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PLANNING COMMITTEE
MINUTES of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on Thursday 18 March 
2021 commencing at 10.00 am.

PRESENT
MEMBERSHIP:

Cllr Phil Awford 
(Chairman)
Cllr Robert Bird
Cllr David Brown
Cllr Dr John Cordwell
Cllr Bernard Fisher
Cllr Terry Hale
Cllr Stephen Hirst

Cllr Graham Morgan
Cllr Shaun Parsons
Cllr Steve Robinson
Cllr Robert Vines
Cllr Simon Wheeler
Cllr Will Windsor-Clive

Substitutes:

Apologies: Cllr Alan Preest and Cllr Pam Tracey MBE

1. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Councillor Parsons declared he was a member of Cotswold Conservation.

2. PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

No public questions had been received.  

3. MEMBERS' QUESTIONS 

No Member’s questions had been received. 

4. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 

Resolved 

That the Minutes of the meeting held 10th September 2020 be approved as a 
correct record and signed by the Chairperson.  

5. APPLICATION NO: 20/0032/CHR3MJ SITE: LAND BETWEEN FARM 
LANE/KIDNAPPERS LANE, CHELTENHAM, GLOS 
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A summary of the application was presented by Sarah Pearse, Principal Planning 
Officer aided by a power point presentation (A copy of the presentation is attached 
to the signed minute book).  

It was explained that a planning application, number 20/0032/CHR3MJ for the 
variation of condition 2 (Scope of the Development) had been made relating to 
planning consent 19/0058/CHR3MJ dated 21/07/2020 [for construction of a new 6 
forms of entry secondary school building, with a new all-weather pitch, sports 
playing fields, a multi-use games area, onsite parking and other associated works]. 
A substitution of revised plans to show increased number of photovoltaic cells  (PV) 
and a minor amendment to the proposed external compound within the grounds of 
the school, on land between Farm Lane/Kidnappers Lane Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire.

Members were asked to recall the planning application for the proposed new school 
19/0058/CHR3MJ which was determined by the Planning Committee on the 14th 
May 2020. The determination was subject to the completion of a Section 106 
Agreement to secure biodiversity offset land.   This was completed and signed on 
the 17th July 2020. The planning permission certificate was issued on 21st July 
2020. At that time, whilst not forming part of the submitted proposals, the Applicant 
committed to improving the sustainability credentials of the building to a net zero 
carbon emission with an energy performance certificate rating of ‘A’. It was to 
address these issues that this further application had been made and was before 
Committee for determination.

The Committee were advised that a written application had been made to seek a 
judicial review of the planning decision19/0058/CHR3MJ. On 29th October 2020 the 
High Court refused permission to proceed with the judicial review claim.  On 5th 
November 2020 the Claimant requested a renewal of their application to be heard 
by way of oral hearing. The oral hearing was initially listed to be heard on the 15th 
December 2020. However, this was postponed until 23rd February 2021, when 
Judge HHJ Cotter granted leave for judicial review on one point of the claimant’s 
submission only, in respect of valued landscape. The date for the hearing was the 
16th March and was set down for a day, recognising the urgency to conclude this 
matter. The claimant sought to withdraw their claim and on the 15th March the High 
Court issued a sealed Consent Order, advising  that the hearing scheduled for the 
16th March had been vacated and the judicial review  was now concluded.  

The Principal Planning Officer ran through the basic proposal, then moved on to 
describe the site,  surroundings and showed  some more illustrations of the 
proposal.  Members viewed an artist’s impression of what the approved new school 
would look like. 

This application sought to substitute amended plans which responded directly to the 
County Council’s commitment to address the climate change emergency. The 
approved scheme included a small array of PV cells upon the roof. This together 
with a fabric first design philosophy already achieved significant betterment when 
compared with the 2013 building regulation requirements.  The revisions proposed 
as part of this application included covering the whole of the proposed roof with PV 
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cells, in so doing lifting the sustainability credentials of the building to a net zero 
carbon emission with an energy performance certificate rating of ‘A’.

The Committee viewed a picture at slide 3, which displayed the approved roof plan 
and the extent of the PV panels.

