at the company’s expense from this point on and once Clearwell quarry is closed 

that the road is made good. 
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Unsheeted lorry 

 

‘Give Way’! 

 

H1.10 There have been numerous complaints of daily breaches of permit with unsheeted wagons and 

HGV’s using non permitted routes. These regulations are covered by the GCC conditions, FODDC and 

the EA permit but all three have passed responsibility for policing to the operator.  Due to frequent 

breaches it therefore shows that self-regulation does not work. If self-regulation does not work now, 

there are no assurances in the proposal that it will be policed correctly in the future. 
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H2 AIR QUALITY 

H2.1  COLEFORD & LOCATIONS CLOSE TO QUARRY 

Newland and St Briavels Parish Councils commissioned their own Air Quality surveys at 

locations in Coleford, St Briavels and Lydney.  The results are shown in Table 1 below. 

 

TABLE 1.  RESULTS OF AIR QUALITY MONITORING IN COLEFORD 

 

H2.1.1 The results at the first location demonstrate that the NO2 values of 34.41µg/m3 are 

approaching the critical level of 40µg/m3.  Clearly with the general increase in HGV movements 

through this location, it can only be matter of time before the limit is breached.  Evidence from a 

creditable source should be provided to indicate the forecast levels of NO2 anticipated at this 
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DESPATCH NOTE 28279
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3
 * ppb * µg NO2
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location over the proposed extended life of the quarry, taking in to account also the anticipated 

increase in (non quarry) HGV traffic over the same period. 

H2.2  COLEFORD AND LYDNEY 

Forest of Dean District Council undertakes air quality monitoring in Lydney and elsewhere, the 

results are shown in Table 2. 

 

TABLE 2.  RESULTS OF AIR QUALITY MONITORING IN COLEFORD & LYDNEY 

H2.2.1 The recorded levels are already in excess of 40µg/m3 at 2 locations in Lydney and within 

3µg/m3 of the limit at 6 further locations in the town. 

H2.2.2 Please see appendix 2 (“FODDC Briefing note 2017 Air Quality Annual Status Report 

(ASR) November 2017“).  Note, in particular, the graph showing “the trend over the last 6 years 

of nitrogen dioxide levels within our Lydney AQMA” and the fact that levels at the bottom of 

Bream Road have been rising steadily since 2013 and are approaching the 40ug/m3 level (Page 

65 – Appendix 2) 

   2015 2015 2014 2013 
2015   Mean Mean Adjusted Adjusted 

Ref AIR QUALITY DIFFUSION TUBE RESULTS    
-2015 

Start if 
adjusted 

using 
0.95 

Unadjust
ed 

x0.91 x0.95 

COL01 Coleford crossroads - 5 Gloucester Rd May-09 33.0 34.8 32.1 34.0 

COL02 Coleford - 23 Market Street Jan-12 21.7 22.8 21.6 23.6 
COL03 Coleford - 17 Old Vicarage Court Jan-12 21.1 22.2 22.3 24.0 

LYD01 Lydney - 57 High St Jul-08 39.4 41.5 38.0 41.4 
LYD02 Lydney - Newerne St, Bridge House - 

Tucker 
May-09 21.4 22.6 20.7 21.0 

LYD03 Lydney - 29 High St Jul-08 38.7 40.7 35.6 37.1 
LYD04 Lydney - 13 High St Mar-10 35.8 37.7 34.5 38.2 

LYD05 Lydney - Unit 1, Regents Arcade Jul-08 31.1 32.8 33.7 34.3 
LYD06 Lydney - Hill St - Inspirations Gallery 

(Triplicate 1 of 3) 
Jul-08 37.2 39.2 38.6 40.8 

LYD08 Lydney - 13 Bream Rd (Bottom) Jan-10 35.6 37.5 38.1 37.3 
LYD09 Lydney -  17 Bream Rd (Top) May-09 35.5 37.3 36.9 34.8 

LYD10 Lydney - Old Chip Shop, Forest Road Nov-10 23.8 25.1 22.7 26.9 
LYD11 Lydney - 15 Forest Road Nov-10 18.7 19.7 16.2 17.8 

LYD12 Lydney - Kaplans, 61 Newerne Street Nov-10 28.8 30.3 28.8 31.7 
LYD13 Lydney - Hill St - Inspirations Gallery 

(Triplicate 2 of 3) 
Jan-11 37.1 39.0 36.8 40.5 

LYD14 Lydney - Hill St - Inspirations Gallery 
(Triplicate 3 of 3) 

Jan-11 37.3 39.2 38.2 40.3 

LYD15 Lydney - Highfield Lane (Background) Jan-12 10.7 11.2 10.7 11.1 
       

       up to 35.9 

     36 - 40  
    40.6   Over 40 
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H3  CHEPSTOW AREA 

There is already serious concern over air quality on A48 in Tutshill on the approach to Chepstow.  

This will be exacerbated by the development of possibly three new residential developments on 

land abutting or in very close proximity to A48.  Chepstow was recently cited as in the top 20 of 

the most polluted towns in the country. 

H3.1 The remainder of this section contains extracts from Monmouthshire County Council’s 

“2015 Updating and Screening Assessment”.  The data reveals alarmingly high levels of NO2 

and other toxic particulates regularly at levels in excess of 150% of the legal limit and as high as 

180% of the legal limit. 

Figure 2.11 Smooth Trend Analysis of average monthly nitrogen dioxide concentration 2005-2014 

 

 

 

Figure 2.12  Time Variation Analysis of nitrogen dioxide, PM10 & PM2.5 concentrations 2005-2014 
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2.2.1.3 Nitrogen Dioxide Monitoring Summary 
  
Chepstow Air Quality Management Areas  
 
Whilst there was no exceedance of the nitrogen dioxide objective level at the automatic monitoring location 
on Hardwick Hill in Chepstow, results of the diffusion tube study show that there are still exceedances of the 
annual air quality objective within the Chepstow Air Quality Management Area (AQMA), although 
concentrations were lower in 2014 than 2012. In Chepstow six locations were lower in 2014 than 2013 and two 
locations were higher.   
 
