
Whitecleave Quarry
Buckfastleigh

Thefollowinginformationhasbeenassembledfrom publiclyavailableinformation. Best
efforts havebeenmadeto ensureits completenessand accuracy,but inevitablythere
will beomissionsdueto our inability to accessthe necessaryproprietaryinformation.
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A brief history of 
Whitecleave Quarry
Whitecleave Quarry is adjacent to the 
primary road entrance to the centre of the 
historic wool milling town of Buckfastleigh.

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

The South Hams Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB) and Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC) border the quarry site, 
as does a designated Area of Great 
Landscape Value (AGLV). 

Although small-scale excavation seems to 
have originated in the 18th century,  steam-
powered quarrying began in the 1920s and 
modern planning to expand the site was 
given in 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 of 
the site meant it was no longer commercial 
to work it.

Large scale quarrying stopped in autumn  
1997, and some small-scale quarrying took 
place in 2001 and 2003. A Review of Old 
Mineral Permissions (ROMP) scheme, a 
form of planning permission for restoration 
of old mineral sites, was enacted on the site 
in May 2002.

Iŀƴǎƻƴ !ƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜǎΩ ƭŜŀǎŜ ŜȄǇƛǊŜŘ ƛƴ нллт 
with numerous aspects of the ROMP 
conditions, such as site restoration ignored 
and  left unfulfilled. Devon County Council 
deemed them to be άƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǾŜƴǘƛƻƴέ of 
the planning conditions as outlined in the 
ROMP.

The site lay untouched for many years and 
ōŜƎŀƴ ǘƻ ǊŜǾŜǊǘ ǘƻ ŀ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ΨDǊŜŜƴŦƛŜƭŘΩ 
state. The pump to dewater the quarry void 
was removed in 2007. 

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 
quarry void with waste and further process 
demolition waste at the site.

Ariel view looking down to the
junction of the newly built Strode
Road and Plymouth Road from
above Western Mill and the quarry
circalate 1930s.

2www.community.buckfastleigh.org



Environment and ecology
The centre of Buckfastleigh is sandwiched 
between two Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSIύΦ tƻǘǘŜǊΩǎ ²ƻƻŘ SSSIis actually 
part of the Whitecleave Quarry site. 
According to Natural England:

άSSSIsare the country's very best wildlife and 
geological sites. They include some of our 
Ƴƻǎǘ ǎǇŜŎǘŀŎǳƭŀǊ ŀƴŘ ōŜŀǳǘƛŦǳƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΧLǘ ƛǎ 
essential to preserve our remaining natural 
heritage for future generations. Wildlife and 
geological features are under pressure from 
development, pollution, climate change and 
unsustainable land management. SSSIsare 
important as they support plants and 
animals that find it more difficult to survive 
in the wider countryside. Protecting and 
managing SSSIsis a shared responsibility, 
and an investment for the benefit of future 
ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦέ

¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ƭƛƳŜǎǘƻƴŜ ŎŀǾŜǎ ŀǘ tƻǘǘŜǊΩǎ 
Wood forms part of the larger cave system 
around Buckfastleigh and are of worldwide 
significance. Greater Horseshoe Bats love 
.ǳŎƪŦŀǎǘƭŜƛƎƘΩǎcaves; they commute 

through and forage in the 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 that ά! ǊŜŎŜƴǘ 
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 it the biggest roost of Greater 
IƻǊǎŜǎƘƻŜ .ŀǘǎ ƛƴ ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΦέ

The quarry is also home to Dormice and 
Peregrine Falcons, both highly protected 
species. In 2008 the RSPBstated that no 
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 run-off into the 
River Dart. It is a designated Protected Area 
for freshwater fish (Salmonid) and it is home 
to otters.
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Whitecleave Quarry: bat haven?
In 2008 a bat survey was undertaken by 
Devon Wildlife Consultants at the quarry to 
identify species and behaviour. They 
identified:

1) Greater horseshoe 
2) Lesser horseshoe
3) Common pipistrelle
4) Soprano pipistrelle
5) NathusiusΩ pipistrelle
6) Serotinebat
7) Long eared bat species
8) 5ŀǳōŜƴǘƻƴΩǎbat
9) Noctule
10)Unidentified pipistrellespecies
11)Unidentified Myotis species 
12)Further unidentified species

The unidentified bats were likely to be 
άŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƻŦ Myotisbat, such as 
bŀǘǘŜǊŜǊΩǎbat (Myotisnattereri), whiskered 
bat (Myotismystacinusύ ŀƴŘ .ǊŀƴŘǘΩǎ ōŀǘ 
(Myotisbrandtiiύέ

ά5ŀǳōŜƴǘƻƴΩǎbat which was identified by 
their distinctive foraging flight pattern, 
foraging close over the surface of water 
bodies, such as the Dean Burn water course 
ƻǊ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƻƭ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀǊǊȅ ǾƻƛŘΦέ 

