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Applications:
Proposal:

2017/0911/FUL and 2017/0913/FUL
ITEM 1
2017/0911/FUL: Proposed alternative diversion of Empingham
Road, Ketton, to facilitate quarry development permitted under
planning permission FUL/2007/0150/CC.

2017/0913/FUL: Proposed variation of conditions 5 (Approved
Plans), 9 (Stockpiles), 10 (Phasing Details), 44 (Habitat
Management Scheme) and 49 (Restoration and Aftercare Scheme)
as set out, and incorporated in, permission ref. no.
FUL/2007/0150/CC (Variation of conditions 9, 10, 11, and 12 of
planning permission FUL/2000/0192/CC in respect of changes to
phased extraction and restoration works).
Address:
Land at Ketton Quarry, Off Ketco Avenue & Empingham Road,
Ketton
Applicant:
Castle Cement Limited Parishes:
Edith Weston,
Ketton, Normanton
and North
Luffenham
Agent:
Landesign
Wards:
Ketton and
Normanton
Reason for presenting to Committee:
Major Development and requested by a
Ward Member
Date of Committee
16 January 2018

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Planning permission has previously been granted for the extension to the quarry and
the re-alignment of Empingham Road. The two new interlinked planning applications
subject of this report seek planning permission for an alternative diversion of the
Empingham Road and associated amendments to the planning conditions on the
original permission to allow for the new road alignment. The applications are
accompanied by an Environmental Statement and supporting information. There have
been a number of consultation responses to the applications, as well as 17 public
representations objecting to the development, 8 representations in support of the
development, and a petition of 336 signatures in support of the development. In taking
the application documents, ES and other environmental information into consideration,
the impacts of the development are outweighed by the NPPF and development plan
policies in support of the development. There are no material considerations that justify
refusal of the applications. Consequently it is recommended that the two applications
are approved subject to the two sets of planning conditions and associated schedules,
set out in the appendix to this report.

RECOMMENDATION
Application ref. no. 2017/0911/FUL
GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION, subject to the conditions set out in Appendix 1 to this
report.
Application ref. no. 2017/0913/FUL
GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION, (subject to completion of a deed of variation to the section
106 agreement): and the conditions and reasons set out in Appendix 1 to this report.

Site & Surroundings
Context
1.

The Ketton cement works and quarry has operated for many years and is now a large
industrial and mineral development on the eastern and northern side of Ketton village.
It is understood that small-scale limestone extraction has been carried out in the area
for centuries, but extraction of limestone and clay for cement manufacture started in the
area by 1928. By 1944 there were 4 ‘wet process’ cement kilns in operation and a
further two by the 1960’s. Presently there are two ‘dry process’ cement kilns operating
with a dry clinker capacity of approximately 1.3 Million tonnes per annum (Mtpa). The
works site and quarry is a significant local employer and is regionally and nationally
important in terms of the cement it provides to the UK construction industry, particularly
to London and the south east. There are many planning consents covering the
industrial works area, but the applications subject of this report do not propose any
alterations to that area.

2.

The first planning permission for quarrying was in the form of a 1947 Interim
Development Order, with a modified set of planning conditions agreed by the Mineral
Planning Authority in May 1999. That consent covers an area of approximately 380 Ha
(permission ref. no. 97/0826/09). A southern and western extension to the quarrying
operations was granted on Appeal in 2002 (permission ref. no. 2000/0192/09) by a
Planning Inspector. That consented area was approximately 264 Ha, including about
96Ha of overlapping land with the IDO. Of the 168 Ha of ‘new’ land it was proposed to
quarry 85.5 Ha that would provide approximately 13 years of reserves.

3.

Permission ref. no. 2000/0192/09 was granted subject to 53 planning conditions and 8
Schedules covering many land use and environmental requirements including (inter
alia) noise, dust, blasting, soil handling, landscaping, ecological management, aftercare,
a Working Scheme, hours of use, site access, etc.. Permission ref. no. 2000/0192/09
also included permission to divert a section of Empingham Road along a specified route
on land to the north of its existing alignment. Permission ref. no. 2000/0192/09 was
also subject of a planning obligation (a section 106 agreement) to require that no land to
the south of the Empingham Road was extracted until the replacement highway had
been provided along the approved line in accordance with a section 278 and/or 38
agreement with the Local Highway Authority.

4.

The 2000 permission was implemented when working commenced in accordance with
its plans in 2003 and in mid-2005 the applicant commenced clay extraction in earnest in
Field 10 (Working Area C5). However, following delays in securing a footpath diversion
application, the applicant applied under Section 73 of the Town and Country Planning
Act to vary conditions 9, 10, 11 and 12 of the 2000 permission (ref. no.
FUL/2007/0150/CC). The 2007 permission amended the permitted working scheme to
allow (amongst other things) the earlier working of limestone from Field 11 (Working
Area C6). Once issued, the 2007 planning permission was implemented immediately
on being granted.

5.

Permission ref. no. 2000/0192/09 contains the main development details to which the
subsequent 2007 Planning Permission refers. The remaining conditions set out in the
2000 permission are incorporated by a cross reference in the 2007 permission.
Condition 4 of the 2007 permission prevents quarrying in Working Area 2 south of the
existing road line until the process of diverting the Empingham Road has been
completed. Therefore without diverting Empingham Road, the applicant cannot operate
in Working Area 2 or the phases beyond.

6.

Despite there being planning permission to divert Empingham Road a separate
Stopping-Up Order is required to close the existing road. In January 2016 the applicant

applied for a Stopping Up Order (ref NATTRAN/EM/S247/2181) which sought to stop up
999m of Empingham Road between Wytchley Cottages and Wytchley Warren Farm
cross roads and its replacement with the permitted route (as approved in permission ref.
no. 2000/0192/09). The December 2016 Public Inquiry highlighted local concerns that
the diverted road should follow a different line to the permitted diversion to avoid
creating a ‘dog-leg’ at Wytchley Warren cross roads for traffic travelling between Edith
Weston and Ketton. A number of objectors to the permitted diversion proposed
alternative alignments that cut across the permitted quarry areas and link directly to the
cross roads.
7.

That Stopping Up application was initially refused (in March 2017) but shortly after the
Secretary of State for Transport agreed to quash the decision. Therefore a decision on
that application remains unmade as of January 2018 and the remitted Inquiry is likely to
take place in mid-2018. Notwithstanding the existing permission to divert the
Empingham Road and the quashing of the decision, in order to address the concerns
raised by some objectors and ensure a the best chance of achieving a Stopping Up
Order, the applicant is seeking planning permission for an alternative diversion route.
The diversion proposed in the current planning applications is based broadly on the
alignments submitted by objectors at the Inquiry.

Site & Location
8.

Across the three main planning consents for the quarry area (the IDO, 2000 permission,
and the 2007 permission), the quarry is approximately 448Ha in size. The site is the
subject of a detailed Working Scheme that sets out the sequencing of areas of working,
mineral extraction and storage within the planning permission areas, as well as phased
restoration, landscaping and aftercare. The cement works is a dominant feature in the
local landscape due to the sheer scale of the plant required to produce cement. There
is no change to the works area as part of these applications.

9.

The quarry and works site has two key access points both being from High Street /
Stamford Road (the A6121), one being into the cement works from Pit Lane and the
other being from Ketco Avenue. HGV traffic uses these as the main means of access
and egress to the site. In the wider area, a blanket weight limit on local roads north of
the village prevents use of the local country lanes by quarry delivery traffic. Empingham
Road sits at the western side of Ketton village and is a country lane that links Ketton
village and Empingham/Edith Weston villages to the north. Empingham Road cuts
across permitted Working Area 2 in the permitted mineral reserve and has to be
diverted if the full permitted mineral reserve is to be worked.