Chepstow  
In 2014 two locations in Chepstow exceeded the objective level (CH4 at 57.7μg/m3, and CH6 at 40μg/m3). 
These were the same locations that exceeded in 2013 and are the only diffusion tube locations that have 
exceeded the objective level (The Automatic Air Quality Monitoring Station has exceeded in 2008 and 2011). 
CH4 increased by 1.72μg/m3 in 2014 over 2013, however CH6 decreased by 1.70μg/m3.  
 
Figure 2.15 presents the Chepstow diffusion tube data. Generally there was an increase in nitrogen dioxide 
levels between 2007 and 2012 in Chepstow. In 2012 eight of the ten monitoring locations (this includes the 
automatic analyser) recorded the highest levels since 2007, however in 2013 all locations had reduced to 
roughly 2011 levels. This does not appear to be a general trend, however as in 2014 some monitoring locations 
increase whilst some decreased. There were three locations (CH4, CH8 and the automatic analyser) that 
increased between 2013 and 2014, and six locations that decreased.  
Whilst there are been both increases and decreases at all locations between 2007 and 2014 overall the general 

trend appears to be that concentrations have remained relatively stable or slightly increasing.  

However the worst case location at CH4, whilst lower in 2014 than 2011 and 2012, has increased the most out 

of all the locations, with an 8.7μg/m3 increase in 2014 compared to 2007. 
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Appendix B: Monthly Nitrogen Dioxide Diffusion Tube Data for 2014  
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Newport Rd 
Chepstow 

CH2a 42.2 46.0 49.8 50.9 43.1 41.6 37.5 35.4 46.9 45.7 59.4 41.2 45.0 0.91 40.9 

2 Hardwick Hill 
Chepstow 

CH4 71.9 71.2 73.0 70.2 59.2 52.4 55.4 67.0 57.1 67.8 57.2 58.8 63.4 0.91 57.7 

Hill House, 
Mount Pleasant 
Chepstow 

CH6 37.6 54.6 53.2 47.9 41.6 39.1 31.9 34.0 41.3 45.2 55.4 45.9 44.0 0.91 40.0 

 
(Figures in red are at or exceed the legal limit of 40µg/m3) 
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EMPLOYMENT AND THE LOCAL ECONOMY  

 

[This is covered in Chapter 6 of the Environmental Statement] 

Relevant legislation / guidance 

Adopted MLP Policy E16.  “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.” 

Forest of Dean District Council Core Strategy 2012 Policy CSP7:  “Economic development will be 

promoted … Priority will be given to … tourism.” 

J1  BSL currently employs 36 people at the quarry including 13 contract drivers “the majority of 

which are local to the … area”.  The extension of the quarry would have the most serious effect on the 

primary industry of the area ie tourism, and also on farming.   

J2  Tourism and the leisure industry employs 120 (140 in the season) people in Clearwell village 

alone whose jobs would be at risk in such a downturn.  Tourism generally is worth £140m / year to the 

area; far more than the value of the quarry to the local economy. 

J3  Agriculture is probably the second most important occupation in the immediate area and 

employment in that industry would be affected by the permanent loss of a large area of agricultural land 

J4  A more recent and rapidly growing aspect of the tourism industry is the fact that the area is used 

extensively by the film industry for shootings and this attracts a vast number of visitors wishing to visit 

the sites they have seen in the films.  Recent examples are Doctor Who, Merlin and the latest Star Wars 

blockbuster; all this is said to contribute £35m / year to the local economy. 

J5  It is vital therefore to balance the perceived benefits of these proposals against the catastrophic 

effect of the quarry on the local industry, employment and economy. 

J6  The application makes a bold statement about benefits to the local economy such as local 

garages, car maintenance services, leisure facilities, food outlets, Post Offices and shops but, with the 

exception of food outlets (at pubs and hotels) none of these are available in Clearwell.  Similarly, with 

the mention of Business Rates; what the application does not acknowledge is that only a proportion of 

those are retained locally. 

J7  Perhaps one of the biggest understatements in the application is hidden away at clause 6.1.3: 

“A quarry could adversely affect people and … quality of life because of its related impacts such as 

dust, noise, vibration, visual impact and traffic should such matters not be satisfactorily controlled by 

the implementation of appropriate mitigation and attenuation measures.”  We have history to rely on in 

this regard and that shows that “mitigation” and “attenuation” are words which BAE does not seem to 

J 
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understand, or chooses to ignore.  History has also shown that conditions imposed by the planning 

authority have been drawn so loosely as to be useless. 

J8  The previous application stated that “there is long history of mineral development in the Forest 

of Dean and the area local to Stowe Hill quarry which pre-dates the development of the modern tourism 

and leisure industries”.  This is true as far as it goes, but the rate of growth of the industry has gathered 

momentum over the years: output has increased from 40kt / year in 1994 to 600kt / year in 2003, ie 15-

fold increase in less than 10 years.  

J9  The statement that “Subject to the control of potential environmental impacts… the viability of 

the local tourism and leisure industries will not be impacted by the development proposal”, is 

meaningless because BSL has demonstrated that they are unable or unwilling to control these impacts 

(which are not in fact “potential” but actual) and there is no evidence that there will be no impact. 
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HERITAGE 

 

[This is covered in Chapter 5 of the Environmental Statement] 

Relevant legislation / guidance 

The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 s. 66(1) “in considering whether to 

grant planning permission for development which affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning 

authority or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State shall have special regard to the desirability of 

preserving the building or its setting of any features of special architectural or historic interest which it 

possesses.” 

Environmental impact regulations 2011. 