ά9ŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ
With respect to strategic flyways and 
sustenance zones, greater horseshoe bats 
are susceptible to certain changes in the 
landscape. These include:-
1. Removal of linear features used for 
navigation
2. Illumination
3. Physical injury by wind turbines
4. Change in habitat structure and 
composition

ά¢ƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ǿƛƭƭ 
need to demonstrate that there will be no 
detrimental impact upon the ability of the 
greater horseshoe bats to navigate and feed 
by affecting the ecological impacts identified 
aboveΦέ
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Bats: mitigation?
άGreater horseshoe bats are sensitive to light 
and will avoid lit areas. The interruption of a 
flyway, by light disturbance as with physical 
removal/ obstruction would force the 
greater horseshoe bat to find an alternative 
route which is likely to incur an additional 
energetic burden and will therefore be a 
ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōŀǘ ŎƻƭƻƴȅΧΦ To 
reflect the strategic feeding habitat, a 
sustenance area has been identified of 4km
radius circle centred on each of the 
component roosts of the SAC [Special Area of 
/ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴϐέ ςSouth Hams SAC Guide

άThe track way flight lines located within the 
western extent of the survey area will be 
opened up, connecting to the adjacent 
quarry void and woodland clearing. This will 
increase the level of exposure within these 
track ways, influencing the identified flight 
lines, potentially  reducing the suitability for 
ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ƘƻǊǎŜǎƘƻŜ ōŀǘǎΦέ ςSurvey 2008

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

άLƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜŎŀǳǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ 
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 a high degree of certainty that the 
measures are sufficient to avoid any 
ŘŜǘŜǊƛƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŘŜǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΧƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ 
rare species with an unfavourable 
conservation status, there must be a higher 
degree of certainty that the measures will 
work as intended than in the case of more 
common species with a favourable 
ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΦέ

In relation to mitigation and planting the 
2008 survey stated that: άLǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ 
that this vegetation planting may alleviate 
ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǳǊōŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǘǊŀŎƪ ǿŀȅΧ It is 
noted that the re-established track way 
boundary may only be reinstated following 
mining works, which is estimated to take 5 
years to complete. During this period the 
track way flight line will incur a higher level 
ƻŦ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΦέ

No guarantee there then.
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Review of Old Mineral 
Permissions (ROMP)
Hanson Aggregates allowed their lease to 
expire in December 2007, having previously 
walked away as commercial quarrying was 
no longer viable.

According to DCC άLƴ WŀƴǳŀǊȅ нллу Iŀƴǎƻƴ 
wrote to the Mineral Planning Authority 
stating that the agreed restoration works 
had been carried out and that the company 
ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ƘŀŘ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜέ

The agreed restoration work had not been 
carried out.

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

Despite  huge public protest the withdrawal 
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 

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

!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 5//Ωǎ aŀǊŎƘ нллф ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ 
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 
quarrying is no longer viable at the site, 
according to this 2009 report, Gilpin 
Demolition άǇǳǊǎǳŜŘ ǘƘŜ reopening of the 
quarry under the 2002 ROMP permission 
and a number of meetings have been 
undertaken with planning officers 
investigating how this proposal can be 
ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎŜŘέΦ

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

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.

2006 
Greenfield site 
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List of ROMP contraventions March 2009
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List of ROMP contraventions March 2009 contdΧ
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Site groomed for new planning 
application
The site was revisited by county monitoring 
officers again in March 2010 after 
substantial work had been carried out at the 
site. At the end of this visit, the report 
concluded: άhǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ 
to be compliant with all the conditions 
imposed by the planning permission(s) in 
ŦƻǊŎŜΦέ

One of the greatest challenges people of 
Buckfastleigh have faced in this whole 
period is that there has been little 
information sharing  or consultation with the 
community. This is despite clear government 
guidelines to do so.

The problem is that all restrictions relating 
to the site apply άǳƴƭŜǎǎ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ƛƴ 
ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴŜǊŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΦέ 
What this means is that the MPA(i.e. Devon 
County Council) decide what can and cannot 
be done on site, without resort to 
notification or consultation.

Given that re-starting commercial quarrying 
has never seriously been on the agenda, it is 
our concern that the ROMP conditions have 
been manipulated by the applicant in order 

to move the quarry  towards, not a viable 
working quarry, but the exact conditions of 
the withdrawn planning application. Pre-
emption of planning rights is not legal and 
prejudices subsequent applications.

This planning application was not for 
commercial quarrying, but for change of use 
to a landfill and Materials Recovery Facility 
(MRF); a change of use which required site 
engineering, not commercial quarrying. 
MVV state in their publicity that ά{ŀƳ DƛƭǇƛƴ 
Demolition Ltd runs a business recycling 
ŘŜƳƻƭƛǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎǘŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀǊǊȅΦέ Do they?