It was explained that this proposal would introduce additional PV cells and increase 
the height of the roof parapet wall. The area covered by PV panels would increase 
from 650m² to 1,500 m². The parapet wall would increase by 450mm on the main 
classroom buildings and 575mm on the main hall. This proposal would introduce 
PV panels onto the roof of the classrooms forming the sides of the ‘U’ shape and in 
addition to those already approved on the main part of the building between the 
halls. There would be no panels on the sports hall or the main hall roof.  In addition, 
two extra fire escapes would be provided which would be screened from view by 
the parapet edge.

At the request of the Academy Trust the size of the storage compound, had been 
increased, thus the opportunity had been taken within this application to seek 
approval for that minor amendment. Slide 6 showed the approved compound.

Slide 7 showed the proposed amendment. The requirement for a larger compound 
resulted from a review of the storage requirements undertaken by the Balcarras 
Academy trust.

It was noted that the application site remained the same as the previous 
application, and the land within the applicants control was displayed at slide 8.  
This was also included the location of the ecology/ biodiversity offset land, which 
was covered by the Section 106 Agreement.

A location plan at slide 9 gave an aerial photograph, which displayed the lanes, 
relevant sites etc. in order to orientate the Committee. 

The proposed School site was located within the Leckhampton area on the 
southern outskirts of South Cheltenham. The 5.66 Ha site was roughly rectangular 
in shape, which largely comprised of fields which had been used for arable 
agricultural purposes and equestrian use.  

A former plant nursery was located to the north of Kidnappers Lane. Existing 
residential properties lay on the west side of Farm Lane comprising predominantly 
of dormer bungalows, all east facing towards the site. Views of the site from these 
units were currently screened by the existing established hawthorn hedge that 
bordered the west boundary of the site.

The site was not within a protected landscape; however the Green Belt (GB) and 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) shared a boundary, on the southern 
side of Church Road which lay approximately 300m from the site. A prominent 
feature of the AONB and the surrounding landscape was Leckhampton Hill which 
incorporated a large footpath network that afforded views across the site towards 
Cheltenham. 
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Members were advised that the material considerations of policy, need, highways 
and transport, landscape impact including the AONB, ecological impact, 
archaeological impact, heritage impact, design and amenity were considered in full 
in the original report and were discussed in full at the Planning Committee in May 
2020. The principle of development was established at that Committee and through 
the subsequent granting of planning permission upon completion of the planning 
agreement to secure the biodiversity offset land, by decision notice dated 21st July 
2020. The site was identified in Policy MD4 of the adopted Cheltenham Plan.

The material considerations relevant to this application related not to the siting of a 
new school in this location as that had been established, but the potential 
landscape and visual impact of the proposed additional PV panels on the roof and 
the potential glint and glare arising from them, together with the increase in the 
height of the parapet.

Slide 10 displayed a photograph taken from Leckhampton Hill. The school site 
could be seen in the centre of the photo. The recent Redrow development with the 
red rooves was to the west. In the foreground were the grey farm buildings adjacent 
to the Moat, the scheduled monument.  Slide 12 showed a photograph overlooking 
the site, and gave a more panoramic view across Cheltenham.

The PV cells would cover the majority of the available roof area and increase the 
height of the roof parapet wall. It was explained that the parapet wall would 
increase by 450mm on the main classroom buildings and 575mm on the main hall.
The roof edge parapet had been increased in size to provide a safe working 
environment to any operative that needs to visit the roof for maintenance and to 
screen the solar array from view.  

This slide 13 showed the approved scheme parapet level with the dotted red line. 
The view showed the main entrance approach just south of the junction of Farm 
Lane and Kidnappers Lane.

Slide 14 also showed the same view but with the increased parapet level. The red 
dotted line illustrated the approved scheme parapet level.  The measurements were 
noted as 450 mm increase (approximately 6 bricks deep) above the main entrance 
and the classrooms and 575mm (just under 8 bricks deep) on the main hall roof. 

It was evident that the brickwork became slightly taller and the proportion of the 
brickwork above the first floor windows to the parapet coping was larger. The 
parapet also provided screening to the mechanical engineering equipment that 
would be on the roof.

A vertical louvered screen provided both screening and ventilation to the air source 
heat pumps which sat behind that part of the building.  The Committee received 
comparative pictures of the approved and amended schemes.  

Slide 16 demonstrated the additional height on the parapet had minimal effect on 
the overall perception of the building in terms of height and scale.
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Slides 17 to 19 illustrated the artist’s impressions and displayed aerial views 
showing the PV panels, with Kidnappers Lane to the right of the slide and the 
pedestrian entrance in the foreground.