NPPF 126 sets out that local authorities should “set out in the Local Plan a positive strategy for the 

conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment.” 

NPPF 128 states that “applicants should describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, 

including any contribution made by their setting.” 

NPPF 129 Local planning authorities should identify and asses the particular significance of any heritage 

asset affected by a proposal … to minimise the conflict between the asset’s conservation and any aspect 

of the proposal.” 

NPPF 132 “Substantial harm or loss to … scheduled monuments, grade I and II* listed buildings, should 

be wholly exceptional”. 

NPPF 134 deals with cases where a proposal causes less than substantial harm to the significance of 

a designated heritage asset such as a listed building or Conservation Area.  It states that “any such 

harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposals.” 

NPPF 135 relates to non designated heritage assets.  It sets out that “the effect of an application on the 

significance of a non designated heritage asset should be taken in to account in determining the 

application.  In weighing applications that affect directly or indirectly non designated heritage assets, a 

balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance 

of the heritage asset”.  

NPPF 139 Non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest … should be considered subject 

to the policies for designated heritage assets”. 

NPPF 143. “In preparing Local Plans, … authorities should set out environmental criteria … to ensure 

that [there are] no unacceptable adverse effects on the historic environment …” 

K 
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NPPF 144 “When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should:“… ensure there 

are no unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural and historic environment, human health, and take 

in to account the cumulative effect of multiple impacts from … a number of sites in a locality.” 

Adopted MLP clause 2.2.7 Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. “Proposals for mineral development 

adjacent to AONBs will require rigorous examination to ensure that the development does not detract 

from the designated area.  

Adopted MLP Policy E5.  Proposed mineral development which is likely to harm the preservation of any 

Listed Building, their settings or any feature of special architectural or historic interest which they 

possess, or the preservation or enhancement of the character of any Conservation Area will not be 

permitted unless the negative effect can be satisfactorily mitigated.” 

Adopted MLP Policy E6 relates to “Other nationally important sites of historic interest.” 

Adopted MLP Policy E8.  Proposals mineral development which are likely to have a significant adverse 

effect on the following locally … important areas must, where appropriate, make provision to safeguard 

or satisfactorily mitigate those impacts …: 

 7. … features of the historic environment 

8.  Locally Important Parks & Gardens.” (Clearwell Castle garden) 

Draft MLP:  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”. 

English Heritage Guidance - The Setting of Heritage Assets (2011). 

K1  The previous application acknowledged that there have been numerous artefacts found in the 

area dating back to pre-history and evidence of iron-smelting furnaces etc from the middle Saxon period. 

K2  At its nearest point the application area 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 
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 Cross House, Church Street - grade II 
 Carthouse opp Platwell House, Church Road - grade II 
 Wyndham Arms Hotel - grade II 
 
See map at the end of this response. 
 
K3 The application recognises 88 designated Heritage Sites within the area (including some of 
those detailed above): 
 

7 Scheduled Monuments of High significance 
2 Grade I Listed Buildings of High significance 
4 Grade II* Listed Buildings of High significance 
72 Grade II Listed Buildings of Moderate significance 
1 Grade II Listed Park of Moderate significance 
2 Conservation Areas of High significance 
 
  In addition the non-designated Heritage Asset of Longley Farmhouse (Moderate significance) 

is noted. 
 
 Properties within this area already experience vibration from quarry blasting and the extension 

of quarrying activity would increase the incidents of vibration, dust and noise. 
 
K4  The effect of the proposed extension on known assets is detailed at clause 5.6.5 to 5.6.25, but 

of the 88 sites mentioned only 4 have been assessed for the effects upon them. 

• Clearwell Castle & Clearwell Park – “minor adverse” effect despite being only 200m from the 

extension area 

• Camp NE of Stowe – “neutral effect” 

• Toll House at Trow Green – “minor adverse” effect despite being only 300m from the extension 

area 

• Longley Farmhouse – “minor adverse” effect despite being only 77m from the extension area 

K5  Clause 5.6.26 states that the Historic Landscape Character of the proposed extension will be 

completely altered by quarrying works and yet attributes the effect as “Minor Adverse, which is not 

significant”!! 

K6 The conclusion drawn from the foregoing analyses is that there is no conflict with policies E4, 

E5, E6 & E8 of the Adopted MLP. 

K7 We thus strongly disagree with the conclusions drawn under these headings. 
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ALTERNATIVE SOURCES 

 

[This is covered in Chapter 2 of the Environmental Statement] 

Relevant legislation / guidance 

NPPF 145 “Minerals Planning Authorities should plan for a steady and adequate supply of aggregates 

by:   

Preparing an Annual Aggregates Assessment … jointly by agreement with … other mineral, planning 

authorities…” 

L1 Other sources within Gloucestershire 

L1.1  Drybrook quarry has 1.8mt of reserves and an additional area has been put forward as 

a potential preferred area with 4.5mt.  Perhaps the reason the quarry is currently mothballed is 

to await an increase in the price of aggregate rather than, as suggested by BAE, the deliverability 

of the site.  

L1.2  Hewelsfield quarry - a new site - has a potential 26mt of reserves but it is recognised 

that it is situated within the AONB. The fact that BAE stated in the previous application that there 

“are recognised impacts on the local community” seems to conflict with their approach to Stowe 

Hill quarry. 

L1.3  Stowfield quarry.  The Addendum to the draft MLP consultation seeks to identify 

additional reserves of 7.4mt by lowering the quarry floor.  This site is well away from Staunton 

village and heritage buildings and has excellent road access from the quarry, via B4228 to the 

A4136 

L2 Other sources in the area 

L2.1  Tytherington quarry in South Gloucestershire is (we believe) currently mothballed but 

has reserves of 20mt and with rail and excellent road links to the motorway network. 