This whole process, however inadvertently 
on the part of DCC, could be deemed as 
prejudicial to the due process of the 
planning system, especially as Buckfastleigh 
Town Council cannot comment on planning 
until a formal application is made.

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 
information.

From the March 
2011 monitoring 
ǊŜǇƻǊǘΧ
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Site Monitoring and Compliance
The Buckfastleigh 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.

DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ΨDƻƻŘ tǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩ ǎŀȅǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎǘŜ 
and mineral sites should be regularly 
monitored, ideally every 3 months (possibly 
more for sites in a transitional stage), and 
the local community should be both 
consulted and regularly updated with what 
is happening on site. 

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

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

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 eco-toxic run-off 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, the RSPB, The 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.

ñMWPAs [Mineral & WastePlanningAuthorities] should considercarrying out

more monitoring visits to siteswherethe risks of non complianceare higher,or

whereoperatorsfail 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

visitséTheGovernmentconsidersit is likely thatmostsiteswill becompliantand

so mostshouldhaveno more than4 visits per yearéIn decidingthe appropriate

number of site visits, MWPAs should take the following factors into

considerationéstage 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 replacementand

thecreationof soil storageandscreeningmounds,restorationplantingò

CǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ DƻƻŘ tǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ DǳƛŘŜ ƻƴ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘŦƛƭƭ ǎƛǘŜǎ
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Planning consultation ςfalling 
through the gaps?
Whitecleave Quarry is at the juncture of 
three separate planning authorities ς
Teignbridge, South Hams and Dartmoor 
National Park.

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

For example, South Hams District Council 
were not included in the consultation, 
despite Whitecleave Quarry being 
surrounded by the South Hams and 
bordering the South Hams Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC). The village of Dean and 
some parts of Buckfastleigh are also in the 
South Hams.

Town and parish councils are also given too 
much emphasis in this process as they are 
given responsibility with no power and no 
funding to respond appropriately.
.ǳŎƪŦŀǎǘƭŜƛƎƘ ¢ƻǿƴ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ǎƛƭŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ 

tacit statement of support but recognition 
that they are not in a position to respond 
adequately without greater financial and 
professional planning support.

The quarry borders an Area of Great 
Landscape Value (AGLV). Teignbridge council 
describe these areas as: ά!ǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ DǊŜŀǘ 
Landscape Value are identified in the Local 
Plan as areas of high landscape quality with 
strong and distinctive characteristics which 
make them particularly sensitive to 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘέ

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.

ά²ƘŜǊŜ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƴŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ 
boundary of the Dartmoor National Park, the 
Authority will work closely with adjoining 
planning and housing authorities to ensure 
an integrated approach to development  
ƴŜŜŘǎΦέ ςDartmoor NPA

¢ŜƛƎƴōǊƛŘƎŜΩǎ [ƻŎŀƭ tƭŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ 
requirement.

11www.community.buckfastleigh.org



Dartmoor National Park
Although Whitecleave Quarry is not in the 
National Park, the sphere of influence is 
apparent, and the communities of 
Buckfastleigh and Dean are in the park. 
.ǳŎƪŦŀǎǘƭŜƛƎƘ ƛǎ ōƻǘƘ ŀ ά[ƻŎŀƭ /ŜƴǘǊŜέ ŀƴŘ ŀ 
ά5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ /ŜƴǘǊŜέ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ǎǳŎƘΣ 5ŀǊǘƳƻƻǊ bt! 
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:

Ç provides a vision for development in 
Dartmoor National Park, in line with the 
purposes of national park designation as set 
out in national legislation  and the need to 
foster local economic and social welfare;
Ç contains strategic policies to look after 
the environment, and sustain the economic 
and social well-ōŜƛƴƎ ƻŦ 5ŀǊǘƳƻƻǊΩǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
communities;

Çhelps in providing for those local needs 
that emerge from the Sustainable 
Community Strategies that cover the 
National Park

National Park designation, originally set out 
in the National Parks and Access to the 
Countryside Act 1949 (amended by the 
Environment Act 1995)  tells us that: άƛƴ 
pursuing National Park purposes, National 
Park Authorities have a duty: to seek to 
foster the economic and  social well-being of 
local communities (within the National Park) 
by  working closely with the agencies  and 
local authorities responsible  for these 
ƳŀǘǘŜǊΦέ

ά.ǳŎƪŦŀǎǘƭŜƛƎƘΩǎvision looks to: sustain and 
improve the range of local shops and services 
for the community and the tourist economy
provide opportunities for high quality 
housing development ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴΩǎ 
ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛǾŜ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎ ŀ Ƴƛƭƭ ǘƻǿƴΦέ

Dartmoor NPA are currently carrying out a 
consultation and are seeking local opinion 
on the matter.