Slide 20 showed an aerial view of the PV panels from the south and the playing 
field with Farm Lane to the left of the slide. It was explained the approved scheme 
didn’t have PV panels above the classroom blocks.

It was explained the possible effects of glint and glare arising from the solar PV 
development on the roof of the proposed Cheltenham Secondary School had been 
assessed. It related to the possible impact of glint and glare upon surrounding 
dwellings, pedestrians on the nearby Cotswolds public rights of wayand aviation 
activity associated with Gloucestershire Airport. The officer’s report described the 
findings in detail in paragraphs 8.15 to 8.28. This included the locations of the 
nearest dwelling receptors. 

Members were informed there were no impacts upon pedestrians or upon the 
aviation receptors for both the approaches, runways and air traffic control tower.  
Solar reflections were geometrically possible towards seven out of the 12 assessed 
dwelling receptors (see sections 8.15 to 8.28 of the officer’s report); however, 
effects were only predicted to be experienced at dwellings represented by two 
dwelling receptors along Farm Lane in the immediate vicinity of the school. Based 
on a conservative approach, it was assumed that partial views of the panels were 
possible, a moderate impact was predicted, however no mitigation was 
recommended because the duration of effects would be significantly or entirely 
reduced by the identified screening; and the effects could only be experienced from 
the upper floors of the dwellings due to the existing vegetation and proposed native 
hedgerows.

The Committee noted no objections had been received from statutory consultees 
and no public comments had been made. 

The County Planning Authority  (CPA)considered that the design of the proposed 
new school, through the use of appropriate materials and technology together with 
innovative design, had met the requirements of Paragraph 150 (b) of the NPPF3 
which sought to ensure that “new development should be planned for in ways that 
can help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, such as through its location, 
orientation and design.” It was explained that the amendment to the approved 
design would contribute towards meeting the Council’s Climate Change Strategy.

Members were advised that some of the wording of the conditions had changed 
since the original permission was issued. This was in recognition of the submission 
of schemes which had been approved in writing for conditions 14, 16 and 23 of 
compliance with condition applications. The conditions had been amended 
accordingly to ensure compliance with the approved schemes. Since the report was 
written, submissions had also been approved for conditions 12 (materials) and 26 
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(hedgerow planting).  It was confirmed that these amendments had been circulated 
to members of the Committee prior to the meeting for consideration.

The case officer concluded that planning permission should be granted for the 
variation of condition 2 in accordance with Regulation 3 of the Town and Country 
Planning General Regulations 1992, for the reasons set out in sections 8.69 to 8.74 
of the report and subject to the conditions set out in section 9.1 of the report and 
the existing planning agreement being endorsed.

The Chairman invited registered speakers to address the Committee.  The 
facilitator recapped the order of the speakers for the benefit of the public watching 
via YouTube.  

County Councillor Iain Dobie (The Head of Democratic Services presented the 
speech in Cllr Dobie’s absence): 

“I have been a supporter of the High School Leckhampton throughout my time as 
county councillor representing the area.

When I saw the original plans for the new school I noted that they could have been 
“greener”. They were not in full conformity with GCC and U.K. government 
statements of intent to commit to radical reduction of CO2 emissions. 

At meetings at Shire Hall I therefore pushed for the planned gas heating system for 
the new school to be replaced by a modern heat pump and for solar panels to be 
included in its design.

These improvements have subsequently been incorporated into the latest plans, 
which are now before this committee. 

The roof-based solar panels are unobtrusive and will make a significant contribution 
to making this new school the “greenest” secondary in Gloucestershire. I trust they 
will be endorsed by the committee.”

The Chairperson invited questions from Members following the presentation. It was 
noted there were no member questions relating to the application.   

The Committee entered into debate.  

Councillor Wheeler was content with the Officers recommendation and proposed 
that the Committee accept it.  He added that the increased height of the parapet 
would be unnoticeable and any glare would only be on a bright sunny day.  He 
recognised that the increase in green credentials was a magnificent triumph for the 
County and he echoed Cllr Dobie’s statement.  

Councillor Hirst concurred that it was a remarkable application and the pupils who 
attend the school should be proud of it.  
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Councillor Morgan was pleased with the application and recognised the green 
credentials.  