10.

The eastern extent of the remaining extraction area is approximately 300m from the
western extent of Ketton village. It will be closer to some isolated residential properties
to the south (e.g. Wytchley Cottages, Wytchley House and Wytchley Warren Farm
House). There are SSSI’s within the permitted extraction area which are the subject of
restoration and management through conditions and associated schemes attached to
the existing planning permissions. Ketton Quarries SSSI (in Field 10) is mainly
designated for its geological interest. There is ecological interest as part of the same
SSSI but relates to an area north of Field 11, well away from the new road and
separated from it by the open quarry workings. Shacklewell Hollow SSSI is to the north
of the IDO area.

Proposal
11.

This report considers two interrelated planning applications at Ketton Quarry under
section 62 and section 73 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (respectively) –
these are:

i)

2017/0911/FUL: The provision of a new diversion route to replace an
approximately 1km section of Empingham Road to allow quarry development in
accordance with planning permission FUL/2007/0150/CC and 2000/0192/09.
This diversion route would run between Wytchley Cottages and Wytchley
Warren Farm cross roads and include associated link works, such as the
realignment of 250m of Empingham Road North at Wytchley Warren Farm cross
roads. The new route is to cross the quarry haul road on an overbridge to allow
quarry operation to continue into Working Areas 2-5.

ii)

2017/0913/FUL: The second part of the proposed development is the proposed
variation of planning conditions to mainly allow consequential amendments to
the quarrying operations arising from the proposed diversion works set out in the
application above. This is because the new road line cuts across an area
already permitted for mineral extraction. Therefore there is a need to alter (inter
alia) the Working Scheme and Restoration Scheme. The applicant is thereby
seeking to vary planning conditions 5 (Approved Plans), 9 (Stockpiles), 10
(Phasing Details), 44 (Habitat Management Scheme) and 49 (Restoration and
Aftercare Scheme).

12.

The two planning applications are accompanied by a joint Supporting Statement and
Environmental Statement (ES), which the applicant has prepared in accordance with
the 2017 EIA Regulations. The statement covers various environmental and land use
considerations, and is accompanied by a series of technical appendices which set out
the detailed investigations into specific environmental areas and assess the likely
significant effects that might arise. The two applications effectively form part of a single
proposed development (including some significant overlapping in the application areas
and therefore development) – it is the procedural requirements of legislation that result
in the development being split into two applications. Furthermore the two applications
are interdependent – they are both required to be approved to allow an authorised
development to take place.

13.

Technical approval for the detailed design of the proposed new highway would be
achieved through obtaining Technical Approval from the Highway Authority through a
S278/38 (Highways Act 1980) agreement between the operator and the County Council
to ensure that the road is built to the appropriate standards before it is adopted. For this
reason, the planning application and ES consider only the general principles of the
proposed road and its environmental effects – the construction detail is dealt with by the
Highway Authority.

14.

The application area for the new section of public highway is around 10.5 hectares
(although the highway itself would be approx. 1.25km long x 6-7m width). The
proposed development is identical to the approved diversion to the east (around 550m
of highway up to Ketton Gorse) but deviates south from the approved diversion and
takes a smooth elongated ‘S’ curve across Field 19 West (in a shallow cutting) before
elevating to ground-level to re-join the Empingham Road just to the east of the Wytchley
Warren crossroads (to Empingham Road North and Edith Weston Road). The road
includes a bridge to carry the new Empingham Road over the quarry haul road.

15.

Empingham Road North would be realigned from the Wytchley Warren cross roads for
approximately 250m northwards in order to provide a better junction alignment and
visibility at the cross roads. This necessitates bringing the realigned Empingham Road
North into Field 19 West in a gentle curve before re-joining the existing carriageway.
This would remove some existing screen planting previously installed by the applicant
at the western limit of Field 19 West. All of the road works use land only in the
ownership of the applicant or land that is already public highway.

16.

At Wytchley House a new private access bell-mouth would be constructed to link it to
the new road. To the west of Ketton Gorse an agricultural access would be maintained
into Edith Weston Quarry Farm. An agricultural access into the restored field north of
the new road would be created part way along the ‘S’ curve. At Wytchley Warren Farm
there would be a new track extended across Field 19 West to replace the link which the
farm currently has onto the existing Empingham Road. Immediately to the west of
Wytchley Warren Farm the road would key into the cul-de-sac route that leads to the
boundary of the former North Luffenham airfield (now St. Georges Barracks). West of
Wytchley Warren cross roads the road would key into Edith Weston Road within the
existing highway boundary.

17.

The centre line of the new road would tie into the existing Empingham Road at
Wytchley Warren Farm via a new 'T'-junction. The proposed junction priority would
remain unchanged – traffic heading west would have priority and traffic travelling
between Empingham and Wytchley Warren Farm would give way at the new junction.
The proposed diversion has been designed to comply with the Department for
Transport's Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) and other technical design
standards current at the time of writing. The only exception to this is the carriageway
widths which have been designed to provide continuity with the adjacent road network
while maintaining an acceptable width for users.

18.

The scheme includes some relaxations in its design which have been agreed with the
Highway Authority, but it is not considered it will have departures from highway
standards. To discourage high speeds on the new road, an 85kph (50mph) design
speed (160m forward visibility) has been adopted. However, the road would be subject
to the national speed limit for consistency with existing roads in the area. Verges would
be soft and generally be 3.5m wide on both sides of the carriageway, utilising
calcareous turves and seeds recovered from the highways to be diverted.
Embankments would be constructed with 1 in 3 side slopes, and cuttings would be
constructed with side slopes at either 1 in 2.5 or 1 in 3 depending on geotechnical
constraints. Surface water runoff from the new road would be drained via a system of
swales, soakaways and outfalls into the quarry then by infiltration into existing ground
water.

19.

The single span bridge would comprise steel beams with an in-situ cast concrete slab
supported on concrete abutments and wing walls. The span of the bridge would be
33.5m and the road across the bridge will be 6m wide with 1.5m wide verges. 1m high
parapets would be provided on both sides of the road across the new bridge, with
normal containment safety barrier provided on both sides of the road either side of the
bridge to protect road users.

20.

All statutory undertakers’ equipment along the existing Empingham Road would be
replaced by the developer and installed within the verge of the new road, which is
understood to be limited to BT Openreach equipment and some electricity supply
facilities, most notably on Empingham Road North. The new road would take an
estimated 12 months to build. The section of the existing Empingham Road would be
stopped up between Wytchley Warren Farm and Wytchley Warren House once the
proposed diversion is opened to traffic, and subsequently removed. The applicant has
confirmed that the proposed development would not involve any outdoor lighting.

21.

In the Supporting Statement & Environmental Statement, the applicant sets out the
suggested variations to conditions 5, 9, 10, 44 and 49 to reflect the proposals subject of
the section 73 application proposals. In summary this proposes to substitute the
existing approved plans for new plans for working and phasing, stockpiling of mineral
products, working progress, habitat management and restoration, respectively.

22.

As a consequence of constructing the new diversion on an area of unworked stone and
the route cutting through the middle of permitted Working Area 1, the working scheme
and restoration plans need to be revised. To avoid a small 15m deep void to the north
of the diverted road the applicant is proposing an approx. 8 week operation to recover
approx. 280,000 tonnes of limestone and clay (to around 71m AOD), and is proposing
to backfill this area with on-site materials – likely to be either Blisworth Limestone (a
specific strata present at the site), silica clay or a mixture of these, some of which may
come from the upper layers of Field 19 West. The operations in Field 19 around the
road result in the need to vary planning conditions 5 (Approved Plans), 44 (Habitat
Management Scheme) and 49 (Restoration and Aftercare Scheme).

23.