According to Dartmoor bt!ΩǎCore 
{ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΣ .ǳŎƪŦŀǎǘƭŜƛƎƘ ƛǎ ōƻǘƘ ŀ ά[ƻŎŀƭ 
/ŜƴǘǊŜέ ŀƴŘ ŀ ά5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ /ŜƴǘǊŜέΣ ŀƴŘ 5Ŝŀƴ 
ƛǎ ŀ άwǳǊŀƭ {ŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘέ
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Is Whitecleave Quarry part of 
the adopted Devon Waste Plan?
No. Despite the quarry owner writing to 
Devon Council requesting that it should be 
considered for a landfill site, the quarry has 
ƴŜǾŜǊ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ 5//Ωǎ 
Adopted Waste Plan. Indeed it was 
specifically rejected:

Report on Objections to the Devon County 
Waste Local Plan ςJune 2006

Summary of representation of Mrs M. 
Trueman: άhōƧŜŎǘǎ ǘƻ ƻƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
WhitecleavesQuarry from list of new sites 
with potential for inert landfill and 
recycling.  Mineral extraction is to cease 
leaving 1M cu m voidspace. Site would have 
a wide catchmentarea, has easy access off 
A38, and is well screened from Buckfastleigh.  
Recycling would be main activity, with inert 
landfill to assist in the reclamation of the 
ǎƛǘŜΦέ

Devon County Council Response 
10.11 C032 responds to this objection and 
rejects the inclusion of this site on the basis 

that adequate sites have been identified. 

LƴǎǇŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ wŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ /ƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ 
10.12 The scale of extraction that has taken 
place at WhitecleavesQuarry has resulted in 
the creation of a void which has  the 
potential to hold a large quantity landfill. It 
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. I 
do not consider that this site is particularly 
well located ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŀƛƳǎ 
and objectives and therefore support the 
/ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƴƻǘ 
allocating it.

N.B. In 2010 DCC rejected a waste site in 
South Brent primarily because άLǘ ƛǎ 
considered that the main material planning 
issues in the determination of this proposal 
are the fact that the site is not allocated in 
the Adopted Devon County Waste Local Plan; 
ώŀƴŘϐ ƛǘǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘέ

Location of waste sites identified near 
Buckfastleigh in the Devon Waste Plan

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 /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎnew Local Area Agreement up
until 2018:
ω ! DǊƻǿƛƴƎ 9ŎƻƴƻƳȅΤ 
ω ! ²ƻǊƭŘ /ƭŀǎǎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΤ  
ω IŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ²ŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎΤ 
ω IƻƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ IƻǳǎƛƴƎΤ 
ω ! {ŀŦŜǊ 5ŜǾƻƴΤ 
ω {ǘǊƻƴƎ ŀƴŘ LƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΤ ŀƴŘ 
ω LƴǎǇƛǊƛƴƎ ¸ƻǳƴƎ tŜƻǇƭŜΦ 
Source: Devon Waste Core Strategy, Sustainability Appraisal 
Scoping Report April 2011
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²Ƙȅ ŎŀƴΩǘ DƛƭǇƛƴ 5ŜƳƻƭƛǘƛƻƴ 
use another site?
From the 2008 planning application:
ά¢ƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿŜǎǘ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎƛǘŜ ώƛƴ 
Heathfield] is available but this would only 
provide access to a maximum of 4 acres & 
the current junction access to the A38 would 
not meet Highways Agency standards in 
terms of the volume of vehicle movements 
ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴ aŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ wŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ CŀŎƛƭƛǘȅΦέ

άOperating an integrated materials 
recycling operation [not quarrying] was the 
primary business imperative in seeking to 
ǊŜƭƻŎŀǘŜ Χ Thecurrent quarry site has 1.4 
acres of land available for industrial use. We 
are intending to undertake phased 
engineering works over a 5 year 
ǇŜǊƛƻŘΧǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƛƭƭ ŜƴŀōƭŜ ǳǎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀƴ 
ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ рΦм ŀŎǊŜǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ƭŀƴŘΦέ

ά¢ƘŜ ǉǳŀǊǊȅ ƳƛƴŜǊŀƭ ƛǎ ŘƻƭŜǊƛǘŜ ǎǘƻƴŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
was last worked in 2003. The stone does not 
meet current DoT skid test & noise standards 
for road stone so isnot viable for 
ŜȄǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΦέ

So in summary:

(1) ¢ƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǊƻŎƪ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀǊǊȅΦ 
(2) They claimed in 2008 to need a flat 

level site of minimum 5 acres for their 
operation, but it is not clear why they 
need this much space other than for 
storage/landfill.