L3 Other sources in the region 

L3.1  Monmouthshire County Council Local Development Plan (LDP) 2011, extracts: 

(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). 

 

L 
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(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. 
 

L3.2 Somerset County Council Minerals Plan, extracts: 
 

(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. 

 
L4 No evidence has been produced that Gloucestershire County Council has entered in to 
discussion with all other minerals planning authorities as required by NPPF 145.  It is essential that 
process is undertaken diligently if it has not already been done. 
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PROPERTIES AND HOUSING 

 

Relevant legislation / guidance 

Forest of Dean District Council Core Strategy 2012, clause 3.53: “The provision of suitable and 

affordable housing is at the top of [the] agenda and is a priority … expressed in its corporate objectives” 

M1 There are 14 residential properties identified within 500m of existing or proposed operations 

many of which already experience nuisance including vibrations from blasting.  It is known that more 

properties around The Cross in Clearwell also feel these vibrations. 

M2 As the proposed operations move closer to these properties there is an increased risk of 

structural damage. 

M3 Property values have already reduced by the threat of the proposed quarry expansion - in at 

least one case by between £50,000 and £100,000. 

M4 There is a prima facie case (if not in law, then as an expression of goodwill and neighbourliness) 

for compensation to be made to those affected, whether for a reduction in value or for structural repairs 

to vibration affected properties. 

M5 The proposed route of the new access to Longley Farm from the B4228 across good agricultural 

land and through the middle of the farm yard and farm buildings is unacceptable for the following 

reasons: 

• it creates a high bio-security risk 

• it creates an added general security risk as part of the route is obscured from the 

farmhouse 

• it creates a Health & Safety risk to farm workers 

• it encroaches upon an environmental scheme recently entered in to 

• it will involve the disturbance and possible re-routing of the 3 phases electricity supply to 

the farm 

• there is shorter (400m) more direct route which does not involve any of the foregoing 

issues; it makes no sense to build a 700m access as proposed  

• access on to the B4228 from the shorter route provides a better visibility splay 

M6 There is no indication of the proposed surface of the new access – it must be tarmac to reduce 

dust and erosion. 

M7 The granting of permission as sought amounts to the legalization of nuisance.  

M 
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                    COMPANY TRACK RECORD 

 

 

N1  Gloucestershire County Council, in response to a Freedom of Information Act request, have 
advised that the following number of complaints alleging breaches of planning conditions (mainly 
concerned with noise, dust and deposits on the public highway) lodged with them were: 

 

• Average 1999 - 2012: 13.5 / year 
      [ Breedons acquire the site ] 

• In 2013:  17 

• In 2014:  32 
 

N2  An application by Breedon Aggregates Ltd for an extension to Saredon quarry in South 
Staffordshire last year was granted despite there being recorded 145 complaints having been made 
since 2012. 

 
N3  The Health & Safety Executive issued the following Immediate Prohibition Notices in respect of 
quarries all owned by BAE: 
 

• on 23 June 2008 at Cloud Hill quarry, Derby 

• two on 26 August 2010 at Cloud Hill quarry, Derby 

• on 9 August 2011 at Norton Bottom quarry, Lincolnshire 

• on 27 November 2013 at Norton Bottom quarry, Lincolnshire.   
 
N4 The Health & Safety Executive served the following Enforcement Notices on BSL: 
 

• on 23 November 2013 (#305187428) an Improvement Notice because “The Geotechnical 
assessment has not been completed within the two year timescale” (Norton Bottom Quarry, 
Lincoln) 

• on 8 October 2015 (#306691463) – 3 breaches, an Improvement Notice for “The precautions for 
preventing vehicles or plant accidentally leaving any bench or haul road are not considered to 
be effective as they are in many cases below the required minimum acceptable height, nor are 
they built from materials that would absorb the impact of a runaway vehicle”. (Huntsmans 
Quarry, Cheltenham) 

• on 3 December 2015 (#306827065) – 6 breaches, an Improvement Notice for “You have failed 
to provide effective guarding for the dangerous parts of machinery namely the in running nip 
points and you have not prepared and kept up to date a suitable written scheme for the 
inspection, maintenance and, where appropriate, testing of the machinery guards required to 
prevent access to dangerous parts of machinery.” (Huntsmans Quarry, Buckle) 

 
  Minutes of Staffordshire County Council Planning Committee meeting 5 June 2014, item 13: “A 
3 metre high concrete wall has also been recently erected… The Wall is not a permitted development…” 
(in respect of an un-named quarry owned by the applicant.) 
 
N5   South Witham Parish Council advise that at a meeting in February 2014 Mr D’Oyley, Head of 
Planning Estates for BAE admitted that they had been working at South Witham quarry without the 
necessary permission in place. 
 
N6 In our opinion these breaches demonstrate a total lack of regard for, or knowledge of, the law 
governing the activities undertaken by the company and of conditions imposed by planning authorities.  

 N 
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It is for this reason that we believe that any application which may be permitted must very tightly 
conditioned. 
 

N7 In 2013 it was noted that the quarry emitted high levels of Ultrasound and associated vibration. 

This was witnessed and noted by the FODDC EHO at the time. BAE were approached on numerous 

occasions to investigate and resolve this but to date have totally ignored the problem, undertaken no 

investigation, and certainly no resolve. A subsequent 12 month investigation by the LGO concluded that 

there was sufficient evidence of nuisance LFN and demanded a proper external investigation by the 

FODDC. This completed finally in 2017 and showed beyond a doubt that there are huge LFN issues, 

classified as nuisance, and that the quarry cannot continue as is based on this evidence. The FODDC 

are currently in discussion with BSL about this major problem and as it stands currently this is classified 

as a nuisance and cannot continue into a new application. Add to this the ongoing dust issues with local 

residents, which despite small changes to operations we still have video and photographic evidence of 

major and continuous nuisance dust breaches. However, a recent change in administrative structure 

within the FODDC has allocated a new Environmental Protection Team who finally recognise these 

serious issues and are currently investigating correctly. All this shows that despite known breaches and 

problems with the quarry, BSL have shown unwillingness to resolve, and carry on regardless. This does 

not show a company that cares for its neighbours and does not bode well for any future activities. 