The two submitted amended restoration plans show the overall quarry site restoration
with the proposed new diversion (ref. no. 832.36K) and a greater level of detail around
the diversion area (ref. no. 832.220a). The main new restoration elements shown by
plan 832.220a are that agricultural land in the Field 19 area north of the new ‘S’ curves
would now be restored to a level close to original ground levels (as referenced above),
calcareous neutral grassland would be created (from both seed and translocated
turves) and amendments to the tree and hedge planting along the restored field
boundaries and proposed diversion routes. Similar to the approved diversion route at
the back of each verge there would be a post and rail fence and beyond that there will
be a hedge row with occasional hedgerow trees. Aside of these changes brought about
as a result of the proposed new diversion, much of the overall quarry restoration aims
and habitat types would remain the same.

24.

The phasing sequence would remain as set out in plan 832.61B approved under the
2007 planning permission. The applicant has given consideration to the current
progress and order of the works and provided a replacement Bar Chart of Quarry
Working Areas (new plan ref. 832.62K). This indicates that the site works may not be
complete until possibly 2032 (referenced in condition 10 (Phasing details)). However
the applicant is not proposing to extend the time limit of the site under this application,
as this could be reviewed in the future when there is more certainty. The bar chart also
sets out changes to maximise the reserve north of the Empingham Road, to allow
continued extraction during construction. The applicant is also seeking to vary condition
9 (Stockpiling) to allow the stockpiling of materials in a greater part of the quarry floor, to
prevent lengthy haulage of materials (ultimately to be used in restoration) to the
approved storage areas to the north, only to be placed back a couple of years later.

25.

The applicant states that for the duration of the works all of the company’s usual
monitoring will be undertaken for the operations and reported to the local planning
authority, this to include noise, dust, blasting, archaeology, ecology, water, restoration
and aftercare. The applicant has provided a list of the proposed/suggested changes to
planning conditions that would result from the proposed development (5, 9, 10, 44 and
49) as well as a Deed of Variation to the existing section 106 Agreement to allow either
the permitted diversion, or the proposed diversion, to be implemented. The applicant
has provided detailed chapters within the Environmental Statement and Supporting
Statement as follows.

Need
26.

The applicant has provided details of the need and the benefits to the proposed
development, which is more fully described and considered in the Assessment section
of this report. It outlines the cement making process and the need for five materials
from the site that make up 95% of the cement making blend. The quarry and works is
important to the local, regional and national economy through the number of direct and
indirect employees, and the wider benefits as being one of the few quarrying, kiln,
grinding, and blending sites for cement in England. Without the proposed diversion
and/or crossing of the Empingham Road there is estimated to be only around 3.5 years

of reserves remaining (at the time of the application), and there would be large
quantities of mineral reserve effectively sterilised. This would also prejudice the
development of a significant part of the Ketton Quarry Area of Search in the Adopted
Minerals Core Strategy and the Rutland Draft Local Plan Review.
Planning Policies
27.

The applicant sets out the relevant development plan documents and policies that it
considers pertinent to the development. These are contained within the Minerals Core
Strategy & Development Control Policies (October 2010) (MCS), the Rutland Core
Strategy DPD (July 2011) (RCS) and the Site Allocations & Policies DPD (October
2014) (RSAP). Acknowledgement is made that the County Council recently published
the Draft Local Plan Review – which seeks to integrate minerals policies and replace
the MCS. The applicant considers that the emerging mineral policy is very similar and
there is a reasonable level of confidence that these policies are not likely to change
significantly. Whilst the policies of the development plan do not make specific reference
to the road diversion there are various policies relating to inter alia the need to retain a
15 year landbank for cement production at Ketton, ‘other’ forms of mineral development,
extraction of mineral facilitated by the road, and mitigating the impacts of mineral
development.

Air Quality & Heath
28.

The applicant has undertaken an Air Quality and Health Assessment as part of the EIA
preparation process. This considers the impacts of the proposed development during
construction and operation, including at 11 named receptors in the local area. The
assessment considers that greatest impacts are likely to be during the construction
phase. Subject to appropriate (stipulated) site specific mitigation measures for the
construction phase it is considered that the risk of adverse effects due to emissions
from construction would not be significant. During operation in the future, all of the
modelled existing receptors are predicted to meet the Air Quality Objective for Nitrogen
dioxide (NO2) for both the ‘no development’ and ‘with development’ scenario. In
conclusion, following the adoption of the recommended mitigation measures, the
development is not considered to result in a significant environmental impact and is not
contrary to any of the national and local planning policies.

Noise
29.

The applicant has submitted a Noise Assessment that considers the impact of the
proposed diversion during the construction and operational phase including traffic flows
(up to 600m from the road, including the nearest 6 residential properties). It also
includes consideration of the proposed amendments to the restoration works required to
the existing quarry. The conclusions of the ES identify that without the new scheme
there is predicted to be a 0.4-1dB increase in noise level from traffic flows at 2022. With
the new diversion the assessment predicts the changes in noise level from traffic flow at
2022 of between 0.4-1dB (at three properties) and reductions in noise level of up to 0.14dB at three properties. The applicant proposes that the existing planning controls for
the quarry operations (as defined in planning permission 2000/0192/09) would remain in
place to control the noise from the proposed changes to restoration. Overall the effects
on the surrounding residential properties range between ‘major-moderate beneficial’ to
‘moderate adverse’ and not significant.

Archaeology & Cultural Heritage
30.

The applicant has given consideration to the potential archaeological and cultural
heritage impacts of the proposed development, through a Desk Based Assessment,
drawing on the previous involvement and heritage work undertaken (and in progress) as

part of the ongoing quarrying operations. An existing scheme for archaeological
investigation is already in place at the site by virtue of the quarrying planning
permissions. Any remains within the construction footprint of the proposed new
diversion and quarrying in Field 19 would be entirely removed. There would be impacts
on archaeological remains through site preparation, the construction of the proposed
road and through quarrying. Prior to mitigation there is expected to be generally minor
to moderate adverse impacts upon heritage assets, but following the implementation of
the agreed mitigation strategy the residual construction effects on buried heritage
assets is expected to be negligible. There would not be any adverse impact upon the
setting of any listed buildings that would harm their significance.
Ecology
31.

The applicant has submitted an Ecological Assessment which includes surveys and
records of the local area. This shows that the area is of relatively high ecological value
and important for mammal, bird, reptile and amphibian species. The study shows that
protected species and habitats would be impacted during the scheme, and that without
mitigation measures there would be a net loss of species and habitats along the
proposed route. The applicant sets out the principles of ecological enhancements that
would result from the restoration, landscaping and management of the approved
development. It further explains how these have been integrated into the development
proposals. It is concluded that through the implementation of the mitigation measures
and enhancements proposed through restoration and landscaping schemes, the
proposed development scheme would have a ‘neutral’ effect on the higher value
habitats in the long term. All the other impacts are expected to be ‘negligible’.

Landscape
32.

The applicant has submitted a Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA)
(including a desk-based study, computer modelling, and field survey from July 2017)
considering the likely landscape and visual effects of the proposed development and
comparing these to those associated with the permitted diversion. The LVIA considered
a study area that was informed by the extent of the predicted visibility of traffic on the
proposed route, and determined by a site survey that took into account woodland, trees,
hedges, etc. The assessment concluded that the temporary construction impacts would
be similar to the permitted quarrying operations. There would be some greater adverse
visual impacts from the proposed diversion. However, the landscape has the capacity
to accommodate those changes and after planting and grassland has established
properly, there would be no significant harmful landscape or visual effects longer term.

Soils & Agricultural Land Classification
33.