(3) Of the proposed re-engineered 6 acres 
of land, over half will now be diverted 
to use for IBAstorage and processing, 
so the MRFwill only have access to 3 
acres anyway.

(4) This site has a huge quarry void to be 
ΨǊŜŎƭŀƛƳŜŘΩ ǿƛǘƘ ǿŀǎǘŜΦ 

(5) We believe the products intended to be 
ΨǎǘƻǊŜŘΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀǊǊȅ ǾƻƛŘ ǳƴǘƛƭ ƛǘ ƛǎ 
eventually filled up qualify as Landfill. 
This is technically a landfill site as it is a 
άŀ waste disposal site for the deposit of 
the waste onto or into ƭŀƴŘέ unless they 
have explicitly applied for exemptions 
from paying landfill tax? Or is 
ΨǊŜŎƭŀƛƳƛƴƎ ŀ ǉǳŀǊǊȅ ǾƻƛŘΩ ŀ ǘŀȄ 
avoidance scheme and regulatory 
loophole to flatter recycling data?

From the original 2008 
planning application. 
Note the rate of infill 
was 4,000 cubic metres 
a week = approx 6,000 
tonnes a week!
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! ΨǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǉǳŀǊǊȅΩΚ 
Full scale quarrying stopped in late 1997. 
Mobile machinery was moved onto site and 
some smaller-scale quarrying continued 
until 2003. 

Hanson aggregates allowed their lease to 
expire in 2007 because commercial 
quarrying at this site is uneconomic: the rock 
is not valuable, the allowable working areas 
are complex and dangerous, and restrictions 
in relation to bat activity mean this is not a 
working quarry and likely never will be.

A geologist report stated that in January 
2000 ά{ƻƳŜ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ǊŜǎŜǊǾŜǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ 
ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǘƘ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴΧōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ 
[Hanson] took the view that asworking 
these minerals would open the quarry 
excavation to external lines of sight, it 
would cause significant animosity within 
the local community and decision was taken 
ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŎŜŜŘΦέ  This referred to a limited 
amount of rock that was allowed to be sliced 
from the back of this spur.

However, the new proposals are to extend 
existing quarrying permissionfurther to 
remove this whole spur.

Earlier planning permission specifically 
precluded altering what is now this clearly 
ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ǘŀƭƭ ǊƻŎƪ ǎǇǳǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǎƻǳǘƘ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴΩΦ 
Quarrying was allowed only provided ά¢Ƙŀǘ 
the distance between the rock faces at the 
entrance to the main quarry is not increased, 
and that a sufficient rock barrier be 
maintainedbetween the quarry workings 
and the Exeter-tƭȅƳƻǳǘƘ wƻŀŘΦέThis was 
before the much closer and busier A38 was 
built directly in front of this rock spur.

This was not just a noise and dust barrier, 
but a blast barrier to protect people, houses 
and infrastructure. The current proposals 
include removing this rock barrier merely to 
provide flat working space (and are 
potentially the biggest threat to bats and 
tƻǘǘŜǊΩǎ ²ƻƻŘ SSSI).

The Adopted Devon Mineral Plan states that 
ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
working at WhitecleavesvǳŀǊǊȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ 
proximity to Buckfastleigh and the A38 
makes it an extremely intrusive element in 
the local landscape when viewed from the 
roadΦέ Lƴ ΨǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǇŜŀƪΩ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŀ 
massive detrimental impact on the amenity 
of the town.

CǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎΧ

Χǘƻ ǘƘƛǎΚ
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So is the quarry just a worthless 
hole in the ground?
Commercially its value is not as a quarry but 
as landfill. If it had planning to do so. 
Clearly, as stated in their earlier planning 
application, DƛƭǇƛƴΩǎprimary purpose for 
using this site is waste processing. 

The Devon Minerals Plan 2004 stated that 
ά¢ƘŜ MPAwill consider appropriate proposed 
ƴŜǿ ǳǎŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ aƛƴŜǊŀƭ {ƛǘŜΦέ

A 1,000,0000m3 void 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 become a ΨǇŀȅ-to-
ŘǳƳǇΩ site for builders and demolition 
contractors from all over the region.

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

The proposed planning does not show 
details to fill 1,000,0000m3 of void, but this 
does not mean further planning could not be 
sought in future. 

If the requirement was merely to provide 
6000m2 of flat concrete space to store and 
process IBA, we believe there are likely 
numerous more suitable locations available 
within Devon if not the Devonport dockyard 
itself.  But the MoD did not want IBAon their 
site. Why was that?

How it looks today. Is this 
consistent with existing planning?

The quarry in early 2008 as the Greenfield  site was 
reverting to nature as per the ROMP conditions.

