Whitecleave Quarry
Buckfastleigh

Thefollowinginformation hasbeenassembledrom publiclyavailableinformation. Best
efforts havebeenmadeto ensureits completenessand accuracyput inevitablythere
will be omissiongdueto our inabilityto accesghe necessaryroprietaryinformation.
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A brief history of
Whitecleave Quarry

WhitecleaveQuarry is adjacent to the
primary road entrance to the centre of the
historic wool milling town of Buckfastleigr

Buckfastleigh is a community in Dartmoo
National Park with a historic town centre
dating to mediaeval times, now protected
a conservation area and popular with the
many tourists who come to visit the
numerous local attractions.

The South Hams Area of Outstanding
Natural BeautyAONB and Special Area o
Conservation (SAC) border the quarry sit
as does a designated Area of Great
Landscape Valu&GLY.

Although smalkcale excavation seems to
have originated in the I8century, steam
powered quarrying began in the 1920s ar
modern planning to expand the site was
givenin 1950. Planning permission had
been turned down in 1948 due to the
expected negative impact on the town.
However this decision was overturned by
the Secretary of State on appeal in 1950.
Quarrying continued until the economics
the site meant it was no longer commerci
to work it.

Ariel view looking down to the
junction of the newly built Strode
Road and Plymouth Road from
above Western Mill and the quarry
circalate 193Gs.

Large scale quarrying stopped in autumn
1997, and some smadlcale quarrying took
place in 2001 and 2003, Review of Old
Mineral Permissions (ROMRBEheme, a

form of planning permission for restoration
of old mineral sites, was enacted on the site
in May 2002.

| Fyazy ! 33aINB3IFGSaqQ ¢S
with numerous aspects of the ROMP
conditions, such as site restoration ignored

and left unfulfilled. Devon County Council
deemedthemtob&t Ay O2 y Gdll @GSy
the planning conditions as outlined in the
ROMP.

Thesite lay untouchedor many years and
0S3AlFyYy (2 NBOSNIL 02 |
state. The pump to dewater the quarry void
was removed ir2007.

The quarry is large enough to be able to
swallow half the town.

Gilpin Demolition took a lease on the site in
2008 and submitted a planning application
to re-engineer the site through expanding
existing quarrying permissions, infill the
guarry void with waste and further process
demolition waste at the site.
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Environment andecology
Thecentre of Buckfastleigh is sandwiched
between two Sites of Special Scientific
Interest GS® @ t 2 G (1 SIGKECtuAly
part of the Whitecleave Quarry site.
According to Natural England:

0SSSlare the country's very best wildlife g
geologlcal sites. They include some of ou
Y2 a aLISOGI Odzf I NJ Iy
essential to preserve our remaining natur:
heritage for future generations. Wildlife ar
geological features are under pressure frc
development, pollution, climate change al
unsustainable land managemer8SSlare
important as they support plants and
animals that find it more difficult to survive
In the wider countryside. Protecting and
managingSSSIs a shared responsibility,
and an investment for the benefit of future
ISYSNI GA2Yy & dé
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Wood forms part of the larger cave systen
around Buckfastleigh and are of worldwid
significance. Greater Horseshoe Bats love
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through and forage ithe quarry.

2011 is Year of the Bat and the Greater
Horseshoe is one of the most zealously
protected species in the world.

The BBC reported in 2008 thatt NS O Sy (
survey by English Nature found that there

are only 5,500 of the species left in Britain,

and a third of them 1,800- live right here in
Devon. Around 1,200 of the nocturnal
creatures reside in caves near Buckfastleigh,
making itthe biggest roost of Greater

| 2NBSakKz2S .l da Ay ¢6Sa
The quarry is also home to Dormice and
Peregrine Falcons, both highly protected
species. In 2008 thRSPBtated thatno

work that could disturb Peregrines should

be carried out within 100m of the nest sites
between the months of March and August.

The Dean Burn watercourse runs along the
side of the site, and carries rwoff into the
River Dartlt is a designated Protected Area
for freshwater fish $almonid and itis home
to otters.
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Whitecleave Quarry: bat haven

In 2008 a bat survey was undertaken by AN

Devon Wildlife Consultants at the quarry t M

identify species and behaviour. They

identified: A _ .

b | dzo S ybat hicwas identified by

their distinctive foraging flight pattern,

foraging close over the surface of water
bodies such as the Dean Burn water course
2N 0KS LI22f gAUOKAY OK

1) Greater horseshoe
2) Lesser horseshoe
3) Commonpipistrelle
4) Sopranoipistrelle
5) Nathusiusbipistrelle

6) Serotinebat @902t 23A0Ff AYLI OGa
7) Long eared bat species With respect to strategic flyways and

8) 51 dzo Sypit2 y Q& sustenance_zones, grea_lter horsesh_oe bats
9) Noctule are susceptible to certain changes in the

landscape. These include:

1. Removal of linear features used for
navigation

2. lllumination

The unidentified bats were likely to be 3 Physical injury by wind turbines
Gl RRA G A 2y MyotisBat, iéhas = 4. Change in habitat structure and
b I { ( Satydshatterer), whiskered COMPOSition

bat Myotismystacinu® | YR . NJ . A |

need to demonstrate that there will be no

detrimental impactupon the ability of the

greater horseshoe bats to navigate and feed
o by affecting the ecological impacts identified
Code Feature abOVE;D é

Observed greater horseshoe bat flight

10)Unidentifiedpipistrellespecies
11)UnidentifiedMyotis species
12)Further unidentified species

. , H 45pp 22:21
Observed common pipistrelle bat flight 55Pp & M 20:48 H

M22:16

v 3x22:18

Observed soprano pipistrelle bat flight ):46

2
2xM20:51 H /’/20:43

Observed Myoris species bat flight

4spp21:08 H H GHS, 55Pp & LE 22:08
- ared hat fli H M 22:06 > .
Observed long eared bat flight 45Pp & 55Pp21:09 H W, i ;C(,ji?'m O
— o 2p H ¥4
Bat echo-location calls detected, 21:15 20:54 B S
H YR 3
2131 H sspp21:26

flight of bat not observed 4spp21:12 H

43P Common pipistrelle bat X200 H 45Pp & M 21:20
21:05
21703

() 45Pp & GHS 21:30
=z - %54 GHS & LE21:57
33Pp Soprano pipistrelle bat 22 IS & Fs 22:03

GHS, M & 3x LE 22:45

LE Long-eared bat species
Es Serotine bat
45pp 21:36 H
GHS Greater horseshoe bat
M Myaortis species bat
21:37 Time of recorded activity 45Pp & 55pp 21:43 H

HLE21:52

NB: H indicates position of surveyor when bat echo location
calls were detected.