The application explains that soils and agricultural land classification was included
within the Environmental Statement for the 2000 application, and examined as part of
the 2002 Appeal Decision (supported by a report from an agricultural consultant). Due
to the progress of mineral extraction, the only soils remaining along the length of the
proposed diversion are those on Ketton Gorse and Field 19 West. These are Grade 3
soils and their removal (including handling and storage) are permitted and expected as
part of quarrying operations, and under the approved diversion scheme. Given this and
their proposed use in specified restoration, the applicant considers that overall there
would be a negligible impact upon soils and agricultural land classification.

Material Assets
34.

The applicant has given consideration to the impact of the proposed development upon
‘Material Assets’, both within and outside the application area. Within the application
area assets include the public highway and accesses to which the new diversion would

connect agricultural fields, Ketton Gorse, and utilities infrastructure. Outside the
application area, the assessment includes residential properties, the footpath, bridleway
and various modes of transport and traffic. In considering the direct, indirect, temporary
and permanent impacts, the applicant considers that the proposed development would
have some negative effects on the land assets. The main impacts arise during the
temporary construction phase, but following working and restoration of Field 19 and the
opening of the proposed diversion, the residual effect is likely to be neutral overall. The
applicant believes that whilst some negative effects do occur, when balanced against
the benefits of the scheme these effects are not considered sufficient to justify
preventing the proposed extension from progressing.
Transportation
35.

The applicant has submitted a Transport Statement (TS) with the application based
upon Automatic Traffic Counts and Manual Classified Counts to understand the existing
usage of the highway. The peak junction usage equated to approximately 3 vehicles
per minute flowing through the network during peak times. The traffic impact at the
proposed junction has been assessed for future growth and has shown that changes
will be minimal up to the assessed growth year of 2022. The TS concludes that the
proposals subject of these applications would not result in any additional HGV traffic,
journey time would be reduced by 13 seconds by the proposed diversion, and adequate
visibility can be achieved at all arms across the proposed junction. It concludes that the
proposed works to divert Empingham Road would therefore not constitute a severe
traffic impact and complies with the NPPF.

Flood Risk Assessment
36.

The applicant has included a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) with the ES that includes
an assessment of potential impacts of the development on various aspects of the water
environment. The FRA considers the development is classified in the NPPG as
Essential Infrastructure. It sets out the location of the proposed development with
regard to statutory flood maps, main rivers, ordinary or man-made watercourses,
surface water sewers and Ground Water Source Protection Zones. The site is at a low
risk of flooding from fluvial, pluvial and groundwater sources and there is a low risk of
flooding due to the increase in development runoff. Surface water runoff from the
additional impermeable developed area is to be discharged to ground by infiltration
methods or direct to the new quarry workings. The FRA concludes that the proposed
development is acceptable in terms of flood risk and drainage strategy and that the
residual flood risk for the development can be safely managed as set out in the NPPF,
subject to a suitable planning condition to agree detailed drainage and SUDS
infrastructure with the Lead Local Flood Authority.

Socio-Economic Impact
37.

The applicant has set out what are considered to be the Socio-Economic Impacts of the
proposed development. The applicant quotes the NPPF definition of sustainable
development, emphasising the 3-dimensional reference to the economy, society and
environment. It makes reference to the site being the highest single rate payer in the
county being responsible for approximately 10% of the rates income. The proposed
alternative routeing would provide considerable employment benefits and help allow
access to permitted reserves (approx. 12 – 15 years), and further future reserves within
the allocated area of search. It explains that Ketton is one of the largest producers of
cement in the UK and has a potential capacity to supply 10-15% of the UK productive
capacity. The works has local, regional and national importance such that there is a
strong socio-economic case for granting planning permission for the development.
Without the development there would be a significant effects on jobs; council rates
income and national cement supply.

Cumulative Effects
38.

The ES has drawn together the likely environmental effects from the development to
consider whether any cumulative impacts may result from the interaction between
different environmental impacts and other significant developments locally. The
approach considers ‘successive effects’, ‘simultaneous effects’ from concurrent
developments, and ‘combined effects’ from the same development. Having assessed
the various cumulative impacts, it is concluded that the cumulative impact of the
scheme should not weigh against it and planning permission should be granted. How
the applicant has reached this conclusion and the consideration of this is explained and
analysed in further detail in the Assessment section of this report.

Consideration of Alternatives
39.

In accordance with the 2017 EIA Regulations the applicant has set out the main
alternatives it has considered to the proposed development. The alternatives
considered fall into the category of either ‘the do nothing option’, ‘alternative road
diversions’, and ‘alternative working and restoration schemes’. The applicant explains
how the proposed development has been arrived at under these three headings, and
outlines the approaches that were rejected. The significant economic and operational
impacts means that ‘the do nothing option’ was ruled out. Of the ‘alternative road
diversions’, the applicant considers that the diversion put forward in this application
represents the best balance of safety, design, environmental effect and reserve
sterilisation. Of the ‘alternative working and restoration schemes’ the applicant states
that they’ve selected the option that strikes the most appropriate balance between
releasing nationally important mineral reserves; avoiding unnecessary sterilisation, and
results in a restoration scheme that is sympathetic to the local landscape.

Climate Change
40.

The applicant has given consideration to the climate change implications of the
proposed development. It explains that the permitted and proposed diversion provide
for replacement routes of similar lengths and sizes, although the permitted diversion is
the shorter of the two. Given the similarities of the proposed development, based on a
simple comparison of the main works and likely traffic effects generated, both routes are
considered to have similar climate change effects. The post construction climate
change impacts would be similar. Furthermore, any impacts have to be balanced
against other material matters, such as the national need for cement and the local need
for employment; as well as the likely environmental effects. Consideration is given to
impacts in the assessment section of this report.

Public Consultation
41.

The applicant has outlined what it describes as the ‘formal’ and ‘informal’ public
consultation that has been undertaken drawing-up the development proposals. It
references: discussions relating to the December 2016 public inquiry; Pre-application
consultation with RCC; the regular quarry liaison committee; the regular newsletter
around the local area providing updates on the business; engagement with objectors in
the Stopping Up application process undertaken since September 2011; a ‘surgery’
session at the works to discuss alternatives and other related matters; the appointed
environmental consultants have discussed technical aspects of the proposals with
relevant stakeholders throughout the preparation of the Environmental Statement.

42.

The applicant states that the outcome of the various consultation processes is that the
proposed diversion follows the general theme presented by objectors at the Public
Inquiry. As a result of that, the consultation has resulted in; consideration of a number

of alternative road line options; consideration of various changes required to the
restoration scheme to accommodate an alternative diversion; provision for recovering
calcareous grassland turves from the verges affected by the new design and
incorporation into the verges of the new road; provision for the relocation of statutory
utilities (electricity and BT .Openreach).

Relevant Planning History
43.

Whilst the site has a long planning history and there are many applications associated
with historic mineral extraction and the works site, the three main planning permissions
that are relevant to the applications under consideration are:

Application

Description

Decision

M/97/0826/9/CC

Variation of Conditions attached to Application No.
M/92/0139/9 for quarrying and cement works at
Grange Top Quarry

Approved.

M/2000/0192/09

For an 85.5ha extension to Grange Top Quarry to
secure additional mineral reserves, and the
relocation of Empingham Road

Approved
on Appeal.

FUL/2007/0150/CC

Variation of conditions 9, 10, 11 and 12 of
permission ref. no. FUL/2000/0192/9/CC in respect
of changes to phased extraction and restoration

Approved.