!ǊǘƛǎǘΩǎ ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀǊǊȅ ǾƻƛŘ ǊŜŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ 
with waste (but before the concrete cap and 
new 8-10m high piles of ash and waste)
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Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA)
The biggest difference between the 2011 
proposals and the 2008 planning application  
is that now it is intended to process around 
60,000 tonnes a year of Incinerator Bottom 
Ash at the quarry.

IBAis a controversial product, that is a 
residual product of waste incineration. MVV 
are an electricity company and will make 
their money by charging the council and 
industry to dispose of waste (by burning it in 
the incinerator) and then selling the 
electricity they produce. IBAis a waste 
product, and MVV need to get rid of it.

The proposals are to truck this ash to the 
ǉǳŀǊǊȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨǿŜŀǘƘŜǊŜŘΩ ōȅ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ƛǘ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ 
the elements in order to allows its toxic 
contents to leach out.

MVV claim IBAis a valuable resource. Two of 
the uses they list for it are άƭŀƴŘŦƛƭƭ 
engineering projects, [and] quarry 
ǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴέ - which is exactly what it will be 
used for here in Buckfastleigh.

We understand that MVV will be paying 
Gilpin to take this residual waste product off 
their hands (the quarry owner would be 
paid  £120,000 a year in royalties on IBA
alone), and describing it as ά ŀ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ 
ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜέ is misleading.

MVV claim that: ά!ǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ фр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘǇǳǘ 
IBA(target 99%) will be reprocessed as a 
ǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜ ΧǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŘŜǊ 
sent to an appropriately licensed landfill site 
ςpossibly at Heathfieldor New England 
Quarry which are both nearby ςas inactive 
ǿŀǎǘŜ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŜǊǘ ǿŀǎǘŜ ƭŀƴŘŦƛƭƭ ǘŀȄΦέ

Of course if infilling a quarry void is deemed 
as use as a secondary aggregate (as MVV 
and Gilpin do), then these figures are 
possible ςat least for a couple of years until 
the quarry void is full. 

DƛƭǇƛƴΩǎtarget of 25,000 tonnes a year of 
MRFprocessing capacity is difficult to 
reconcile with 60,000 tonnes of IBA(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?
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Is Incinerator Bottom Ash toxic?
The simple answer is yes. Despite what MVV 
claim that άIBAƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŘŀƴƎŜǊƻǳǎΣ ƴƻǊ ǘƻȄƛŎέΦ 
a±±Ωǎown scoping report (section 3.3.19) 
states that άwŜƎǳƭŀǊ ŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛǎ 
undertaken on the raw product in order to 
manage any organic and inorganic toxic
ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜǎΦέ

They try to argue that it is inert. It is certainly 
not inert when it arrives in Buckfastleigh. 
Their argument is that they make it inert on 
site. The science and regulations are 
complex, and they will be used to confuse 
ǳǎΣ ōǳǘ ōŀǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ΨǿŜŀǘƘŜǊƛƴƎΩ ǘƘŜ ŀǎƘ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ 
the numerous toxins to begin leaching out. 

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

There are numerous aspects of this issue 
which need to be clarified:
(i) who owns the 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?

(ii) What experience do Gilpin have in 
analysing this product? Will they pay a 
contractor to analyse?

(iii) We have been told that άǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ 
chemical analysisέ ƳŜŀƴǎ every 3-6 
months but this does not even meet the 
minimum (and questionable) protocols 
set down by the industry lobby group 
the Environmental Services Association?

(iv) As the South West Devon Waste 
tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ a±± 
specifically requires MVV to burn all
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 undertaken, where are 
guarantees that hazardous substances 
will not be burned and contained within 
the IBA? 

(v) How do they propose to άmanage any 
organic and inorganic toxicǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜǎέΚ

(vi) There has been furious behind the 
scenes industry lobbying by the 
Environmental Services Association 
(ESA) in order to lower the threshold of 
analysis and categorization for IBAin 
order to reduce costs to industry for 
disposal; the cost saving at a facility this 
size could be £1,000,000 per year if the 
IBAis downgraded to be categorized as 
inert

άǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ !ƎŜƴŎȅ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘΣ ƛƴ ŀ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƻ aǊ !ƭŀƴ ²ŀǘǎƻƴ ώƻŦ tǳōƭƛŎ 
Interest Consultants], that 12 out of 96 bottom ash samples that they tested met the 
ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ŦƻǊ ƘŀȊŀǊŘƻǳǎ ǿŀǎǘŜέ ς
Waste Strategy for England 2007 - Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee
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Are there alternative 
locations for IBA
processing?
According to a±±Ωǎplanning application for 
the Devonport incinerator: άLƴ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ 
IBAcannot be taken to Whitecleave Quarry 
Χ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ 
facilities in the UK operated by Ballast 
Phoenix to which MVV could send the IBAΧ 
Beeley²ƻƻŘǎΣ {ƘŜŦŦƛŜƭŘ Χ /ŀǎǘƭŜ .ǊƻƳǿƛŎƘΣ 
.ƛǊƳƛƴƎƘŀƳΧ 9ŘƳƻƴǘƻƴΣ bƻǊǘƘ [ƻƴŘƻƴέ

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

We are led to believe that there is at least 
one more suitable site already with a license 
to process such waste currently operating at 
a location much nearer to Devonport. 