Bats: mitigatiorf?

0Greater horseshoe bats are sensitive to |
and will avoid lit areas. The interruption of
flyway, by light disturbance as with physic
removal/ obstruction would force the
greater horseshoe bat to find an alternati\
route which is likely to incur an additional
energetic burden and will therefore be a
GKNBFG G2 GKS QAT
reflect the strategic feeding habitat, a
sustenance area has been identifiedlaim
radius circle centred on each of the
component roosts of thEAC [Special Area
/| 2y &S NIJdBduth Bayh&AC Guide

dThe track way flight lines located within t
western extent of the survey area will be
opened up, connecting to the adjacent
guarry void and woodland clearing. This v
increase the level of exposure within thes
track ways, influencing the identified flight
lines,potentially reducing the suitability fo
ANBF 0 SN K2 NBS@RKDWB ¢

So although mitigation is being planned,
according taEUGuidance, not only does a
mitigation plan have to be implemented,
specifically:

aLy I OO2NRIYyOS gAGK
principle, if the measures proposed do not
guaranteethe continued ecological
functionality of a site, they should not be
considered under Article 12(1)(d). There

must be ahigh degree of certaintythat the
measures are sufficient to avoid any
RSUSNA2NI GA2Yy 2NJ RSai
rare species with an unfavourable
conservation status, there must bénmher
degree of certaintythat the measures will

work as intended than in the case of more
common species with a favourable
O2YyaSNII GA2Y &ail (dza o¢

In relation to mitigation and planting the

2008 survey statedthat LG A & O2y a
that this vegetation plantingnay alleviate

0KS RAAUGDzZNDI yO&Risi2 GK
noted that the reestablished track way
boundary may only be reinstated following
mining works, which is estimated to take 5
years to completeDuring this period the

track way flight line will incur a higher level

2F SELR2&dNB GKIy LINBA

No guarantee there then.

The site offices and concrete floored yard. The battered slope on the right-hand side is one side
of the bat flight corridor being created to allow bats to fly across this part of the site between the
Potter's Wood roost and feeding grounds in the Dart Valley.
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Review of Old Mineral
Permissions (ROMP)

HansonAggregates allowed their lease to
expire in Decembe?2007, having previousl'
walked away as commercial quarrying wa
no longer viable.

AccordingtoDC& L Yy WI y dzl NE
wrote to the Mineral Planning Authority
stating that the agreed restoration works
had been carried out and that the compar
y2 t2y3ASNI KFR |y A\

The agreed restoration work haubt been
carried out.

The owner of the quarry issued a new lea
to Gilpin Demolition in 2008, and in April
2008 they applied to develop a Materials
Recovery FacilityMRHF at the site which
included backfilling the void with demolitic
waste. The plans were later withdrawn by
the applicant.

Despite huge public protest the withdraw
was primarily a tactical move on behalf of
the applicant as it was regarded the due
process had not been followed (such as
proper consultation) and their case was
weakened. At the time of the application

-

mineral working when the site becomes operational.

fr{é'op.érétor plans to remove the ramp in the centre of the photegraph in the first phase of |

Gilpin were in contravention of numerous
restrictions of the ROMP conditions. They
vowed to return.

Il OO2NRAY3 G2 5// Qa al
report, the site was once again found to be

In contravention of planning on numerous
counts (see next slides).

Although it was (and still is) widely and
generally understood that commercial
guarrying is no longer viable at the site
according to this 2009 report, Gilpin
Demolitiond LJdzNE debpeninig Kf3he
qguarry under the 2002 ROMP permission
and a number of meetings have been
undertaken with planning officers
investigating how this proposal can be
LIN2E INBA4aSRED

There is concern that decisions have been
taken outside the realms of the accountable
planning framework as the Development
Control Committee has been ipassed.

After these private meetings between Gilpin
and DCC, much work was undertaken, and
these contraventions were no longer
reported in the March 2010 monitoring
report of the site.

www.community.buckfastleigh.org 6



List of ROMP contraventions March 2009

The following conditions and requirements imposed on the planning permission(s) at
Whitecleaves Quarry have not been complied with. These matters were discussed at the
monitoring visit and an appropriate course of action was agreed in order to prevent the
continuation of the breach of planning control.

Planning permission 98/3304/320/9DCC
Cenditior/Agreement breached Reason Action to be carried out
Operator to submit to the
B Dust Suppression Scheme that | MPA, a Dust Suppression
was required to be submitted to | Scheme by 1% June 2009, or
the MPA by 5" May 2002 never | before mineral  working
submitted. recommences, which ever is
the sooner.
Operator to submit to the
7 Scheme to prevent mud, water, | MPA, a scheme to prevent
dust and other debris on the | mud, dust and other debris
public highway that was reguired | being deposited on the
to be submitted to the MPA by | public highway by 1% June
14" June 2003 never submitted. | 2009, or before mineral
WOorking recommences,
which ever is the sooner.
Operator either to submit a
13 Blasting Scheme that was | Scheme of Blasting to the
required to be submitted to the | MPA by 1% June 2008, or by
MFA Dby 14" June 2003 never | that date request the MPA
submitted for a postponement of the
requirement to submit a
scheme until a specified
later aate (which will be
before any blasting occurs
at the site).
Operator to  submit  an
16 Environmental Monitoring | Environmental Monitoring
Scheme that was required to be | Scheme, to include noise,
submitted to the MPA by 14" ground vibration, air
June 2003 never submitted. overpressure, the keeping of
records and the procedure
to adeal with complaints, to
the MPA by 1% June 2008,
or before mineral working
recommences, which ever Is
the sooner.
Operator to submit to the
19 Scheme for the protection of | MPA, a scheme for the
existing trees and vegetation that | protection of existing trees
was require to be submitted ny | and vegetation by 1% June
5" August 2002 never submitted. | 2009, or before mineral
Working recommences,
which ever is the sooner.

www.community.buckfastleigh.org




List of ROMP contraventions March 2088ntdX

21

Management Schemes that were
required to be submitted to the
MPA by 57 August 2002 never
submitted.