Planning Guidance and Policy
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)
The Rutland Core Strategy DPD (July 2011) (RCS)
CS1 – Sustainable development principles;
CS2 – Spatial strategy;
CS4 – The location of development;
CS13 – Employment and economic development;
CS16 – The rural economy;
CS18 – Sustainable transport and accessibility;
CS19 – Promoting good design;
CS21 – The natural environment;
CS22 – The historic and cultural environment;
CS23 – Green infrastructure, open space, sport and recreation;
The Rutland Site Allocations & Policies DPD (October 2014) (RSAP)
SP1 – Presumption in favour of sustainable development;
SP7 – Non-residential development in the countryside;
SP15 – Design and amenity;
SP19 – Sites of biodiversity and geo-diversity importance;
SP20 – The historic environment;
SP23 – Landscape character in the countryside;

Rutland Minerals Core Strategy & Development Control Policies (September 2010) (MCS)
MCS Policy 1 – Sustainable Development;
MCS Policy 2 – The Supply of Minerals in Rutland;
MCS Policy 3 – General Locational Criteria;
MCS Policy 4 – Ketton Quarry Area of Search;
MCS Policy 7 – Residential and Sensitive Land Uses;
MCS Policy 10 – Minerals Safeguarding;
MCS Policy 12 – Restoration;
MDC Policy 1 – Impacts of Minerals Development;
MDC Policy 2 – Pollution, Health, Quality of Life and Amenity;
MDC Policy 3 – Sites with National Designations;
MDC Policy 4 – Impact Upon Landscape and Townscape;
MDC Policy 5 – Historic Heritage;
MDC Policy 6 – Biodiversity and Geological Conservation Interests;
MDC Policy 7 – Water Resources;
MDC Policy 8 – Flooding;
MDC Policy 10 – Mineral Safeguarding;
MDC Policy 11 – Transportation;
MDC Policy 12 – Restoration & Aftercare;
Leicestershire Minerals Local Plan (May 1995)
Policy 11 – Restoration & Aftercare Conditions;
Rutland Local Plan Review (2016 – 2036) Consultation Draft Plan (July 2017) (DRLP)
Policy RLP1 – Presumption in favour of sustainable development;
Policy RLP2 – Sustainable development principles;
Policy RLP3 – The spatial strategy for development;
Policy RLP7 – Non-residential development in the countryside;
Policy RLP30 – Securing sustainable transport and accessibility through development;
Policy RLP33 – Delivering good design;
Policy RLP38 – The natural environment;
Policy RLP39 – Sites of biodiversity and geodiversity importance;
Policy RLP40 – The cultural and historic environment;
Policy RLP41 – Protecting heritage assets;
Policy RLP42 – Green infrastructure, sport and recreation;
Policy RLP45 – Landscape character;
Policy RLP46 – Spatial strategy for minerals development;
Policy RLP47 – Mineral provision;
Policy RLP48 – Safeguarding Rutland’s mineral resources;
Policy RLP49 – Development criteria for mineral extraction;
Policy RLP54 – Development criteria for other forms of minerals development;
Policy RLP58 – Restoration and aftercare;

Consultations
44.

Normanton Parish Meeting: Objects on the following grounds:
•
•
•

The proposed sweeping bends are inappropriate for a country road and are out of
character with the local area.
The proposals would have a detrimental effect on the junction near Wytchley
Warren Farm.
MCS Policy 4 of the MCS requires operators to seek temporary diversions for rights
of way, so this would bring highways in line with the rights of way strategy. The

•

•

•

45.

current alignment of Empingham Road, is the best and the safest route available
from Normanton to Ketton. Therefore any diversion from the current route to
enable the extraction of minerals should be temporary, as is allowed for in the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990. This would allow the best and safest route to be
retained into the future.
The proposed development at St George’s Barracks that RCC is currently
promoting indicates a development of between 1,500 and 3,000 houses alongside
employment and leisure facilities, is favoured by RCC, the MoD and central
government, and will require significant improvements to the highway infrastructure
of Rutland and any permanent diversion of Empingham Road, Ketton would be
detrimental to this need.
For some time it has been Normanton Parish Meetings belief that the 2002 and
2007 planning permission have lapsed. It follows that RCC would be acting
unlawfully should the Council grant the permission sought by application
2017/0913/FUL. Under these circumstances Section 73 of the Town and Country
Planning Act cannot be used.
As it is Normanton Parish Meeting’s belief that planning application 2017/0913/FUL
cannot lawfully be granted, we ask that planning application 2017/0911/FUL is also
refused as there can be no sound planning merit in granting permission for the
construction of a road in open countryside that has no useful purpose.

Edith Weston Parish Council: Objects on the grounds set out below:
•
•
•
•

EWPC considers that the 2002 consent had not been implemented within the five
year period, the consent had lapsed and there is no extant planning consent in
place. Therefore, RCC do not have the right to grant the S73 application.
It is considered that the proposed diversion of the road will produce safety issues
compared to the current road and would also be less convenient.
The Section 63 application is contrary to RCC’s Core Strategy Development
Planning Documents and there are no special circumstances that warrant departure
from the strategy.
Mineral extraction is a temporary use of land and is subsequently restored at a
lower level or infilled. As a temporary use of land the road diversion should also
only be temporary.

46.

Ketton Parish Council: No objection to the applications.

47.

North Luffenham Parish Council: No objection to the applications.

48.

Environmental Health Officer: No objection to the proposed development or
amendment to conditions, provided that existing conditions for the control of noise and
dust from the quarrying operations, remain in place. If the proposed development is
granted permission I recommend that planning conditions are attached requiring the
control of noise, hours of work and dust arising from the construction process.

49.

Highway Authority: 2017/0911/FUL: The applicant is advised to obtain a technical
approval for all street details from the Highway Authority prior to the submission of such
approved details to the Local Planning Authority. This will ensure that the further
detailed assessment of the scheme ensures functionality and covers S38, S278 and
private development. 2017/0913/FUL: No objection to varying the stated planning
conditions.

50.

Public Rights of Way: The proposed road diversion is going to increase its length.
This is going to make for longer journeys for any cyclists or horse riders, on road with
fast moving traffic. The Rights of Way section would like Hanson to dedicate bridleway
rights over the main footpath through the quarry, which provides a much more direct
route that is traffic free. It has already been constructed to a suitable standard so this is

just a legal exercise. A couple of kissing gates that were installed by Hanson to prevent
trespass would have to be removed.
51.

Lead Local Flood Authority: No objection on both applications, subject to the
developments being built in accordance with the drainage details and drainage layout
plans submitted.

52.

Natural England: The proposed development would not have any significant adverse
impacts upon designated sites and therefore has no objection. Whilst one of the
application areas includes a small part of the Ketton Quarries SSSI the proposed
development would not affect access to the notified geological features, or damage or
destroy the interest features for which the site has been notified. Provided the end
result for Ketton Quarries SSSI is delivered as required under planning permission
FUL/2000/0192/CC and illustrated in now proposed revised drawing 832.36K, Natural
England has no objection to the proposed changes to the phased extraction and
restoration works.

53.

Natural England sets out informative advice highlighting the need to protect and
enhance valued local landscapes through the planning system (NPPF para 109) and
suggests that the Council may wish to consider local landscape features and
characteristics that could be integrated in to the development. NE draws attention to
the potential need for an LVIA for certain types of development. It highlights that LPAs
need ensure they have sufficient information to assess the impact upon the best and
most versatile agricultural land and soils in accordance with the NPPF. NE highlights its
standard advice to help planning authority’s understand the impacts of development on
protected species, a planning authority’s duties under sections 40 and 41 of the NERC
Act, and the standing advice with respect to veteran trees and Ancient Woodland.

54.

The NE consultation response also provides a standard response to encourage the
consideration of environmental enhancements as outlined in paragraph 109 and 118 of
the NPPF. It also encourages access and recreation links and highlights the
consideration of the potential impacts upon access land, common land and rights of
way in the vicinity of the development, as set out in paragraph 75 of the NPPF.

55.