Councillor Fisher welcomed the application and felt it was a step in the right 
direction for the County.  He recognised there were high standards of education in 
Cheltenham and hoped it continued throughout the county, as such he fully 
supported the application.  

Councillor Cordwell supported the application and moved to second Councillor 
Wheeler’s proposal to accept the officer recommendation.  It was noted that Cllr 
Cordwell had also read the glint and glare report.  

On being put to the vote the application was unanimously passed in favour of the 
officer’s recommendation.  

The Planning Committee therefore: 

Resolved 

That planning permission be granted for the variation of condition 2 in 
accordance with Regulation 3 of the Town and Country Planning General 
Regulations 1992, for the reasons set out in sections 8.69 to 8.74 of the report 
and subject to the amended conditions and the existing planning agreement being 
endorsed.  

At this juncture, the Committee took a brief adjournment.

The Committee reconvened at 10:40am

6. APPLICATION NO:18/0065/CWMAJM (NAUNTON QUARRY). SITE: BREEDON 
(NAUNTON) QUARRY, BUCKLE STREET, NAUNTON, GLOUCESTERSHIRE. 

A summary of the application was presented by Nick Bainton, Senior Planning 
Officer aided by a power point presentation (A copy of the presentation is attached 
to the signed minute book).  The planning application reference 18/0065/CWMAJM 
for the southern extension including revision to the consented working 
arrangements with restoration to a combination of agricultural, nature conservation 
& geological interest, at Breedon’s (Naunton Quarry), Buckle Street, 
Gloucestershire

Slide 2 presented an image of the current operational quarry area, looking from the 
north towards the proposed extension area.  The proposal sought to create a 
southern extension to the current extraction area with revisions to the approved 
working and restored scheme. The proposed extension was expected to yield 
approximately 5.8 million tonnes of limestone. It was explained that combined with 
remaining consented reserve of 2.2 million tonnes (assessed at time of the 
submission of application details in 2018), the development would extend the life of 
the quarry to approximately 16 years.
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Members were advised that Naunton Quarry was formally known as Huntsman’s 
Quarry but was renamed by the current mineral operator, and was located within 
the Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) approximately 2 kms to 
the north east of Naunton and 6 kilometres to the west of Stow on the Wold. The 
only entrance to the quarry was located directly off Buckle Street (3103), a class 3 
highway that runs in a north west to south east direction. The current extraction 
area at the quarry lay to the west of Buckle Street. The extension area was to the 
south of the current workings while the red line area of this application included the 
processing plant area and main access to the east of Buckle Street.

It was explained at slide 3, to the south there were a number of buildings 
associated with Summerhill Farm and Summerhill Cottage, approximately 350 
metres from the boundary of the application site, and nearby James Barn Farm, 
approximately 680 metres (still to the south) from the boundary of the application 
site.  It was recognised that the quarry had been operating since the early 1900s.  
The nearest residential property was Huntsman’s House, located to the east and 
south east of the application site, across Buckle Street, at a distance of 
approximately 280 metres to the proposed screening bund in Phase 2. 

The Committee were advised at slide 4, a bridleway ran alongside the west 
boundary of both the extension area and the existing quarry. A vegetated soil bund, 
with an extra section of periphery forestry planting effectively screens views into the 
existing quarry from the northern section of the public bridleway, leading south from 
the minor road linking Buckle Street with Guiting Power. This minor road formed the 
northern boundary of the existing quarry, Buckle Street formed the eastern 
boundary of the quarry area and the south boundary (the proposed extension area) 
was open fields, with very few features. The topography sloped downwards north to 
south across the existing mineral extraction area towards a transverse valley 
feature at the junction between the existing quarry and the extension, the land 
forming the proposed extension then rose steeply again to the south before 
reaching an elevated plateau beyond the southern site boundary. 

The photograph at slide 5 showed the method of breaking the rock, using a pecker 
attached to a 360 excavator and in the background, the ‘breakthrough’ location into 
the proposed extension area. 