An infamous incident at Bykerin Newcastle 
saw supposedly inert incinerator ash reused 
for various purposes (such as allotment 
paths) and it later emerged that the ash was 
indeed toxic, containing dioxins that 
continue to this day to be a public health 

hazard and environmental disaster, and 
described as άƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ŘƛƻȄƛƴ 
ŎƻƴǘŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΦέ This 
represented a massive failure of the 
regulatory system.

A recent incident in Buckinghamshire saw 
¢ŜǎŎƻΩǎdisastrous tunnel building exercise 
end up dumping thousands of tonnes of IBA
aggregate on farmland. Tests by the local 
council confirmed it was toxic. The 
Environment Agency had signed this toxic 
IBAoff as inert.

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

The BBC continued ά²ƻǊǊȅƛƴƎƭȅ ǘƘŜ 
Environment Agency claim they have no 
jurisdiction over the incinerator ash once it 
has been incorporated in other building 
aggregate - officially it ceases to be defined 
ŀǎ ƛƴŎƛƴŜǊŀǘƻǊ ǿŀǎǘŜΦέ

A pile of IBApiling up in Rijnmond,
the Netherlandsςthis is similar in
sizeto thoseproposedhere.

Picture taken by a member of the
public in 2010 at a site in Wales
handlinghazardousfly ash (where the
EAhavedeniedthere isa problem)
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Reducing waste miles and CO2?
Currently ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ¢ŜƛƎƴōǊƛŘƎŜΩǎ ǿŀǎǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ 
not recycled (known as Residual Municipal 
Solid Waste (MSW)) is taken to Heathfield
landfill site outside Newton Abbot. 
Teignbridge is the 3rd best district in the 
country for recycling rates.

If the Devonport incinerator is given 
planning permission, this waste will still 
travel to Heathfieldin the same way as 
before .At Heathfieldit will be bulked-up 
and driven down the A38 (past 
Buckfastleigh) in large lorries to Devonport 
to be burned. 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ {ƻǳǘƘ 5ŜǾƻƴΩǎ MSWwill also be 
burned at the Devonport incinerator, along 
with up to 132,000 tonnes a year or 
Commercial & Industrial  Waste from 
wherever people willing to pay MVV to get 
rid of it come from ςlikely a lot from the rest 
of the UK.

All the ash, approximately 70,000 tonnes of 
it, will then be driven back up the A38. 
Approximately 2-3% of what goes in the 
incinerator comes out as highly toxic Fly Ash 
(which is collected and driven up the M5 to 
a hazardous waste site near Leeds).

Around 24% of the waste comes back out as 
less-toxic Bottom Ash. This smelly and less-
toxic Bottom Ash is proposed to be driven to 
.ǳŎƪŦŀǎǘƭŜƛƎƘΣ ΨǿŜŀǘƘŜǊŜŘΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǇŜƴ 
quarry to leach toxic material, thus reducing 
its toxicity. It will then be left in the quarry 
void in case someone, someday might like to 
buy it.

If no-one ever wants to buy it, then it will be 
left in the quarry void along with a lot of 
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 
visible to town, especially when new 8-10m 
high piles of ash and building waste are put 
on top if it.

¢ƘŜ !оу Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǿ ōŜŜƴ ŘǳōōŜŘ ΨƛƴŎƛƴŜǊŀǘƻǊ 
ŀƭƭŜȅΩΦ With waste to be burned at the 
proposed Devonport incinerator, at the 
proposed New England Quarry incinerator, 
and waste to be landfilledat the massive 
new proposed landfill at New England 
Quarry.  Much of this waste is likely to be 
imported from outside Devon, and thus 
driven down the A38.

The Local Approach from 
the current Devon Core 
Strategy consultation; 
has been ignored by the 
South West Devon Waste 
Partnership who have 
pushed ahead with the 
single  incinerator option.
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Increased traffic in Buckfastleigh
Buckfastleigh is a gateway onto Dartmoor. 
The exact levels of increased HGVtraffic has 
been a major area of contention during our 
search for information so far.