LCC Ecological Adviser: The applications relate to the new road and the associated
amendments to the proposed working and restoration to allow for this. The amended
proposals would not significantly increase the impact on the local biodiversity from the
previous siting of the route. It is noted that the Ecological Appraisal submitted in
support of the application refers to updated ecological surveys completed in 2017. The
revised restoration plan is acceptable and maintains a similar amount of created
calcareous grassland to that agreed previously. Application 2017/0913/FUL refers to a
revised Habitat Management Scheme, and it is therefore questioned as to whether this
should be revised as part of these proposals. There will be some ecological mitigation
required for the development, as detailed in the reports submitted in support of
application 2016/0172/DIS. It is assumed that compliance with these will be covered by
a previous condition.

56.

LCC Archaeological Adviser: No objection – confirms that condition 39 of permission
ref. no. 2000/0192/09 makes provision for an archaeological scheme of works detailed
within a Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) to be approved before works commence
on site. This scheme has been prepared, approved and implemented previously under
the 2000 permission. The proposed road bisects Field 19 which would be worked
before the groundworks for the road commence. The archaeological works required
under the permitted scheme and detailed within the attached WSI, have commenced in
Field 19 and Ketton Gorse. Whilst no significant archaeological remains were identified
within Ketton Gorse, the presence of ‘swallow holes’ within the area indicate a potential
for well-preserved palaeoenvironment remains. The developer’s archaeological

contractor has identified the presence of a dozen or more Iron smelting hearths. It is
therefore recommended that the provisions of the permitted WSI is implemented
throughout the development area, all archaeological investigation and recording should
be completed prior to the impact of development.
57.

DCLG: Confirm that they have no comments to make on the Environmental Statement
for 2017/0913/FUL.

58.

DEFRA: Response not received within the prescribed timescale.

59.

Environment Agency: 2017/0911/FUL – No objection; 2017/0913/FUL – No
comments.

60.

Forestry Commission: Response not received within the prescribed timescale.

61.

Councillor Gale Waller: Requested that the application be referred to the Planning &
Licensing Committee. Considers the development can no longer be considered a
“stand alone” permanent road diversion. Since the original request to divert this road
the MoD has announced the closure of St George’s Barracks and the subsequent
Memorandum of Understanding RCC and the MoD have signed gives clear indication
the St George’s site will be developed beginning in the early 2020s. The road is likely
to be a major part of the infrastructure supporting the St George’s site and should not,
therefore, be considered in isolation.

62.

A Public Inquiry last year found against the applicant in respect of a previous application
to divert this road and any decision RCC makes this time should be made in a public
forum so that the public have an opportunity to hear the decision making process.
Additionally, there are questions to be answered about whether there is an extant
planning approval for quarrying in the area the applicant wishes to quarry and for which
this road diversion is required. If there is no extant approval then this application is
contrary to RCC’s Core Strategy which has no provision for constructing roads in open
countryside. There is concern about whether the proposed route is, in fact, safe, given
the bus and heavy agricultural traffic which uses the existing road.

Representations
63.

The application has been publicised by a press notices, site notices around the
perimeter of the application site, and letters sent to the nearest 10 neighbouring
properties. 26 representations have been received – 17 representations have raised
objections to the proposed development, 9 representations have cited general support
for the company and/or development. The Council has also received a petition with 336
names in support of the two planning applications. The reasons for objection are
summarised as follows:
•

RCC does not have the power to grant the planning application 2017/0913/FUL as
both the parent planning permission (2000/0192/09) and permission ref. no.
FUL/2007/0150/CC have lapsed (one representation provides comprehensive
justification for this view, including several pieces of evidence claiming to back-up
this claim);

•

Because RCC does not have the power to grant the planning application
2017/0913/FUL it follows that planning application 2017/0911/FUL should also be
refused because there is planning reason to in granting permission for building of a
road in open countryside that has no purpose.

64.

•

As the proposed development relates to a lapsed planning permission, the
proposed development is contrary to the Rutland Core Strategy DPD as there are
no special circumstances that merit development in the Countryside and a
departure from the local development plan strategy;

•

The long sweeping bends are not in keeping with the Rutland countryside and local
landscape character;

•

The proposed road is less convenient and the design of the road would be less safe
than the current road.

•

The proposed diversion should be temporary and it is unnecessary that the
diversion is permanent;

•

As well as using Section 247 Town and Country Planning Act 1990 for a diversion
of the Empingham Road, in this case Section 261 also applies and requires the
diversion to be temporary;

•

A temporary diversion would be in keeping with Mineral Planning Statement 2, by
recreating the safe, secure, layout that is currently present, and is a feasible
restoration scheme;

•

The proposed permanent diversion is premature given the proposals at St. Georges
Barracks for which a Masterplan could be available by 2018. The proposal is for
3,000 houses, light industry, leisure and associated facilities. The upgrading of the
infrastructure will be required and is seen as a major issue given over 10,000 extra
cars per day are predicted this in addition to the 1.8 million visitors to Rutland
Water. It is essential that the road maintains the best alignment possible – the
proposed development could prejudice this if not built to a suitable standard.

•

The scheme being proposed is considered unnecessarily expensive and time
consuming;

•

The scheme proposed is not considered to represent the best engineering solution,
and it is suggested that a culvert should be driven under the existing Empingham
Road;

Nine letters of support have also been received from companies, individuals and
organisations, which in summary set out:
•

The Ketton Quarry site is vital to the existence of some local companies,
maintaining their current labour force, therefore a large number of local jobs will be
at risk;

•

Without being able to access reserves south of the Empingham Road in a timely
manner, a large number of jobs at the quarry and works site will be at risk. If
production slows or ceases, it is likely to have a major socio-economic impact upon
those employed at the site.

•

The economic benefits of the proposed development would benefit a significant
number of people and this should be the overriding material consideration;

•

The proposed new route would not appear to have any significant impact upon
journey times, traffic flows or safety, and appears the best solution for accessing
the reserves south of the Empingham Road;

•

The development is likely to result in an improvement in highway conditions;

•

The company takes its obligations seriously and has an excellent track record of
delivering ecological benefits at the site. It has delivered on the previously
proposed ecological mitigation to date, for example an artificial bat cave, tree
planting, calcareous grassland;

•

The proposed development would result in further ecological benefits;

•

The quarry displays the finest section of Jurassic-aged strata available in inland
Britain, and the continual exposure of strata provides an excellent and unique
location. The quarry provides access to the UK Association of Fossil Hunters for
collection of specimens by its members and provides help and information to a
fossils museum. Part of the site is now an SSSI and the operator has an excellent
track record on environmental issues and recognises the importance of the quarry
site for scientific study. Through providing access to further reserves the site will
help support scientific knowledge (including internationally, and to schools and
universities) at this highly important site.

Planning Assessment
65.

This report assesses the acceptability of the development having regard to the
submitted planning application, including the ES, and the environmental information
which has been submitted through the consultation process. The main issues to
consider and assess in the determination this application are:
(i)

(ii)

(iii)
(iv)
(v)

Whether the principle of the development including the need and benefits, accords
with the development plan and other material planning policy considerations such
as the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF);
Whether the air quality, noise, archaeology and cultural heritage, landscape and
visual amenity, ecology, flood risk and drainage, transport, soils and agricultural
land, socio-economic impacts, cumulative impacts, climate change and other
matters can be adequately and appropriately mitigated and controlled;
Whether the applicant has given sufficient consideration to the reasonable
alternatives to the submitted development proposals;
The scope and adequacy of the environmental information having regard to the
proposed development; and,
Where necessary, whether any conditions require updating in-light of changes to
planning policies, site development progress since the 2000 and 2007 permissions
were issued, and as a result of the amended development proposals (reflected in
the conditions in the Appendix).

The baseline and fall-back position
66.