Operator to submit o the
MPA Management Schemes
by 1% June 2009, or before
mineral working
recommences, which aver is
the sooner.

Restoration Scheme that was
required to the submitted to the
MPA by 57 February 2007 never
submitted.

Operator to  submit  a
Restoration Scheme to the
MPA by 1% June 2009, or
before mineral WOorking
recommenceas, which ever 18
the sooner.

28

Aftercare Scheme that was
required to the submitied to the
MPA by 57 February 2007 never
submitted.

Operator to submit  an
Aftercare Scheme to the
MPA by 1% June 2009, or
before mineral  working
recommences, which ever I1s
the sooner.

30

Work to remove all scrap
machinery, metals, redundant
structures and materials from the
minerals site by 5" August 2002
never completea.

Operator to remove all scrap
and redundant materials by
1% July 2009, or before
mineral working
recommences, which ever is
the sooner.

You are advised to inform the Monitoring Officer in writing when these works have been
carried out in order to ensure that the matter does not become the subject of any future
enforcement action by the County Council.

The information in this report/certificate reflects only those matters that were discussed at the
Menitoring Visit. While every attempt has been made to make the Visit, Report and Certificate as
comprehensive as possible, there can be no guarantee that all the requirements or obligations of the
planning permission(s), approved scheme(s) and legal requirement(s) that may exist at the site have
been included. The absence of any such obligation or requirement in the report and certificate
cannot, therefore, be used as an indication of compliance.

www.community.buckfastleigh.org




Sitegroomedfor new planning

application

Thesite was revisited by county monitorin
officers again in March 2010 after

substantial work had been
site. At the end of this visit
concluded:d h LJS NJ (i

to be compliant with all the conditions

Imposed by the planning p
T2NDS o¢

One of the greatest challenges people of
Buckfastleigh have faced in this whole

prejudices subsequent applications.

carried out at t
, the report This planning application was not for
A2y 27

ermission(s) in

period is that there has been little

iInformation sharing or consultation with tl
community. This is despite clear governm

guidelines to do so.

The problem is that all restrictions relating

to the site applyd dzy S
GNRAGAY 3T 6AGK

What this means is that theIPA(i.e. Devon
County Council) decide what can and car
be done on site, without resort to
notification or consultation.

Given that restarting commercial quarryin

prejudicial to the due process of the

planning system, especially as Buckfastleigh
Town Council cannot comment on planning

aa 20KS

.5 until a formal application is made.
uKS Y)

information.

has never seriously been on the agenda,
our concern that the ROMP conditions ha
been manipulated by the applicant in orde

From the March
2011 monitoring
NB LJ2 NI X

The operator has tipped several metres of fill into the bottom of the main void in order to
produce a working area and to restrict the surface water into a smaller and deeper water
body. This allows for a more efficient pumping system to be operated.

._ 2T e ..d-i'o' '4?\;,\ : o ol :‘;’" 3 e L ey, < ~ b S R
View into the main quarry void. The infilling to crate a working area and to restrict the water
body into a more efficient sump can be seen in the lowest level beyond the orange truck.

www.community.buckfastleigh.org

to move the quarry towards, not a viable
working quarry, buthe exact conditions of
the withdrawn planning applicationPre
emption of planning rights is not legal and

commercial quarrying, but for change of use
to a landfill and Materials Recovery Facility
(MRRB; a change of use which required site
engineering, not commercial quarrying

MVV state in their publicity thak { | 'Y DA f
Demolition Ltd runs a business recycling
RSY2t AUA2Y ¢ 2Dothey? U

This whole process, however inadvertently
on the part of DCC, could be deemed as

The basic monitoring documents, previously
unseen by most residents of Buckfastleigh,
were given to the Community Forum after
requests to DCC. They have been extremely
helpful and forthcoming with requests for



Site Monitoring and Complianc
TheBuckfastleigh Community Forum
believes there has been a lack of
accountability and consultation with the
local community with regard to what has
been going on at Whitecleave Quarry for
over three years.

D2OSNYYSyYyl WD22R t |
and mineral sites should be regularly
monitored, ideally every 3 months (possil
more for sites in a transitional stage), anc
the local community should be both
consulted and regularly updated with whe
IS happening on site.

A clear and publicly accountable framewc
for monitoring all aspects of the site
restrictions, especially in relation to
environmental restrictions has never beel
established in Buckfastleigh.

There currently seem to be issues where
unclear whether or not anyone is taking
responsibility for monitoring and ensuring
compliance of environmental issues beyc
the basic ROMP restrictions.

CNRY (UKS D2OSNYyYSyiQa D22R t N} O0AOS DdzA

It is not clear that DCC have communicated
regularly with the respective interested
parties in relation to bats of varied species,
Dormice and Peregrine Falcons, or
potentially ecetoxic runoff that is already
running into Dean Burn (a tributary of the
River Dart).

Such interested parties include Natural
England, the Forestry Commission, the
Environment Agency, theRSPBThe Bat
Conservation Trust and the Dartmoor
National Park Authority amongst others.

This is quite possibly because they simply do
not have the resources.

However, a clearly stated framework, to
communicate all relevant facts, bring
together all interested parties and
specifically demarcate areas of
responsibility and accountability is
something that clearly needs to be
addressed, whether planning is granted or
not.