The underpass was depicted at slide 6 which linked the east processing area with 
the west extraction area. This enabled quarry traffic to pass from one side of Buckle 
Street to another without causing risk to highway safety or disturbance on the local 
highway.  It was explained the underpass was initially constructed for the 1996 
planning permission, which permitted extraction to the west of Buckle Street. The 
applicant entered into a s106 agreement to provide for necessary highways works 
at this time, which also provided for the cost of removing the underpass following 
the cessation of mineral extraction. Due to the extended period of extraction now 
proposed with the southern extension, a variation or amendment will be required to 
that original agreement to account for the extra time and the greater costs 
anticipated at the time of it happening.
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The Committee noted that this matter was unresolved, and the recommendation 
was made on the proviso that a variation or amendment to that legal agreement 
would be required prior to consent being issued.

Slide 7 displayed the current situation, in terms of the processing area to the east of 
Buckle Street, the current Quarry area to the west of Buckle Street and the 
proposed extension area to the south of the current quarry.

Slide 8 to 11, detailed the phased workings and slide 12 depicted the proposed 
restoration plan.  The Committee viewed a variety of slides that displayed the views 
from the surrounding areas, west and south of the extension site.  

Members noted slide 15 displayed the view from the southern boundary of the 
proposed extension. The marker post in the centre foreground marked the edge of 
the application boundary. The extraction limit was some way inside that marked, 
identified by a distinct set of marker flags. It was explained that all boundaries 
would be checked prior to commencement to ensure they were completely correct. 
In the right background was the existing quarry; to the left background were the 
stockpiles of Tinkers Barn Quarry. Further to the rear, on the horizon amongst the 
treeline was the Cotswolds Farm Park.

This photo at slide 16 showed the view of Summerhill from the very edge of the 
proposed boundary. At this point, a bund would be constructed and beyond that, 
the extraction area would be set back and be below ground level and the level of 
the bund.

The officer concluded that the recommendation was that planning permission be 
granted for  the southern extension including revision to the consented working 
arrangements with restoration to a combination of agricultural, nature conservation 
& geological interest, for the reasons summarised in paragraphs 7.106 to 7.111 of 
the report, subject to any prior amendment or variation to the existing section 106 
planning  agreement.  

The Chairman invited registered speakers to address the Committee.  The 
facilitator recapped the order of the speakers for the benefit of the public watching 
via YouTube.  

Mrs Caroline Mackness (Objecting): 
“I am deeply concerned about the proposed development at Breedon Naunton 
Quarry. 

I am speaking on behalf of 30 residents of Naunton and of Summerhill.

The nature of this special area will be detrimentally affected for many years. This 
both during the time of excavation and works and during the implementation of the 
mitigation works.

I believe the interests of big business are being put before the interests of  
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1.Landscape and Amenity Value.   2.The natural flora and fauna that are part of the 
characteristics of this area.

In addition, I do not believe that the interests of those who live and work in this area 
are being adequately considered.

The injurious affection to the landscape, the quiet enjoyment, value and operation 
of existing property, local business and households are being disregarded.

I am sure that the attendant reports to the application will be voluminous and state 
that there are no concerns that cannot and will not be mitigated, particularly by 
professional advisors who are acting on behalf of the applicant. We the local 
residents do not have the knowledge or financial resource to be able to provide 
such equally valid and opposite views.

These must be considered and I believe it is the responsibility of the Local Authority 
to facilitate this.

It is strange to me, particularly having regard to the actual injurious affection, loss of 
enjoyment, amenity and disturbance of previous works that the applicant does not 
have to fund a truly independent analysis. This to me and many others is grossly 
unfair and I believe that any determination without this, will effectively amount to the 
Planning Authority acting Ultra Vires.

Looking at a few specifics, the noise and dust will affect the equine population, 
together with the natural flora and fauna that may never recover.  The impact of the 
development on the local road network which is quite simply not fit for this purpose, 
will be detrimentally affected.  The quiet enjoyment of the residents will be 
decimated.

The short, medium and long term value of property will be affected. In the short and 
medium term the blight will be considerable.

I do not know whether some form of sequential test has been undertaken, or indeed 
is required, to establish whether there are other sites that could be developed in this 
way without the considerable harm that will be created at this location.

I would urge the Planning Authority to refuse consent, or at the very least defer this, 
and provide the local population , natural landscape, flora and fauna to be 
respected with a fund to enable a truly independent assessment.”

Mr Graeme King (Applicant): 
“Good morning Chairman and Members. 