The applicant has existing planning permissions for the quarrying of land and a
cement works at the quarry. This includes planning permission by virtue of
permission ref. nos. 2000/0192/09 and FUL/2007/0150/CC for an 85.5ha extension to
secure additional mineral reserves, and the relocation of Empingham Road.
Therefore planning permission already exists to divert the Empingham Road along an
approved set line (as contained within the extant planning permission documents).
The extant planning conditions and section 106 agreement only permit the road along
one specified route, and they prevent accessing Working Area 2 (i.e. land south of the
road), until the Empingham Road has been diverted in accordance with the approved
plans.

67.

To divert the Empingham Road the applicant must secure a Stopping Up Order under
section 247 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990, for which the Public Inquiry took
place in December 2016. Pursuant to that Inquiry in May 2017, the Secretary of State
decided to uphold the Planning Inspector’s recommendation not to uphold the Order. In
summary the Secretary of State was not satisfied that the advantages conferred by the
Order would outweigh the disadvantages of stopping-up of the highway.

68.

The Inspector’s report explained (inter alia): that whilst the permitted diversion is not
inherently unsafe, the ‘dog leg’ in that alignment would represent a substantial
inconvenience for regular travellers between Ketton and Edith Weston. Furthermore,
there is an additional risk of increased use of a minor lane (known as Green Lane)
which would lead to significant damage to the managed verges, conflict between users,
and have a detrimental impact on local agricultural business. The route was not
deemed sufficiently convenient for members of the public. Additionally, the Inspector
advised that on the basis of the limited information provided, the modifications to the
draft Order route at its western end suggested by objectors have merit as a solution to
the above issues and should be pursued – one adaptation of one of the alignments is
the subject of these current planning applications.

69.

The applicant sought leave to undertake a Judicial Review of the decision on four
grounds and in a Judge’s Decision (ref CO/2104/2017) it was confirmed that all four
grounds presented by the applicant were arguable and a full hearing would be
expedited. However, shortly after that judge’s decision was made, the Secretary of
State agreed to voluntarily quash the refusal of the Stopping Up order application. In
order to allow the alternative route subject of this application to be considered at the
remitted Inquiry, the applicant is seeking planning permission, so that (notwithstanding
the quashed previous decision) there are two good routes to consider at the new
Inquiry.

70.

On the basis of: (i) the Secretary of State’s justification for initially refusing the route; (ii)
the grounds for Judicial Review of the decision; (iii) the subsequent quashing of the
decision; the existing approved route under permission ref. nos. 2000/0192/09 and
FUL/2007/0150/CC is the fall-back position and should be given some considerable
weight in determining the two current planning applications, and in assessing the
environmental information. Without planning permission for the new route, the applicant
still has one good route with the benefit of planning permission to pursue at the Inquiry.
The successful implementation of the 2000 and 2007 planning permissions to their
conclusion has been taken as the environmental baseline and fall-back position by the
applicant. This is considered appropriate and acceptable.

71.

Multiple letters of representation (including from two Parishes) express objections
centred around the opinion that planning permission ref. nos. 2000/0192/09 and
FUL/2007/0150/CC have lapsed and are not extant, because they were not lawfully
implemented within the 5 year time limit attached to permission ref. no. 2000/0192/09.
One of the representations in particular puts forward multiple pieces of evidence that
seeks to back-up this claim that the 2000 permission was not lawfully implemented by 3
October 2007. It sets out a commentary of the evidence provided and an explanation of
how the conclusion is reached that permission ref. nos. 2000/0192/09 and
FUL/2007/0150/CC have lapsed.

72.

The evidence submitted includes: the operator’s 2007 Annual Monitoring Report
(required by condition 53 of permission ref. no. 2000/0192/09); a submission and a
proof of evidence from the operator submitted to the 2006 (footpath E229 diversion)
Inquiry; a statement of common ground for the 2002 planning appeal inquiry; a drawing
presented to the 2002 planning inquiry; references to the 2000 Environmental
Statement; a discharge of condition letter submitted to RCC in 2009 in respect of 13 of
2000/0192/09.

73.

Having considered the evidence provided in the submitted representations and having
regard to historic correspondence about permission ref. no. nos. 2000/0192/09 and
FUL/2007/0150/CC, there are points for members of the committee to note. The matter
of the commencement of permission ref. nos. 2000/0192/09 and FUL/2007/0150/CC
has been considered several times in the past, both by the Council’s officers and by
Inspectors presiding over planning procedures and related matters (e.g. the Minerals
Core Strategy and the Stopping Up Order). The view of the Mineral Planning Authority
(based upon it’s own consideration of the evidence available) has previously been (set
out in September 2009, June – September 2012, and May 2014) that the 2000 planning
permission was commenced within the required time limit (in 2005). The Inspector at
the Inquiry into the Minerals Core Strategy (2010) and the Inspector into the 2017
Stopping Up Order have also considered representations in detail, and concluded that
permission ref. no. 2000/0192/02 had lawfully commenced in Field 10 in 2005. The
latter included consideration of much of the information repeated in the current
representation.

74.

None of the information provided in response to this application merits any different
conclusion to that previously reached by the County Council as Mineral Planning
Authority, or the two Inspectors presiding over the 2010 or 2016 Inquiries. It is therefore
considered that beyond any reasonable or sensible doubt, the 2000 and 2007
permissions are extant. Therefore the section 73 application can be lawfully considered
and granted, if the County Council is so minded. If the objector considers his case
viable it should be dealt with by the Courts, and it is not a matter that should be debated
by the Committee.

Need and benefits of the development
75.

As outlined in paragraphs 66 – 70 above, the applicant is seeking permission for an
alternative diversion to the permitted scheme that addresses the convenience issues
highlighted by the previous Inspector in the now quashed decision. The proposed
development would therefore provide two diversion options for the Inspector to consider
at the next Inquiry. This would allow an Inspector to undertake an independent
consideration of the balance to be struck taking into account matters such as reserve
sterilisation, convenience and environmental impacts. Having this second diversion
option is therefore an important benefit of these two planning applications.

76.

The applicant has set out how cement is manufactured at Ketton to explain the
importance of the quarry area to provide raw materials. In summary cement
manufacture involves a chemical reaction in a kiln of calcium silicates and calcium
aluminates – this is critically dependent upon a consistent and quality controlled feed of
on-site raw materials, of which are all extracted at Ketton, and make up 95% of the
cement manufacturing blend. The importation of clay and limestone to feed the site is
prohibited by the planning conditions. The approximately 5% of chemical additives are
imported into the site that cannot be produced on-site (usually gypsum and a source of
iron).

77.

The variety and chemical composition of materials necessitate the extraction from at
least 5 working faces at any one time at Ketton. The applicant has provided a further
explanation of the main horizons 1 at the site (summarised in the table below), the
materials derived from them, and how they exist within the site – as well as a
requirement for the correct quantities from the site. Some of the horizons are not
present over the whole of the planning permission area, which makes storage,
management, and access to multiple extraction areas very important.

1

A bedding surface where there is marked change in the lithology within a sequence of sedimentary or
volcanic rocks

Horizon
Blisworth limestone
Rutland formation
Upper Lincolnshire limestone
Lower Lincolnshire limestone
Northampton sand ironstone

Material
Mixed clay
Silica clay
High carbonate
limestone
Silica limestone

Thickness (range in m)
0* – 7.75
0* – 18.5
0* – 7.32
4.0 – 16.4
0.9 – 6.4
2.1 – 20.3

* Indicates that this horizon is not present over the whole of the planning permission area.
78.