AMWPAs [Mineral & Waste Planning Authorities] should considercarrying out
more monitoring visits to siteswherethe risks of non complianceare higher, or
whereoperatordail to complywithout goodreason where breachesof planning
control have been a feature, including where complaints about operations
have revealed breachesof planning control. Such sites should expect more
visitsé The Governmentonsiderst is likely thatmostsiteswill be compliantand
so most shouldhaveno morethan 4 visits peryeag In decidingthe appropriate
number of site visits, MWPAs should take the following factors into
consideratio@ stage of development For example, more frequent visits to
mining sites are likely to be needed during initial site preparation (eg
construction of site accessand wheel washing equipment, installation and
commissioningof processingplant/offices), soil stripping and replacemenand
thecreationof soil storageandscreeningnoundsyestoratiorp | ant i ng o



p|anning consultation; fa||ing tacit statement of_support_ put recognition
through the gaps? that they are not in a position to respond

_ ! _ adequately without greater financial and
WhitecleaveQuarry IS at the Jun_c_ture of professional planning support.
three separate planning authorities
Teignbridge, South Hams and Dartmoor

_ The quarry borders an Area of Great
National Park.

Landscape Valu&\GLY. Teignbridge council

i _— describe these areas as:! NI & 2F D
artmeet Buckland in the Moor . . .
: Landscape Value are identified in the Local
g e Plan as areas of high landscape quality with
Ry biton strong and distinctive characteristics which
/4 0 make them particularly sensitive to

SOUTH HAMS

RSOSt 2LIYSy ¢
,r_;‘i‘_.ll‘uckfas:e‘gn :] National Park

R Wl Newton® 4
i Abbot

Totnes %pg. &
n:

This scale of development is actually a [ beaot scave value
county matter and goes to Devon Country
Council. However, local authorities are
included in the consultation process and t
problem means it is easy to fall through tr
gap of accountability in the system.

Because there are so many authorities
involved, it is difficult to understand which
planning documents are necessary.

Whitecleave Quarry is in Teignbridge, but
Buckfastleigh and Dean the communities
who will be greatly impacted by the
proposed development are under Dartmoor
National Park Authority for the Local Plan.

For example, South Hams District Counci
were not included in the consultation,
despite Whitecleave Quarry being
surrounded by the South Hams and
bordering the South Hams Special Areac 5 > k aNE a8 if 8Y & yia N
Conservation (SAC). The village of Dean
some parts of Buckfastleigh are also in th
South Hams.

boundary of the Dartmoor National Park, the
Authority will work closely with adjoining
planning and housing authorities to ensure

_ _ _ an integrated approach to development
Town and parish councils are also given t v § § R Battéoor NPA

much emphasis in this process as they ar
given responsibility with no power and no ¢ & 5 3 VONARISQa [ 201 t
fundigg to respopd appropriately. requirement.

. dzO1 ¥l autft SAIK ¢2gY



Dartmoor National Park C helps in providing for those local needs
AlthoughWhitecleave Quarry is not in the that émerge from the Sustainable
National Park, the sphere of influence is COMmunity Strategies that cover the
apparent, and the communities of National Park

Buckfastleigh and Deaare in the park. _ _ _ .
dz01 FI 4Gt SA3IK A& o3 National Park designation, originally set out

'd SAZGNAOG / Sy GiNBé | in the National Parks and Access to the
Countryside Act 1949 (amended by the
Environment Act 1995) tells us that:A y
pursuing National Park purposes, National
Park Authorities have a duty: to seek to
foster the economic and social wiedling of
local communities (within the National Park)
by working closely with the agencies and
local authorities responsible for these

YI G0SNDE

have a particular duty to help underpin a
vibrant local economy.

What is the Dartmoor
National Park Core Strategy?

The Dartmoor National Park Authority
adopted its Core Strategy in April 2008.
It sets out the overall vision and long
term planning strategy for development

in the Dartmoor National Park: a dzO1 T | &isidn ookstésstain and

improve the range of local shops and services
C provides a vision for development in for the community and the tourist economy
provide opportunities for high quality

Dartmoor National Park, in line with the : g N A . A
purposes of national park designation as : 1ousing developmenO 2z y'a S NIJ S KS

u
out in national legislation and theeedto RA@UAYOUA QDS KSNAUF IS
foster local economic and social welfare
C contains strategic policies to look after
the environment, and sustain the econom

Dartmoor NPA are currently carrying out a
consultation and are seeking local opinion

and socialweld SAy 3 2 F 5| NJOnthe matter.
communities;

‘@

Torbay

According to Dartmoob t ! Goge
o { UNFY GS385 . dzO1 Fl alGft SA
/| SYGNBé& |yR I a5Aai0NRA
{Aé I awdzN} f {SGdfSYSy




Is Whitecleave Quarry part of

the adopted Devon Waste Plan
No. Despite the quarry owner writing to
Devon Council requesting that it should b
considered for a landfill site, the quarry he
VSOSNI 0SSy AyOf dzRSH
Adopted Waste Plan. Indeed it was
specifically rejected

Report on Objections to the Devon Count
Waste Local Plag June 2006

Summary of representation of Mrs M.
Truemandhoa2aSOGa G2 2Y,
Whitecleavefuarry from list of new sites
with potential for inert landfill and
recycling. Mineral extraction is to cease
leaving 1M cum voidspace Site would have
a widecatchmentarea, has easy access o
A38, and is well screened from Buckfastle
Recycling would be main activity, wittert
landfill to assist in the reclamation of the
airls oé

Devon County Council Response
10.11 C032 responds to this objection an
rejects the inclusion of this siten the basis

The Devon StrategicPartnership(DSP produces
the Sustainable Community Strategy outlining
the main priorities for Devon,and is structured
around sevenkey priorities which form the basis
of the / 2 dzy fedv Qdcal Area Agreementup
until 2018

w ! DNEéAYH 90

w ! 22NIR /fl &

w | SFftGdK yR 2

w | 2YS&a yR |2

w ! {FFSNI 5502y

w {UNRBY3 YR LYyOfdzaAQ
w LYALANRY3I  2dzy3d t S2

SourceDevon Waste Core Strateg$ustainability Appraisal
Scoping Report April 2011

that adequate sites have been identified.

LYaLlSOoia2NRa wSlkazyay3
10.12 The scale of extraction that has taken
place atWhitecleaveuarry hagesulted in

the creation of a void which has the

potential to hold a large quantity landfilllt

IS screened by retained landforms and sited
close to the main road network. However in
the current policy context the requirements

of the Plan are to achieve more than that

do not consider that this site is particularly

well locatedl 2 YSSUO GKS tfly
and objectives and therefore support the

[ 2dzyié | 2dzy OAf Qa4 | NA dz
allocating it.