My name is Graeme King and I am the Planning and Estates Manager for Breedon 
Southern Ltd the Applicant and current operator which is Naunton Quarry.
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Breedon Southern Ltd acquired the various assets of Huntsman’s Quarries Ltd in 
May 2014 and with that acquisition came the employees and established operation 
of Naunton Quarry.  Since being in control, Breedon have operated in full 
accordance with the extant planning permissions.

As referred to in your Officer’s Report, quarrying at Naunton Quarry has and 
continues to perform a strategic role across the County, principally in the supply of 
valued Cotswold limestone aggregate which helps supports Gloucestershire’s own 
land bank.

We believe, as corroborated by your Officer’s Report, that this Application has 
demonstrated compliance with the policies of the Minerals Local Plan and is 
consistent with the site allocation for Naunton Quarry adopted as part of the 
Development Plan in March 2020.  

The Planning Application before you request permission to extract 5.5 million 
tonnes of limestone. At current sales rates, would take place over a 16 year term. 
Central to the Application was a recognition and appreciation of the sensitive 
location within which Naunton Quarry is situated.  

Breedon have recently agreed to partner Naunton Parish Council and to jointly 
undertake a community tree planting scheme over part of its landholding. Whilst not 
referred to in the planning application details, the measure would nonetheless 
assist in bolstering natural screening along a boundary close to residential 
properties at Summerhill, as well as providing an important wildlife corridor link to 
existing woods and spinneys in the area. The idea is consistent with and supportive 
of the County Councils own aims of planting up to 35 million trees by the year 2030!

Quarrying and ancillary operations are carried out by a workforce of some 70 
people who are either employed directly on site or indirectly as is the case for 
hauliers. A significant majority of this workforce live locally making the quarry an 
important employer within its rural setting.  

The extension proposal was an EIA Development and has been subject of rigorous 
technical assessment and consultation with an array of specialists and, as 
comprehensively detailed within your Officer’s Report, Members should be assured 
that this scheme can be undertaken without harm to :-

 The valued landscape or environment. 
 those who live or work in proximity of the site; and 
 Without adverse effect upon the surrounding highway network.  

The Officers report clearly sets out how the development is to be controlled and the 
mitigation of potential effects has been embodied into a suite of planning conditions 
which will allow the development to proceed. The result is a scheme that can 
provide access to 5.5 million tonnes of a valued and much needed mineral resource 
whilst still remaining consistent with the Development plan policies and guidance 
set out at both national and local levels 
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Finally, regardless of this planning applications outcome, the Company also intends 
to establish and facilitate a Local Liaison Group and invite representatives from 
Gloucestershire County Council, Cotswold District Council and local Parish 
Councils to those meetings. This will be an excellent forum to allow Local 
Councillors to understand the operations at Naunton Quarry and for Breedon to 
keep the Group informed of current as well as intended activities and for it to 
become an integral and valued part of the Community.”

Mr Stephen Gower: Temple Guiting Parish Council: 
“I’m a Parish Councillor for Temple Guiting Parish Council which has commented 
extensively on this application with documents loaded to the GCC playing portal in 
February and December 2020.  The council is also involved in the quarry 
stakeholder group meeting held in January 2020, attended by quarry operators, 
local parish councils, CCB and GCC.  

Concerns focused on the effects that cluster of eight local quarries has on 
businesses, residents and visitors,  in a small area bounded by the B4077 and 
buckle street in the North of the Cotswold AONB.  Naunton Quarry is the largest of 
these and should be considered in the context of its contribution to the overall 
impact on the whole cluster, as well as individually.  TGPC welcomes the policy 
officer consultation response dated October last year the purpose of which is stated 
as being intended to support the case officer and to inform and overall 
recommendation for decision makers. 

 The policy officers report identified several items that are needed for the 
application to demonstrate policy compliance,  given the context of the area,  key 
areas of policy that are pertinent to this application   include DM02 cumulative 
impact, DM03 transport, MW02 relating to the production of in the Cotswold AoNB 
to maintain the heritage of the area and also in the MLP it notes that for the 
Naunton quarry,  it recommends that health impact assessment, to take into 
account impact on local communities on page 187.  

 We are concerned that case officers report does not adequately address these 
aspects, cumulative impact is probably our greatest concern, quoting policy officers 
response in October last year.  It states Naunton quarry is within an area containing 
a number of mineral workings and therefore the issue of cumulative impact is a 
valid one that needs to be sufficiently explored and the current body of evidence 
back in October, does not demonstrate that the issue has been sufficiently handled.  