N8 In December 2017 BSL produced an information leaflet which was distributed to local residents 

(see Appendix 3).  This leaflet contained misleading and inaccurate information concerning the area of 

the proposed extension.  BSL explained this by saying it was typing error.  If they cannot get a simple 

statement correct it raises the question of the accuracy of any of the information presented in the 

application documents.   
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RECENT PRECEDENT 

 

 

A very similar planning application was REFUSED by Gloucestershire County Council in late 2014.  

There are so many similarities between our points of objection to the expansion of Stowe Hill quarry 

and the points upon which permission was refused for sand and gravel extraction from land adjacent to 

Page’s Lane, Church End, Twyning (ref 13/0017/TWMAJM). 

We would go further and say that the effects of allowing the Stowe Hill quarry permission are many, 

many times more significant than those pertaining to the Twyning application.  

Twyning application Stowe Hill application 

Public Health England provide a detailed 

response and conclude that it has “concerns 

about the impact the activities and the site 

may have on local residents” 

Request for Public Health England to 

provide robust response. 

A number of residential properties in close 

proximity to the application site. 

There are 10 residential properties within 

100 metres 

Virtually the same situation exists. 

There are a number of commercial 

businesses in the vicinity; Hillview Lakes 

located 230 m north of the site has holiday 

cabins around fishing lakes. 

There are 3 working farms within 150m of 

the proposed site, Clearwell Castle 

(wedding venue) 650m, Caravan and 

Camping site 400m, Nonox Farm 650m, 

Clearwell village centre 750m 

Church End has been designated a 

Conservation Area & has a parish church at 

its heart. 

Clearwell Village has been designated a 

Conservation Area & has a parish church 

(Grade I listed) at its heart, 600 m from 

proposed new boundary 

Traditional farm buildings mix with houses of 

different periods and of construction styles 

including mediaeval timber framing.  Tudor 

Cottage, close to the application site is a 

Grade II listed building. 

Traditional farm buildings mix with houses 

of different periods and of construction 

styles. 

There is 1 Grade I listed building, 9 Grade 

II listed buildings, 1 Grade II* listed building 

and a Scheduled Ancient Monument within 

P 
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700m of the proposed new boundary (see 

clause F3 of primary objection document). 

Twyning application Stowe Hill application 

The agricultural land classification is grade 2 29% of the land to be lost is grade 2, 62% 

is grade 3 

The site does not have any landscape 

designation and is enclosed and well 

screened. 

The site borders the Wye Valley AONB & 

the landscape has a unique, open, 

unscreened visual impact 

The site is located on a minor aquifer. The site is located on a major aquifer and 

development would affect drinking water 

supplies and the Slade Brook SSSI 

Extraction will total c 98,000 tonnes of sand 

and gravel from an area of 3.04 ha 

Extraction will total 2,500,000 tonnes from 

an area of c.7 ha. 

Extraction will be by excavator and truck Extraction will be by blasting, crushing, 

screening and washing resulting in more 

noise and dust. 

The void (restoration) will be filled with 

38,000 tons of inert fill. 

The restoration will involve millions of 

tonnes of material; the majority to be 

imported. 

5m bunds will be constructed to shelter 

close proximity houses 

Bunds will be up to 5m high and in close 

proximity to several residential properties. 

130 vehicle movements a day ie 89,000 

over the life of the quarry 

294 vehicles movements a day ie over 

420,000 over the life of the quarry. 

Total length of the project is 3 years Total length of the project is 5 years 

Site is less than 1 mile from M50 by direct 

route 

Site is 22 miles from M50 via class 3 

highways, towns and villages. 

Traffic mitigation measures are proposed No traffic mitigation measures are 

proposed 

Internal roads to be hard surfaced to reduce 

dust emissions 

Internal roads not to be hard surfaced, 

other than new haul road. 

 

 



                                                                                                                                                                         51 
 

Twyning application Stowe Hill application 

184 expressions of public opposition. 

County Councillor and MP OBJECT. 

Tewkesbury Borough Council OBJECT 

Parish Council OBJECT 

265 expressions of public opposition + 

1350 in an on-line petition (as at 

27/4/2015). 

Forest of Dean District Council OBJECT, 3 

Parish Councils and one Town Council 

OBJECT 

In view of the number of objections and 

other factors the proposal could jeopardise 

the guarantee to a right to peaceful 

enjoyment of possessions as enshrined in 

the Human Rights Act 1988, and there is no 

justification for interference with these rights. 

In view of the number of objections and 

many other factors the proposal would 

jeopardise the guarantee to a right to 

peaceful enjoyment of possessions as 

enshrined in the Human Rights Act 1988, 

and there is no justification for interference 

with these rights. 
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Q   PUBLIC OPINION 

Q.1     The following relate to opinions etc to the 2015 application.  Not one member of the public has 

advised the Parish Council that they have changed their view in relation to this application. There is 

overwhelming evidence therefore that public opinion is against this proposal. 

Q.2  An on-line petition (at change.org) currently has 1350 signatures 

Q.3  Newland and St Briavels Council jointly held a paper exercise which gathered 265 signatures 

against the proposals in the draft MLP for expansion of Preferred Areas, part of which is the area of 

which this application is the subject. 

Q.4  A public meeting held in Clearwell on 24 February 2016 attracted over 100 residents not one of 

whom spoke in favour of the proposal. 

Q.5  The first application gained over 330 written objections, which for a village of 320 people 

shows local objection. 