N.B. In 2010 DCC rejected a waste site in
South Brent primarily becauseL 0 A &
considered that the main material planning
iIssues in the determination of this proposal
are the fact that the site is not allocated in

the Adopted Devon County Waste Local Plan;
ol yR8 AdGa AYLI OGa 2y

Lf SL&catlon onaé‘te s%es |dent|f|éél near

Buckfastleigh in the Devon Waste Plan

/. A
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i So in summary:
use another site? Y

Fromthg 2008 plgnning applicationA: (1) ¢ K S& R2 Yy Q 0 &1 y 0 NRO
G¢KS FNBF U2 UKS 062 Theyclaimed in 2008 to need a flat
Heathfield is available but this would only level site of minimum 5 acres for their
provide access to a maximum of 4 acres . operation, but it is not clear why they

the current junction access to the A38 wo need this much space other than for

not meet Highways Agency standards in storage/landfill.

TNRY Yy alUGSNRAFE we of land, over half will now be diverted
to use forIBAstorage and processing,

oOperating an integrated materials so theMRFwill only have access to 3
recycling operation [not quarrying] was th acres anyway.

primary business imperative in seeking t0 (4) This site has a huge quarry void to be
NI t 2 OllhdciBrenKquarry site has 1.4 WNEOfIFAYSRO GAGK &I
acres of land available for industrial use." (5) \we believe the products intended to be
are intending to undertake phased Wai2NBRQ Ay (GKS | dz
engineering works over a 5 year eventually filled up qualify dsandfill.

LISNRA 2 RXgKAOK oAt f < Thisis technically a landfill sitas itis a

FRRAUGAZY LT podm | ONZ & lwaste disposal site fahe depositof
. . the waste onto or intd | yuRl&ssthey

a¢KS ljdz NNE YAYSNI have explicitly applied for exemptions

was last worked in 2003. The stone does from paying landfill tax? Or is
meet current DoT skid test & noise stands WNBOf F AYAY I | lj dzt NN
for road stone so isot viable for avoidance scheme and regulatory
SEUNI OUAZY de loophole to flatter recycling dat
| PA.ET T-ln-l".I'D
SPECIFIC QUESTIONS RELATING TO WASTE DISPOSAL/WASTE
. REFYCLIHG.I'TREhTMEMTfFRDGEﬁﬂNGISTDRAGE”RA NSFER OF WASTE

From the Orlglnal 2008 1.4 Type al'Dmreluprnent:is._theapplil:.atbnfur:- " P|Emﬁ..j;

planning application. {®)  Landti SherLandsclaing v

Note the rate Of |nf|” ib)  Weste Transfer Stamm:k,:r Transfer [

was 4 OOO CUbiC metreS ic}  Household Waste Recycling Centre ('Civic Amenitiss' Site) 1

awe e’k = a rOX 6 OOO (dy Waste TrestmentRecycling/Storage/Processing (including thermal reatment) |I|

tonnes a ngkl ' (e} Sewsge Treatment Works (and associated works e.g. GRP Hiosks) |

. {l Composting Schemes ]
Othar, pl specify

M

Development type — fill In only section which applies:
2A  Landfill SitesiLandraising

{a) Please stale the capacily of the proposed site cubic metres

(b} Pleasa state the proposad rate of infill ) '-',- 0D cubic metreshwesk

www.community.buckfastleigh.org 14



I Wg2NJ Ay 3 | dz
Fullscale quarrying stopped in late 1997.
Mobile machinery was moved onto site ar
some smallesscale quarrying continued
until 2003.

Hanson aggregates allowed their lease to
expire in 2007 because commercial
guarrying at this site is uneconomic: the r
Is not valuable, the allowable working are
are complex and dangerous, and restrictic
In relation to bat activity mean this ot a
working quarry and likely never will be.

A geologist report stated that in January
200060 { 2YS LI FYyySR NBFB
0KS &a2dziK SEGSyaizy
[Hanson] took the view that agorking
these minerals would open the quarry
excavation to external lines of sight, it
would cause significant animosity within
the local communityand decision was take
Y20 (2 TbhidReferkes t &kmited
amount of rock that was allowed to be slic
from the back of this spur.

However, the new proposals are éxtend
existing quarrying permissiofurther to
remove this whole spur.

Earlier planningpermission specifically
precluded altering what is now this clearly
graAroftsS Gttt NRO{ 4&LJd:
Quarrying was allowed onfyrovidedd ¢ K I {
the distance between the rock faces at the
entrance to the main quarry is not increased,
and thata sufficient rock barrier be

maintained between the quarry workings

and the Exetet f & Y 2 dz(l Khiswe® | R ®§
before the much closer and busiAB8 was

built directly in front of this roclspur.

Thiswas not just a noise and dust barrier,
but a blast barrier to protect people, houses
and infrastructure. Theurrent proposals
include removing this rock barrienerely to
provideflat workingspace (and are
potentially the biggest threat to bats and

t 20 GSNRBES 2 22R

TheAdopted Devon Mineral Plan statabat
GCKSNBE A& y2 LRUSYOGAL
working atWhitecleavey dz NNE @ ¢ K S
proximity to Buckfastleigh and the A38

makes it an extremely intrusive element in

the local landscape when viewed from the
roadbE y WLIX I yyAy 3 aLIS|H |
massive detrimental impact on the amenity

of the town.

mmmmm
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Thequarry inearly 2008 as th&reenfield sitewas
reverting to nature as per the ROMP conditions.

o
Y

So is the quarry just a worthles: |
Theproposed planning does not show

- 5
hole in the ground” details to fill 1,000,0000A0f void, but this

Commerciallyts valueisnot as a quarry bui g5 not mean further planning could not be
as landfillIf it had planning to do so. sought in future.