 Yet the case officers has dismissed this report as well as representations from 
other local parish councils the CCB and CPRE and numerous individuals,  instead it 
quotes selectively from the applicant supporting documentation,  it states that 
because the operation is a continuing of existing operations, the impact on 
residential amenity will not be significant.  

As a consequence the case officer’s report failed significantly on several points.  It 
fails to address cumulative impacts in the wider context of the cluster of quarries 
using shared transportation routes and the sensitive locations along those routes. 
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 Tree screening unfortunately in this case it doesn't help residents on the B4077, it 
fails to highlight the absence of traffic counts and the understatement that HGV 
movements to the North long buckle St and the B4077 in the applicant's transport 
statement.  

 However another quarry application in 2019 showed that there were 400 HGV 
movements per day through Ford and 320 per day along Buckle St.  The 
application suggests that only 20% of Naunton daily movements travel north but no 
actual figures were presented, GCC highways were understandably unable to 
assess this application fully.  It also fails to acknowledge or mention the noise of the 
stone pecker with tonal elements; this is heard well away from the Naunton site and 
is specifically mentioned in the applicant's noise report.  

The UK government minerals website for noise assessment states that “where 
noise is a significant tonal element, it may be appropriate to set specific limits to 
control this aspect”.   It fails to include current and reasonably foreseeable activities 
as recommended by the policy officer.   

These would clearly include the reopening of Guiting quarry, application to double 
the output at Oathill, unrestricted HGV movements for reinstatement at Cotswold 
Hill, plus increases at Grange Hill and Tinkers Barn.   These have not been 
addressed in any part of the application or the case officer’s comments.  

 Based on international and national sources and the local context, a cumulative 
impact assessment should address the number and pattern of HGV movements 
across the area and changes overtime.  The impact on local communities and 
businesses could be established through a survey. Noise that goes beyond the 
quarry boundaries also includes noise along transport routes and more detailed 
assessments for sensitive locations are needed including noise, vibration and 
airborne pollution.  

This wouldn’t just be adjacent to the site but along the sensitive transport routes, 
quarry operators and local residents should provide input, but the final assessment 
must be independent all parties with an interesting results.  

 TPC is not supposed to quarrying, the council fully supports quarrying where it 
helps to maintain the local environments. This is consistent with national planning 
policies and quarrying in AONB, the council also accepts that some aggregate 
production is a consequence of those operations.  

 However, we believe the overall level of production from this cluster quarries 
should be balanced against the negative effects on this part of the AONB, until the 
effects of cumulative impacts of current quarrying operations are established,  it is 
not possible to judge whether the impact of this application or further developments 
across the cluster are balanced or not.  

 We believe that some steps could be taken to mitigate some of the cumulative 
impact across the area, including establishing and monitoring and traffic 
management area with restricted hours for HGV movements and reduced HGV 
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speeds, implementing considerate driving agreements with all quarry operators.   
Applying rigorous standards for vehicle cleaning and sheeting, due to the lack of 
compliance with planning directives especially in the absence of cumulative impact 
assessment.  

 Temple Guiting Parish Council requests that any decision on this application is 
deferred until these failures are addressed as for the national and local policy 
requirements this process could be completed very quickly with the right resources 
and cooperation of all parties.   Thank you.”  

Upper Slaughter Parish Committee (presented by the Head of Democratic 
Services): 
“Given our rurality, unreliability of internet and Covid restrictions, USPC would be 
pleased if the following could be read to Planning Committee on behalf of Cllr 
Cookson.

"Upper Slaughter Parish Council continues to work with neighbouring Parish 
Councils to understand the impact of all quarry activity in the area, and the impact 
of this planning application by Naunton Quarry.  Planning Committee is asked to 
note Upper Slaughter Parish Council's endorsement of comments presented by 
Temple Guiting Parish Council at this meeting.

We wholeheartedly agree with the call for a Cumulative Impact assessment, and 
express our concern that this has not been required in the Case Officer's 
recommendations.

Upper Slaughter Parish Council therefore calls for a deferral of this application to a 
future time to enable a Cumulative Impact assessment to be undertaken.  Thank 
you".

The Chairperson invited questions from Members following the presentation. 