Q.6  It was objected to by the two ward councillors 

Q.7  It was objected to by three parish councils 

Q.8  It was objected to by Coleford Town Council 

Q.9  The FODDC planning committee unanimously voted to Object 

Q.10  There were 6 people who supported the application but they were either people who worked 

at the quarry or had a financial gain from its operations. 
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R   CONDITIONING & ENFORCEMENT 

Relevant legislation / guidance 

NPPF 206  ”Planning conditions should only be imposed where they are … enforceable, [ and] precise 

…”   

NPPF 207 “Local planning authorities should consider publishing a local enforcement plan to manage 

enforcement proactively, in a way that is appropriate to their area.”   

MLP: 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. 

MLP 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.” 

R1 The conditions applied to the extant and previous permissions were drawn so loosely that it has 

been easy for BAE to ‘push the boundaries’ of acceptable working practices without fear of enforcement. 

R2 Where enforcement has been warranted each authority (eg Environment Agency, County and 

District Councils) has passed responsibility to another.  In many cases it is the District Council which is 

the responsible authority and their lack of action has lead to the lodging of a Formal Complaint in March 

2015 by the Local Government Ombudsman which concluded that there were serious issues at the 

quarry and in its enforcement. This is further to a Local Government Ombudsman report in 1991 

condemning local councils for mal administration and ignoring serious breaches from the quarry on local 

neighbours.  

R3 One has to ask, if it continues today, following a LGO condemnation in 1991, what makes the 

future plans any different especially given that there is nothing in this third proposal to say any working 

practices, which have all proven to be inefficient and produce repeated nuisances and breaches of 

permits, will change. Basically, the quarry wishes to continue “as is” and continue committing nuisance 

and permit breaches.   

R4  Without prejudicing our objection to this application it is, in our view, absolutely critical that 

if permission is granted for the application, whether in the form proposed or in a modified way, all 

mitigation and conditioning must be drawn extremely tightly and in a way which ensures enforcement 

of breaches. 
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R5  We feel that the application should not be determined before the MLP is determined, neither 

should it pre-empt the MLP final version 

R6  Without prejudicing our objection, if the application is permitted the following conditions 

should be imposed and implemented prior to any expansion in to the application area: 

R6.1 Monthly production limit of 10% of annual output 

R6.2 Current hours of working to remain unchanged 

R6.3 250m stand-off between quarrying activity and any residential property boundary, sensitive 

ecological sites and public highways and footpaths. 

R6.4 Import of materials for infill / restoration to be subject to EA permit.  Materials only to be 

inert. 

R6.5 No General Permitted Development Rights 

R6.6 Mitigation to be in place to ensure noise levels do not exceed limits detailed in NPPF with 

real-time monitoring stations at strategic locations as determined by GCC in consultation with 

NPC and SGRA 

R6.7 Mitigation to be in place to ensure dust levels comply with national statutory limits with real-

time monitoring stations at strategic locations as determined by GCC in consultation with NPC 

and SGRA 

R6.8 A Health Impact Assessment to be commissioned and acted upon in respect of the impact 

on human and animal health. 

R6.9 All blasting to be conducted in accordance with national statutory guidance with real-time 

monitoring stations at strategic locations as determined by GCC in consultation with NPC and 

SGRA 

R6.10 An independent Environmental Impact Assessment to be commissioned and acted upon 

in respect of the potential impact on surface and underground water courses 

R6.11 Effective road cleaning to be undertaken not less frequently than 3 times per working day. 

R6.12 Effective measures to be installed to prevent any material being deposited on the public 

highways 

R6.13 Currently BSL can get exploit a loophole their permit in relation to what plant may be 

located in both Clearwell and Stowe Hill quarries.  Currently the permit covers “fixed plant” but 

this has not precluded BSL on many occasions using huge mobile processing plant, crushers 

and wash plants.  If any expansion is permitted it must be conditioned that “no fixed, mobile or 

any other type of plant will be allowed without a full planning permission; this includes all types 

of plant used in stone processing” 

R6.14 The applicant to maintain all records as determined from time to time by GCC 
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R7 Without casting any doubt on the professionalism of the officers involved we would wish to see 

any conditions examined by an independent planning consultant to verify their enforceability prior to 

permission being granted. 
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GCC DRAFT MINERALS LOCAL PLAN 

 

Relevant legislation / guidance 

NPPF 143 “In preparing local plans, local planning authorities should … define … known locations of 

specific minerals resources … whilst not creating a presumption that resources defined will be 

worked…” 

GCC ADOPTED MINERALS LOCAL PLAN (MLP) 2006  

S1  This application is premature inasmuch as the application area is not identified in the current 

(2006) MLP as a preferred area of extraction. 

S2  The current emerging MLP 2018-2032 (September 2016) does identify the application area as 

a potential area but any final decision on the MLP should not be pre-empted.  

S3  Interpretation of NPPF143 shows that until the adoption of the new MLP (currently scheduled 

for some time in 2019) any area not currently identified in the 2006 plan should not be granted 

permission. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S 
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    CONCLUSIONS 

 

Relevant legislation / guidance 

NPPF 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 the processes or emissions 

themselves 

T1  This quarry has expanded exponentially over the last 20 years with output having increased by 

1500% to current permitted levels (from 40kt / year in 1994 to 600kt / year) 

T2  If any expansion of Stowe Hill quarry is permitted there must be a 250m stand-off from any 

residential property boundary in accordance with industry best practice and NPPF (Gardens and 

amenity space) and all mitigation put in place (and verified) prior to any working in the new areas.   

T3  It is essential that there is a full and comprehensive Health Impact Assessment and 

Environmental Impact Assessment and that these be the basis of any conditions. 

T4  If, for whatever reason the application is called in or dealt with otherwise than by Gloucestershire 

County Council we wish it to be determined by a Public Enquiry. 