The Environmental Scoping Report filed by 
Gilpin/MVV stated that: ά¢ŜƛƎƴōǊƛŘƎŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ 
were consulted in 2008 on the need for a 
road traffic emissions assessment to be 
undertaken. Their response was that this 
would not be necessary, provided that the 
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 and 
an assessment of road traffic emissions 
would not be scoped into the ES 
ώ9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ {ǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘϐΦέ

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 much toing-and-froing we have 
managed to get the consultant to admit that 
there will be over 100 lorry movements per 
day. 

However, they now claim that in the last 
year of quarrying, traffic levels were actually 
higher, so a survey is still not needed!

Given that over 200 houses have been built 
within 500 metres of the quarry since large-
scale quarrying stopped, any argument that 
claims to relate to what happened over a 
decade ago is clearly erroneous.

Traffic has already increased significantly in 
recent years, and European regulation 
introduced since then means that there is an 
obligation on the local authority to ensure 
air quality levels are acceptable to new 
standards. 

The Devon Structure Plan specifically 
requires planners to take into account the 
άŎǳƳǳƭŀǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 
ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀΦέ

The existing ROMP conditions from 2002 
explicitly state that άbƻ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
purpose of storage, processing or resale 
ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜέΤ this is 
specifically in order to άǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ 
unnecessary increase in traffic  attracted to 
the site in the interest of local amenity and 
ƘƛƎƘǿŀȅ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΦέ

Although this restriction has clearly been 
ignored so far, what justification is there for 
an active decision to be taken to reverse this 
planning  restriction? 

CǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ нллу ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΧDevon Structure Plan 2001 to 2016

21www.community.buckfastleigh.org



Road access into the Quarry
The quarry entrance is one mile from the 
nearest exit to the A38, along residential 
roads, either from Dean or Dart Bridge. Both 
roads are inside or form the boundary of 
Dartmoor National Park and are key tourist 
routes for Buckfastleigh.

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

MVV themselves use the argument (to 
minimise the implied health impact of their 
incinerator) that the major threat to health 
in the UK is road traffic.

From the adopted Devon Waste Plan:
άоΦсΦт ¢ƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿŀǎǘŜ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ 
have significant impacts on local 
communities. Waste is often moved using 
Heavy Goods Vehicles which can cause noise, 
dust and air quality issues in certain 
ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΧThese impacts need to be 
carefully considered when thinking about 
where new waste facilities may be 
ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜƭȅ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘΦέ

.ǳŎƪŦŀǎǘƭŜƛƎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ΨŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǘƘŀǘ 
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.

1 mile.

0.9 miles.
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30mph or 40mph?
One of the great mysteries of Buckfastleigh 
is whether the B3380 (i.e. Dart Bridge Road, 
Strode Road and Plymouth Road)  is a 
30mphor a 40mphlimit? This is the road 
where all the increased HGVtraffic is 
supposed to come.

This stretch was recommended to be 
downgraded to a 30mphspeed limit several 
years ago but for reasons unclear this has 
never been actioned. This is despite 
numerous and ongoing protests and appeals 
from residents and the police. This has been 
an especial nuisance to the local police.

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

There are also advisory signs at the Dean 
Prior exit of the A38 advising HGVtraffic 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 60-tonne, 25 metre-
long ΨǎǳǇŜǊ-ƭƻǊǊƛŜǎΩ off the A38 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.

30 yard long skid marks on Strode Road, 
Wǳƭȅ нлммΥ [ŜǘΩǎ ƘƻǇŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǎǘƻǇǇŜŘ ƛƴ 
time for the elderly people!
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Noise
The environmental scoping report implied 
that because ambient noise levels from the 
A38 are so high already and this effectively 
ΨǎŎǊŜŜƴǎΩ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ .ǳŎƪŦŀǎǘƭŜƛƎƘΣ ǘƘŀǘ 
there will be little impact from noise.

More markedly than many motorways, the 
A38 is very seasonal and very noisy at 
specific times of the day, and quiet at others. 
Average noise levels ignore peak traffic noise 
levels and periods of relative tranquillity.

The nature of noise dispersion and peaks 
and troughs in noise needs to be assessed as 
well as just average levels.

It is also clear that topography of the site 
and surrounding area is very complex, and it 
is impossible to make simple assumptions 
about the impact of noise.

The original 2008 application actually stated 
that άǘƘŜ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ 
operations are due to take place is 
surrounded by rock  effectively creating an 
ŀŎƻǳǎǘƛŎ ǎŎǊŜŜƴΦέ

The proposed processing site will eventually 
sit on a concrete platform above the town 
with no acoustic screen (as that will be 
blasted away under these proposals), with 
piles of waste 8-10m 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 is not direct but reflected noise in some 
parts of town. The rear wall of the quarry 
acts as an amplifying device.

Quarry activity could thus have potentially 
more of an impact on 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 be undertaken that 
includes more areas of the town that are not 
immediately adjacent to the site. This should 
be done in consultation with residents with 
practical knowledge of the issues. 

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