Councillor Cordwell understood the principals of development under the MLP Plan.  
The case officer  advised the Committee that the site was an allocation in the MLP, 
therefore the principle has been established in policy terms, and consideration was 
therefore down to the individual impacts of the application.  

Councillor Parsons felt it was not just individual impacts, as the cumulative impact 
was very significant.  He asked if a formal cumulative assessment had been 
undertaken.  The  case officer explained that members should consider the 
application before them.  The impact of this quarry application was deemed to be 
very local and was immeasurable further away from the site.  Therefore, it was 
necessary to base a decision on the facts before members at this stage.  Councillor 
Parsons added that there were a cluster of quarries in this relatively small area, 
which would undoubtedly impact on the local area.  He asked if that was in 
accordance with the MLP and the NPPF.  The Committee were advised that this 
application had been ongoing for two years and was before committee based on 
the current technical information available.  
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Councillor Wheeler questioned the volume of lorry movements.  Members were 
informed that it was a continuation of production at the site and the vehicle 
movements would remain the same, until greener fleet vehicles were installed.  

Councillor Cordwell remarked if the out remained the same then vehicle traffic 
would also remain the same.    

Councillor Fisher questioned the air pollution and the impact on the local equine 
industry.  It was noted the appropriate technical advisors had been consulted and 
no concerns were raised.  

Councillor Hale asked a question in relation to the Section 106 agreement and the 
maintenance of the underpass.  The case officer advised the Committee that a 
Section 106 agreement was in place for the underpass and maintenance and that 
lay with the quarry operator, this condition would continue in accordance with the 
application. 

Councillor Hirst required confirmation of the tonnages of material to be extracted.  
Members were notified that the site had 5.8m tonnes of reserves available.  

In response to a question regarding Ultra Vires, the Principal Lawyer advised the 
Committee the appropriate technical advice was before the Committee for its 
consideration, and was available to ensure sound decision making.  

The Committee entered into debate.  

Councillor Parsons felt that a Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA) was required  
and proposed that this application be deferred for an independent CIA to be 
undertaken.  On there being no seconder, this motion was lost.  

Councillor Wheeler stated that nationally there was a requirement for minerals and 
the principle of extraction was already established through the MLP and he 
proposed to accept the officer’s recommendation.  

Councillor Cordwell seconded the proposal, he added that the principal had been 
decided by the MLP and that no additional CIA was necessary as the application 
was a continuation of the current operation and was conditioned within the report.  

Councillor Morgan referred to the report and also agreed it was a continuation of 
the current operation and added he was in favour of the application.  

Councillor Hale remarked there was no extra HGV movements and accepted the 
recommendation.  

Councillor Parsons added that he was not against the development per se but felt 
members should be aware of the impact the cluster of quarries had on the local 
area, tourism and residents.  He felt the committee should pay more attention to 



Minutes subject to their acceptance as a 
correct record at the next meeting

- 16 -

impact on the AONB and again requested a deferment for a CIA.  He noted there 
were many other quarry applications pending in the local area.  

The Chairman reminded the Committee that they could only consider the merits of 
the application before them.  

Councillor Cordwell explained that it was not possible to prevent this application 
because of applications that may arise in the future.  

Councillor Robinson added that he was also minded to accept the recommendation 
and he was pleased with the offer to set up the community liaison group and was 
sure the Quarry operator would be mindful of the issues raised during the meeting.  

Some members welcomed the suggestion from the operator to establish a local 
forum.  

The case officer advised the Committee that Condition 33 would be amended 
accordingly, as the reference to East and West were incorrect (referenced the 
wrong way round within the condition).  

On being put to the vote the application was passed (12 in favour, 1 abstention) 

The Planning Committee therefore: 

Resolved 

That planning permission be GRANTED for the southern extension including 
revision to the consented working arrangements with restoration to a 
combination of agricultural, nature conservation & geological interest, for the 
reasons summarised in paragraphs 7.106 to 7.111 of the report, subject to 
any prior amendment or variation to the existing Section 106 Planning  
Agreement.  

7. OTHER BUSINESS 

The Chairman wished to extend thanks to Cllr Dr John Cordwell for his knowledge, 
support and his exceptional service to GCC and wished him well in his retirement.  

CHAIRPERSON

Meeting concluded at 11.50 am