T5 Finally, with the huge impact this will have not only locally but regionally, the harm and danger 

of millions of trucks hurtling through the area, that all the proposals on Noise, Dust, Health Risks, 

Ecology, Hydrology, Heritage, Landscape do not show at all that they can be fully mitigated, that there 

will categorically not be problems, and they can be mitigated beyond a doubt, this leaves the whole 

application in serious doubt of its effects. Slade Brook can be monitored, but if there is a problem, it 

cannot be rectified, therefore we request that the GCC adopt the Precautionary Principle as 

mentioned in section 2 of the EU Directive 2011/92/EU. 

 

The application of the Precautionary Principle means that unless it can be proven beyond a scientific 

doubt, that there will be zero negative effects from this application, the development should not go 

ahead. 

 

"When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment, precautionary measures 

should be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully established scientifically. In 

this context the proponent of an activity, rather than the public, should bear the burden of proof. The 

process of applying the precautionary principle must be open, informed and democratic and must 

include potentially affected parties. It must also involve an examination of the full range of alternatives, 

including no action."  

 

T6  For the multitude of reasons detailed in this response we repeat our STRONG OBJECTION to 

this application.  

T 
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Radii of 500m and 1000m from NW extremity of proposed extension 

 

 

Blue = Clearwell quarry.  Orange = current extraction area. 

Green = application extraction area.  Red circles = 250m radius from residential properties 

RADII 250M FROM EACH ROPERTY 
Blue = Clearwell quarry. Green = Red circles = 200m radii 
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APPENDIX 2 

 

FODDC Briefing note 

2017 Air Quality Annual Status Report (ASR) November  

 
The FODDC 2017 Air quality annual status report was recently submitted to Defra for 

approval. The report provides an overview of air quality in Forest of Dean District during 

2016. It fulfils the requirements of Local Air Quality Management (LAQM) as set out in Part 

IV of the Environment Act (1995) and the relevant Policy and Technical Guidance 

documents. 

All local authorities are required to regularly review and assess air quality in their areas, and 

to determine whether or not the air quality objectives are likely to be achieved. Where an 

exceedance occurs or is considered likely the local authority must declare an Air Quality 

Management Area (AQMA) and prepare an Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) setting out the 

measures it intends to put in place in pursuit of the objectives. Defra provide local 

authorities with a template format to be used when drafting their reports so that reports from 

different authorities are comparable. 

 

 
This briefing note contains an extract from our report’s executive summary, a graph 

showing nitrogen dioxide levels in our Air Quality Management Area in Lydney over the last 

6 years and a separate graph showing the levels elsewhere in the District. 

 

Air Quality in Our Area (Summary) 

Air quality across the Forest of Dean District remains very good, with measured levels 

of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) generally well within national limits. 

 
We have one Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) in the District which is in Lydney and 

was declared in July 2010. It was identified that traffic congestion (at the T junction 

between the High Street and the Bream Road) was the most likely cause of the nitrogen 

dioxide (NO2) levels which exceeded the national air quality objectives at the time the 

AQMA was declared. 
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Monitoring throughout 2016 has not identified any exceedances in the Forest of Dean 

District although the diffusion tube survey results were slightly higher than those recorded 

last year. (It is thought that meteorological conditions contributed to the slightly higher 

levels this year. ) 

 
The monitoring points in Lydney High Street, at Bream junction and just up Bream Road, 

which lie within our AQMA, were the only sites with nitrogen dioxide levels within 10 per cent 

of the annual average air quality objective (i.e. above 36ugm-3). 

 
As pollutant concentrations may vary significantly from one year to the next, due to the 

influence of meteorological conditions, it is not desirable to revoke our AQMA whilst we 

have sites still measuring levels within 10% of the national objective level, set to protect 

health. Our monitoring programme will continue, in conjunction with planning controls in 

accordance with national guidance, to try to ensure that levels continue to reduce. 

 
Within Forest of Dean District Council’s administrative area there are no sources of pollution 

that give rise to concern in respect of air quality. No new or significantly changed sources 

have been identified within the district. All proposed residential and industrial developments 

are considered with regard to their potential to increase traffic pollution in the AQMA and 

other areas. 

Air Quality in the Forest of Dean 

Air pollution is associated with a number of adverse health impacts. It is recognised as a 

contributing factor in the onset of heart disease and cancer. Additionally, air pollution 

particularly affects the most vulnerable in society: children and older people, and those with 

heart and lung conditions.  There is also often a strong correlation with equalities issues, 

because areas with poor air quality are also often the less affluent areas.
 

 
The annual health cost to society of the impacts of particulate matter alone in the UK is 

estimated to be around £16 billion.
 

 
In common with most local authority districts in England and Wales, the main pollutant 

of concern within Forest of Dean District is nitrogen dioxide from road traffic. 
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Nationwide, levels of nitrogen dioxide have been steadily falling over the years. 

 
We deploy a number of diffusion tube monitors across the District, measuring nitrogen 

dioxide as part of an ongoing survey. These are collected and sent for analysis on a 

monthly basis. 

 
Air quality across the Forest of Dean District remains very good with measured levels 

of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) generally well below national limits. 

 
The nitrogen dioxide diffusion tube survey results were similar to those recorded last year, 

just raised by a few mg/m3 in most cases. Our 2016 monitoring programme confirms that 

within the Lydney Air Quality Management Area (AQMA), the nitrogen dioxide annual 

mean objective is no longer exceeded,(although 5 monitoring sites within the AQMA, 

recorded levels within 10% of the objective) and at all other monitoring locations it 

continues to be comfortably met. 

 
The 2005 – 2016 Forest of Dean District Council Air Quality reports are available online 

at https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/aqma/local-authorities?la_id=106. 

Actions to Improve Air Quality 

Lydney Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) was declared in July 2010 and a 

subsequent “Further Assessment” was submitted to Defra in June 2011. 