Clearly, as stated in their earlier planning
application,.D A t lpAMAR pUrpose for ¢ the requirement was merely to provide

using this site Is waste processing. 6000n7? of flat concrete space to store and

_ procesdBA we believe there are likely
The Devon Minerals Plan 2004 stated tha numerous more suitable locations available

a ¢ KIBAwill consider appropriate propos yithin Devon if not the Devonport dockyard
ySe dzasa U U0KS aAyijser Butthe MoD did not wanBAon their

_ _ site. Why was that?
A 1,000,0000mvoid has potential to be

infilled with hundreds of thousands of
tonnes of waste. This represents huge
revenue opportunity for the operator for
charging various building and demolition
contractors to bring their waste to the site.
Whitecleave Quarry could becomeétalL ko€
R dzY $i#®for builders and demolition
contractors from all over the region.

I NIAAOQa AYLINBaaarzya 27
with waste (but before the concrete cap and
new 810m high piles of ash and waste)

g

As at other landfill siteghe quarry owner
would receive a royalty for each tonne of
waste brought to the site: £2/tonne

How it looks todayls this
consistent with existing planning

www.community.buckfastleigh.org 16



Incinerator Bottom Ash |BA) We understand that MVV will be paying
Thebiggest difference between the 2011 Gilpin to take this residual waste product off

proposals and the 2008 planning applicat their hands (the quarry owner would be
is that now it is intended to process aroun P&ld £120,000 a year in royalties BA

60,000 tonnes a year of Incinerator Bottor 2/0N€), and describingitas | Gt t dzl 0
Ash at the quarry. NB a 2 dzNiSi&ading.

MVV claimthata! & € S &ad cp:
IBA(target 99%) will be reprocessed as a
dSO2YRIFNE |33INBIFGS X
sent to an appropriately licensed landfill site

¢ possibly aHeathfieldor New England

Quarry which are both nearlwyas inactive

gl aadsS FOGGNY OGAy3a GKS

IBAIs a controversial product, that is a
residual product of waste incineration. M\
are an electricity company and will make
their money by charging the council and
industry to dispose of waste (by burning it
the incinerator) and then selling the
electricity they producelBAis a waste

product, and MVV need to getrid of it. - ¢ 156 if infilling a quarry void is deemed

as use as a secondary aggregate (as MVV
and Gilpin do), then these figures are
possibleg at least for a couple of years until
the quarry void is full.

The proposals are to truck this ash to the
jdzZf NNBE (2 06S WgSI Ot¢
the elements in order to allows its toxic
contents to leach out.

DAt ltdiget &f 25,000 tonnes a year of
MRFprocessing capacity is difficult to
reconcile with 60,000 tonnes ¢BA(which
would usually be mixed in a ratio of between
1 to 9 and 1 to 3 of other recycled
aggregate) . Where does it all go?

MVYV claimBAis a valuable resource. Two
the uses they listforitar&é £ | Y RT A §
engineering projects, [and] quarry

NEB & U 2 NwhichiLeyactly what it will b
used for here in Buckfastleigh.

Incinerator Tour -

Bottom Ash. 30% of what is burnt ends up as ash. Ash from the boiler grates is enriched with poisonous heavy
metals like lead and cadmium. In most cases it is sent to an ordinary landfill site. Some incinerator operators,
too stingy to pay for this disposal, have concocted a scam they call "ash recycling". They give it to aggregate
companies who mix it with construction materials and bury it in roads and even houses. This is incinerations
legacy for future generations.

www.community.buckfastleigh.org 17



IsIncinerator Bottom Ash toxic? Thereare numerous aspects of this issue
Thesimple answer iges Despite what My» Which need to be clarified

claim thatdBAA & Yy 2
a £ + @@ scoping report (section 3.3.19)
states thatd wS 3 dzf I NJ OKS YA
undertaken on the raw product in order to
manage any organic and inorgan@xic
adzoaidl yoSadé

They try to argue that it is inert. It is certai (i)

not inert when it arrives in Buckfastleigh.
Their argument is that they make it inert o
site. The science and regulations are

complex, and they will be used to confuse
dza = odzi ol aAaol ffe
the numerous toxins to begin leaching ou

Lead, copper, cadmium, aluminium, zinc
oxide, amongst other toxins will leach into
the quenching agent (water) until it is
deemed that the level of toxicity left in the
product is low enough to meet the minimt
regulatory requirement.

People or wildlife who live nearby, or just
those genuinely concerned for the
environment may still have reasons to be
more cautious.

The toxideachatewill be allowed to
evaporate; if it rains too much (as it will), t
operator will apply to the Environment
Agency for a discharge license into Dean
Burn and discharge when necessary.

GOKS 9YOIBANRYYSY

Rry3asg ()

(in

1 3Sy Oe

who ownsthe IBAat this point? This is
presumably Whitecleave Quarry Ltd. as
at this stage as MVV would have paid
them to do with it as they will
Whatexperience do Gilpin have in
analysing this product? Will they pay a
contractor toanalyse?

We have been told thal NI 3 dzf | NJ
chemical analysés Y Selveyy®6
months but this does not even meet the
minimum (and questionable) protocols
set down by the industry lobby group
the Environmental Services Association?

i (iv) Asthe South West Devon Waste

t F NODYSNBKALIQE O2yd N
specifically requires MVV to busail

their residual waste, and MVV are free

to sell the rest of the capacity (roughly
50%) to anyone willing to pay, and little
sorting is undertakenwhereare

guarantees thahazardousubstances

will not beburnedand contained within

the IBA?

v) Howdo they propose t@manage any

organic and inorganitoxica dzo a i I y O

(vi) Therehas been furioudehind the

scenes industriobbyingby the
Environmental Servicesssociation
(ESA) iorder to lower the threshold of
analysis and categorization ftBAiIn
order to reduce costs to industry for
disposalthe cost saving at facility this
sizecould be £1,000,00Qper year ifthe
IBAis downgraded to be categorizeds
inert

NEOSyidfteée O2yTA

Interest Consultants], that 12 out of 96 bottom ash samples that they tested met the

ONR SN I

F2NX KI T I NR2 dza

gl ainsé

Waste Strategy for England 200 Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee



- hazard and environmental disaster, and
Are therealternative describedagi 2y S 2F (KS Y2al

processin@ represented amassive failure of the

. . . o regulatory system
Accordingo a = + filsnning application fol

the Devonport incineratord L y 0 K S
IBAcannot be taken to Whitecleave Quarr
X OKSNB I NB | ydzYo ¢
facilities in the UK operated by Ballast
Phoenix to which MVV could send tBAX council confirmed it was toxidhe

Beeley 22 Ra2 { KS Tt AS f_{ F Environment Agency had signed this toxic

A recent incident in Buckinghamshire saw
¢ S a QigaSrdus tunnel building exercise
end up dumping thousands of tonnesI&fA
aggregate on farmland. Tests by the local

MVV have also stated that tHB8Acould be
shipped directly to Holland where
apparently there is a demand for this
product.

According to the BBJescaoargued that'the
material is inert and safe and it has been
signed off be the relevant authorities
including the Environment Agency".

We are led to believe that there is at least 1ho BBC continuedl 2 2 NNE A yate
one more suitable site already with a licer £qvironment Agency claim they have no

to process such waste currently operating j,risdiction over the incinerator ash once it

a location much nearer to Devonport. has been incorporated in other building

_ o _ aggregate- officially it ceases to be defined
An infamous incident @ykerin Newcastle | 5 VOAYSNI G2NJ 61 a0 S

sawsupposedly inerincinerator ash reuse 2
for various purposes (such as allotment
paths) and it later emerged that the ash w
indeed toxic, containing dioxins that

continue to this day to be a public health

Picture taken by a member of the
N - e public in 2010 at a site in Wales
A pile of IBApiling up in Rijnménd handlinghazardousfly ash (where the

the Netherlandsg this is similar in EAhavedeniedthere isa problem)
sizeto thoseprof
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Reducing waste miles and CQOZ Around 24% of the waste comes back out as
Currentlyl £ £ 2F ¢SA 3y o NI lesstoxic Bottom Ash. This smelly and less

not recycled (known as Residual Municip: 10XIC Bottom Ash is proposed to be driven to
Solid WasteNISW) is taken tHeathfield -~ 9201 ¥ aut SAIK: WSt UK
landfill site outside Newton Abbot quarry to leach toxic material, thus reducing

Teignbridge is the '8 best district in the its toxicity. It will then be left in the quarry
country for recycling rates. void in case someone, someday might like to

buy it.

If the Devonport incinerator is given _ L
planning permission, this waste will stil If no-one ever wants to buy it, then it will be

travel to Heathfieldin the same way as ~ [€ft In the quarry void along with a lot of
before .AtHeathfieldit will be bulkedup other Construction & Demolition Waste and

eventually covered over with a thick layer of
concrete, roughly the size of three football
pitches.Since the southern extension rock
spur would have gone this would be clearly

¢KS NBad 2 TMSWaillzisébet visible to town, especially when new-80m
burned at the Devonport incinerator, alon¢ N'9N piles of ash and building waste are put

with up to 132,000 tonnes a year or on top it it,
Commercial & Industrial Waste from A . A A
wherever people willing to pay MW toge ¢ KS ' oy Klha y2g 0SSy

rid of it come fromc likely a lot from the res I T \V8ite Waste to be burned at the
of the UK. proposed Devonport incinerator, at the

proposed New England Quarry incinerator,
All the ash, approximately 70,000 tonnes and waste to béandf_llled at the massive
it, will then be driven back up the A3g.  NéWw proposed landfill at New England

Approximately 23% of what goes in the Quarry. Much of th_is waste is likely to be
incinerator comes out as highly toxic Fly # Imported from outside Devon, and thus
(which is collected and driven up the M5 { driven down the A38.

a hazardous waste site near Leeds).

and driven down the A38 (past
Buckfastleigh) in large lorries to Devonpol
to be burned.

Local Approach

A large number of small-scale facilities. The Local ApproaCh from
o the current Devon Core
Potential implications: .
* A flexible approach allowing fac tels to reflect loca Strategy COﬂSU|tatI0n;
= needs and promote community involvement. .
: .ff * No reliance on a small number of facilities. haS been IgnOI’ed by the
S ~ = * Could reduce the distance that waste is transported.
. fo . r-\.-’sl;' I:-EF-EIEELSCPEEQ "Dr:;;'.lo'st -.‘.:asste trars"el;Drt SOUth WeSt Devon WaSte
P capacity. :
. . S“’ﬁ Er| facilities may preclude the use of some PartnerSh|p WhO have
. technologies. .
y L * Produc n-g electricity and heat from waste may not pUShed ahead W|th the
be viable. . . . .
'f./ * c » Total delivery and operational costs may be S|ng|e InCIneratOI’ Opt|0n.

significant.
« \Would reguire separate planning applications for
each facility




Increasedraffic in Buckfastleigt Given that over 200 houses have been built

Buckfastleigtis a gateway onto Dartmoor, WIthin 500 metres of the quarry sindarge
The exact levels of increasetsiraffic has Sc@le quarryingtopped, any argument that

been a major area of contention during ou Claims to relate to what happened over a
search for information so far. decade ago is clearly erroneous.

The Environmental Scoping Report filed k Traffic has already increased significantly in

Gilpin/MVV stated thaté ¢ S A 3y 6 NJi 'ecent years, and European regulation
were consulted in 2008 on the need for a introduced since then means that there is an

road traffic emissions assessment to be  ©bligation on the local authority to ensure

undertaken. Their response was that this &I quality levels are acceptable to new
would not be necessary, provided that the Standards.

number of vehicle movements would not
exceed that of the last year of quarry
operations(54). The basis of our
methodology is that this is still the case al
an assessment of road traffic emissions

would not be scoped into the ES o N
OIYIBANRYYSYyGdrt {dF The existing ROMP conditions from 2002

explicitly statethatt b 2 Y G SNA | f &
purpose of storage, processing or resale
aKFftf 0S AYLRZ2NIsS&R Ay
specifically in order tot LINBE @Sy 0 (1 K S
unnecessary increase in traffic attracted to

the site in the interest of local amenity and

KAIKgl & al FSGeé oé

The Devon Structure Plan specifically

requires planners to take into account the

G OdzydzZ  UAQPS STFFSOLa 2
-y | NB I ®€

We have pointed out that this certainly
would not be the case and in fact traffic
levels were likely to be double this level.
After muchtoing-and-froing we have
managed to get the consultant tdmit that
there will be over 100 lorry movements pe

day.
y Although this restriction has clearly been

ignored so far, what justification is there for

However, they now claim that in the last _ b _
year of quarrying, traffic levels were actue an active decision to be taken to reverse this
’ planning restriction?

higher, so a survey is still not needed!