It is thought that congestion at the T junction which is in a “street canyon” (i.e. the buildings 

by the roadside are high compared to the width of the road, preventing exhaust emissions 

from dispersing easily) was the cause of the previously high NO2 levels. 

 
Since the “Further Assessment”, there has been an investigation into options to improve air 

quality in the AQMA. The key change, that may have brought about the required 

improvement, is the introduction of a 20 mph speed limit in Lydney High Street; it is thought 

that this had the effect of relieving congestion at the T junction, as drivers on the main road 

more readily give way to exiting traffic when moving more slowly. Meteorological conditions 

are also known to impact upon pollution levels as they affect dispersion of polluting 

emissions. 

 

https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/aqma/local-authorities?la_id=106
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Gloucestershire County Council is responsible for strategies relating to traffic management 

across the county. Further details of these strategies can be found at 

http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/ltp3 

 

The Overarching Transport Strategy is supported by further policy documents relating 

to: Bus, Cycle, Freight, Highways, Rail and Think Travel. 

 

Local Priorities and Challenges 

The nitrogen dioxide diffusion tube monitoring programme will continue and we will review 

results on a monthly basis, as they are received. We will work with our Planning 

Department and the County Planning and Highways Departments to ensure that 

developers of agreed new developments consider potential air quality impacts from the 

outset, so as not to cause undue deterioration of air quality in the District. We will follow 

national guidance to ensure air quality impacts are assessed for proposed developments 

and that any potential adverse impacts are mitigated as necessary. 

 

Air Quality Management Areas 

Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) are declared when there is an exceedance or 

likely exceedance of an air quality objective. After declaration, the authority must prepare 

an Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) within 12-18 months setting out measures it intends to 

put in place in pursuit of the objectives. 

The Forest of Dean District Council declared Lydney AQMA in July 2010. 
 

This AQMA was designated in relation to a likely breach of the nitrogen dioxide (annual 

mean) objective as specified in the Air Quality Standards Regulations 2007. 

 

http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/ltp3
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Map of Lydney AQMA Boundaries 

The outlined area on the map above shows the designated AQMA in Lydney, which 

incorporates roads affronting residential properties in High Street, Hill Street and 

Newerne Street from Temple Way junction (A) to Albert Street Junction (D); and Bream 

Road from High Street junction (B) to approximately 75m past the entrance to Lydney C 

of E Primary School (F); and Forest Road from Hill Street (C) to just past 17 Forest Road 

(E). 
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Graph showing the trend over the last 6 years of nitrogen dioxide levels within our 

Lydney AQMA 

 

If we compare the nitrogen dioxide concentrations measured in our Lydney AQMA 

during the last three or four years with those of 2011 it can be seen that at the 4 sites 

where the readings were the highest in 2011 (40µg/m3 or above) there has been a 

decrease in levels, but that in the last 4 years the levels have not changed much. At 

all the other sites, where the concentration did not exceed 40µg/m3  in 2011, the 

levels have not changed significantly since 2011. (2012 was a particularly high year 

for pollution across the whole country due to meteorological conditions that year, and 

the 2012 levels provide an indication of the impact that meteorology can have in our 

AQMA.) 
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Graph showing the trend over the last 6 years of nitrogen dioxide 

levels around the district (outside of our AQMA) 

 
 

This graph shows the trend of nitrogen dioxide levels monitored around the 

district (outside of our Lydney AQMA). 

If we compare current monitoring results with those from 2011, it can be seen 

that at the sites with the highest levels (.> 25 µg/m3) there has been a gradual 

decrease in nitrogen dioxide levels. Levels at most of the other sites have 

remained broadly similar. 

Despite the slight increase in most of the results this year, (thought to be due to 

poor meteorological conditions), it can be clearly seen that the nitrogen dioxide 

levels are well below the national standard of 40µg/m3 which is marked by a 

dotted line on the graph. 
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APPENDIX 3 
(Leaflet issue by BSL December 2017) 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Clearwell & Stowe Hill Quarries 

 

 
Planning Application for the 

Extension of Stowe Hill Quarry & 

Retention of Minerals Processing 

Plant at Clearwell Quarry 
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Clearwell and Stowe Hill Quarries are operated by Breedon Southern 

Limited. Crushed rock limestone aggregates are extracted from Stowe Hill 

Quarry, which is one of the principle sources in Gloucestershire, and 

processed in and sold from Clearwell Quarry. There are, however, limited 

reserves of stone remaining in Stowe Hill Quarry. 

Gloucestershire County Council acknowledges the need for the continued 

supply of this stone for local and regional development. As a result, a small 

extension to Stowe Hill Quarry and the retention of the processing plant in 

Clearwell Quarry is proposed. 

 

A Planning Application for this development has been submitted to, and 

registered, by Gloucestershire County Council in late November.  The 

quarry extension is 7.37 hectares in size which is much smaller than that 

proposed in 2015. The Extension Area is outlined in red on the  plan below. 
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The key points of this Planning Application  are as follows: 

• The Extension Area will have a 5 year life; 

• It is intended that Clearwell and Stowe 

Hill Quarries and the Extension Area will 

be restored in late 2026, as required by 

the principle Planning Permission for the 

existing quarries; 

• The limestone will be quarried and 

processed using the methods currently 

employed; 

• The permitted production limit of 

600,000 tonnes per annum will not 

increase. There will therefore be no 

increase in HGV movements; 

• The processing plant in Clearwell Quarry 

will be retained, but with a range of 

environmental improvements; 

• The crusher in Stowe Hill Quarry will be 

clad to reduce noise and dust and a 

'scalping screen' added to generate 

restoration materials for this quarry; 

• A new access, onto the B4228, will be 

provided for Longley Farm; and 

• The Extension Area will primarily be 

restored, without imported materials, to 

productive agriculture together with an 

ecologically diverse mosaic of grassland 

and deciduous woodland habitats.  