CNRY GKS Hnny LEFYYAY3I | LLX pdnSihudfePlan 2001 to 2016

Initially we plan to operate at our current annual capacity of 12,000 tonnes
for the materials recycling facility. Resulting, on average, in 24 movements
per day. . .

Air Quality
Add_l'[lﬂnarﬂy for the first 5 years we_wHI be tranqurtmg 140,?&1} tonnes for T e oo B e
engineering works entailing approximately 25 vehicles entering deteriaration in air quality should not be located
& leaving the site on a daily basis. Resulting on average 50 vehicle where that deterioration would adversely affeet
movements per day. other land-uses and amenity in the vicinity.

After 5 years the engineering works will cease & the facility we be able to
operate to an annual capacity of 25,000 tonnes. Which would entail a total
of 50 vehicle movements per day.



Roadaccessnto the Quarry
Thequarry entrance is one mile from the
nearest exit to the A38, along residential
roads, either from Dean or Dart Bridge. B
roads are inside or form the boundary of
Dartmoor National Park and are key touris
routes for Buckfastleigh.

dzO1 FFaaft SA3IK Aa | WO
already suffers poor air quality due to ever
rising traffic on the A38 and its valley
location where air cannot disperse
effectively. Buckfastleigh scores badly on
background ozone and particulate
concentration. The hot summer of 2003
seeing background ozone levels exceed
objectives by 500%, and authorities have a
duty to mitigate such problems in order to
protect the health of the community.

The proposed route of traffic into the quar
would inevitably cause mental and physic
health problems through noise, vibration,
fumes, dust, particulates and threats to
physical safety.

Policy COR21
MVV themselves use the argument (to Development should be located so as
minimise the implied health impact of thei to facilitate access to local services and
incinerator) that the major threat to health ':d“':e the need to travel, especially
. . . y car, providing for and promoting
in the UK is road traffic. choice in transport modes.
Development proposals should:
From the adopted Devon Waste Plan: (i} not conflict with the standard,
dodPcdT ¢ KS i NJ Yy aLkRl capaci_ty an_d function of local roads
have significant impacts on local ;Zfig'r‘fd in the Dartmoor Route
communities. Waste is often moved using (i) not have a detrimental impact on
Heavy Goods Vehicles which can cause t road safety or the existing capacity
dust and air quality issues in certain of the highway network such that
f 201 []The%ew’rﬁp}(cts need to be congestion i:_r. created or_ir!c_reased,
carefully considered when thinking about thereby plading responsibility on
. the highway authority to make
where new waste facilities may be improvements:

I LILINRLINR F GSfe& 201 (

. - Z_'m-:n_ C"M."'i' W
i
s - M Dartmoor,
¥ ’.Na'nonegl Park

www.community.buckfastleigh.org | 22



30mph or 40mph?

Oneof the great mysteries of Buckfastleig
Is whether the B3380 (i.e. Dart Bridge Ro
Strode Road and Plymouth Road) is a
30mphor a40mphlimit? This is the road
where all the increasedlGM\raffic is
supposed to come.

This stretch was recommended to be
downgraded to 80mphspeed limit severa
years ago but for reasons unclear this has
never beenactioned This is despite
numerous and ongoing protests and appe
from residents and the police. This has be
an especial nuisance to the local police.

Increased volumes dlGVdravelling at (anc
above)40mphon this section of residentia
road is clearly not acceptable, and the
30mphdesignation needs to be affirmed
before a severe liability is incurred by the
council.

www.community.buckfastleigh.org

There are also advisory signs at the Dean
Prior exit of the A38 advisirtdgGWtraffic to
continue on to the Dart Bridge exit. These
apparently are routinely ignored.

We would also like to seek clarification
about the effects of how new European
legislation is redirecting 6bnne, 25 metre
longW & dAL 35 NbfhtHe AZB along this
same stretch of road because the A38
viaduct is not stable enough, and over the
old Dart Bridge which is a recognised
Ancient Monument.

One section of this road was recently
resurfaced to a notably poor quality, and is
already breaking up and needs further
resurfacing.

.......

aaaaaaaaa
Ind

GEe S ekt s ]

30 yard long skid marks 6n Strode -Road,
Wdzt & wnmmY [ SiQa
time for the elderly people!
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Noise

Theenvironmental scopingeportimplied
that because ambient noise levels from th
A38 are so high already and this effective
WEONBSYyaQ NBaARSyh:
there will be little impact frormoise.

More markedly than many motorways, the
A38is very seasonal and very noisy at
specific times of the day, and quiet at othe
Average noise levels ignore peak traffic n
levels and periods of relativeanquillity.

Thenature of noise dispersion and peaks
and troughs in noisaeeds tobe assessed
well as just average levels

It isalso cleathat topography of the site
and surrounding area is very complex, an
IS Impossible to make simple assumption:
about the impact ohoise.

The original 2008 application actually stat
thatd 0 KS LIK&aAOolrf f 2¢
operations are due to take place is
surrounded by rock effectively creating a
I O2dzaG A0 AONBSY d¢

—_

The proposed processing site will eventually
sit on a concrete platform above the town
with no acousticscreen (as that will be
blasted away under these proposalajth
piles of waste 80m high.

It is already considered apparent that a lot
of noise is reflected back off the quarry wall
deep into Dartmoor National Park and the
far side of the town. Indeed noise from the
A38 isnot direct but reflectedhoisein some
parts oftown. The rear wall of the quarry
acts as an amplifying device.

Quarryactivity could thus haveotentially
more of an impacton parts of town further
from the A38 and right onto areas of
Dartmoor popular with walkers.

A more thorough and complex noise
assessment needs to hadertaken that
includes more areas of the towhat arenot
immediately adjacent to the sitél'his should
be done in consultation with residents with
practical knowledge of thessues.

This heavily forested outcrop of
rock willbe blasted awaynder
the proposals exposing more
parts of the town to noise and
dust as well as altering views
from Dartmoor National Park.