High carbonate limestone horizons are the most critical raw material making-up
approximately 76% of the total kiln feed. Planned reserves of high carbonate limestone
make up around 75% of the currently quoted planned reserves within the permission
area – and 71% of this lies to the south of the Empingham Road. It is therefore critical
that access is gained to those high carbonate limestone reserves under and to the
south of Empingham Road. If the proposed new diversion is implemented, it would
sterilise approx. 296,000 tonnes of limestone. However, this is very limited compared to
the amount of limestone that would be released to the south of the road. Without
access to the reserves to the south, the site would run out of reserves much sooner
than expected, threatening the continued operation of the Ketton works.

79.

The applicant describes cement manufacture as a ‘high user of energy’, ‘labour
intensive’, requiring significant capital investment – therefore the security of raw mineral
supply is critical to underpin future investments and improvements to the works. The
site is one of the few quarrying, kiln, grinding, and blending sites for cement in England.
Cement produced from Ketton is combined with (by customers within the construction
industry) aggregates and water to produce concrete, concrete products and mortar.
The site therefore makes major contribution towards and is considered nationally
important as a supplier of cement to the UK construction industry and economy. The
site is understood to employ 268 directly employees and many more people indirectly
making the works important to the local, regional and national economy.

80.

Another issue that makes these applications important is one of timescale. Without the
Stopping Up order the applicant cannot break through Empingham Road, but a decision
on the Order will not happen until after the mid-2018 Inquiry. Without the proposed
diversion and/or crossing there is estimated to be only around 3.5 years of reserves
remaining. If the Stopping Up application is refused again at the 2018 Inquiry, then the
applicant would have only approximately 2.5 years to identify, obtain planning
permission and a Stopping Up Order for, and develop an alternative diversion. Given
construction time for such a road (approximately. 9-12 months), diverting the existing
road, undertaking the pre-quarrying works such as archaeology and ecological
requirements, 2.5 years would be highly unlikely to be sufficient. Without access to land
to the south, there would be large quantities of permitted mineral reserve effectively
sterilised (approx. 11 years of reserve).

81.

Therefore, whilst there is already one main option to access reserves to the south of the
Empingham Road, it is important to gain this second option, to maximise the opportunity
and chance of the operator accessing the reserves to ensure continuity, the future of
the works site, and ensure that permitted reserves are not sterilised.

The NPPF and the Development Plan
82.

The NPPF includes a number of core principles, general planning and development
policies, and a section specifically addressing minerals. It advises that minerals are

essential to support sustainable economic growth and our quality of life, and as a finite
resource they can only be worked where they are found – it is important to make the
best use of them (para 142). Great weight should be given to the benefits of mineral
extraction including to the economy, but Mineral Planning Authorities (MPAs) should
ensure there are no unacceptable adverse impacts and shall control, mitigate or remove
unavoidable impacts at source (para 144). MPAs are required to plan for a steady and
adequate supply of industrial minerals by encouraging stockpiling to ensure important
minerals remain for use, and providing a stock of permitted reserves of 15 years for
cement making minerals (para 146). Therefore the NPPF provides a strong level of
support for mineral development, particularly where a site accords with a development
plan and the minerals to be extracted are of recognised importance.
83.

The Rutland County Council Minerals Core Strategy and Development Control Policies
(October 2010) (MCS) is the primary development plan document for the consideration
of minerals and related development proposals where (in accordance with section 38(5)
of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990) it does not conflict with a policy more
recently adopted, approved or published. Since the adoption of the MCS in 2010, the
County Council has adopted the Rutland Core Strategy DPD (July 2011) (RCS), the
Rutland Site Allocations & Policies DPD (October 2014) (RSAP), and published the
Rutland Local Plan Review (2016 – 2036) Consultation Draft Plan (July 2017) (DRLP).
However, only the latter document has any significant amount of minerals development
policy content.

84.

The Local Plan Review is an emerging document at an early stage in the adoption
process. The plan has undergone a round of public consultation, for which the
responses are being considered. As the plan takes the form of generally rolling forward
existing adopted policies and amending them for NPPF compliance, some weight can
be given to its content. For Ketton quarry the emerging mineral policy is similar to the
adopted policies, so there is a reasonable level of confidence that these policies are not
likely to change significantly.

85.

Policy MCS1 of the MCS requires a development to demonstrate compliance with
government objectives for sustainable minerals development. The Spatial Vision (para
3.4) and Core Strategy (para 3.9) of the MCS includes objectives to maintain a local
supply of essential raw materials for the strategically significant cement plant at Ketton.
It requires the security of having permitted reserves “in the bank” because of the large
investment in the works, and its importance both to the local, regional and national
economy (para 3.15 and 4.2.9). Policy MCS2 of the MCS sets out that the Council will
maintain a sufficient stock of permitted reserves for limestone and clay in line with
national policy guidance in order to supply the Cement Works at Ketton at the existing
output of 1.4Mt of cement production per annum. Policy RLP47 of the DRLP also
requires an adequate and steady supply of minerals to maintain a sufficient supply at
Ketton, and also includes reference to outputs at approximately 1.4Mt per year and the
requirement to maintain a 15 year stock of permitted reserves.

86.

The applicant has made it explicit that without the proposed development and therefore
making Areas 2 – 5 accessible, the cement landbank at the site would be effectively
reduced to less than 3.5 years, contrary to the 15 year minimum requirement set out in
the NPPF. The proposed development therefore would help maintain the key cement
landbank supply tenets and objectives of the NPPF, the MCS and DRLP. Accordingly,
without the diversion and Stopping Up of the road, the Council would be failing to meet
these strategic mineral objectives, which is an important consideration in the
determination of these two planning applications.

87.

There are believed to be no other cement material planning permissions in Rutland that
could provide an alternative supply and obtaining permission for alternative reserves is
unlikely be a simple or quick solution. Whilst a planning application for such importation

of cement making materials could be made, probably by road, if approved it would be a
less sustainable solution than importing raw materials from a working face close to the
current plant. Therefore, the full exploitation of the permitted reserve is necessary and
the most deliverable way of maintaining a steady and adequate supply of cement
materials in accordance with the NPPF, and the adopted and emerging development
plan strategy.
88.

Policy RLP46 of the DRLP sets out that mineral extraction will be focused towards
(amongst others) the cement primary and secondary materials Area of Search (which
occupies approximately the same area as within the adopted MCS). The Ketton Area of
Search identifies additional further significant mineral resources lying to the south of
Empingham Road and is the basis of the Council’s strategy to provide a steady and
adequate supply of raw materials to maintain the 15 year landbank requirement, into the
future (proposed to 2036). Policy MCS4 of the MCS sets out criteria for the assessment
of proposals for the winning and working of minerals within the Ketton Area of Search.
The main relevant measures and requirements have been addressed and met by these
two applications – many considerations are considered in more detail below (e.g.
environmental impacts, mitigation measures, restoration, landscaping, etc.).

89.

By allowing access to reserves in the south of the Area of Search this development
would help secure future compliance with Policy MCS3. The operator has advised that
these would need to be accessed in the same manner as proposed for the current
planned reserves, so there could be far greater reserves prejudiced without the
Empingham Road being diverted. This is considered to outweigh the limited
sterilisation that would take place if this development is implemented – in any event this
sterilisation would arguably be ‘necessary’ to avoid further sterilisation and/or that there
is an overriding need for the development, and therefore is not considered to unduly
conflict with Policy MCS10 and Policy MDC10 of the MCS, and Policy RLP48 of the
DRLP.

90.

Policy RLP49 of the DRLP states that proposals for minerals development must identify
and determine the nature and extent of potentially adverse impacts likely to result from
the development. Where potentially adverse impacts are likely to occur appropriate
mitigation measures are to be identified in order to avoid and/or minimise impacts to an
acceptable level. Policy RLP54 states that permission will be granted for other forms of
minerals development where it can be demonstrated that the development complies
with relevant Local Plan policies and avoids and/or mitigates potentially adverse
impacts to acceptable levels. These matters will be considered in subsequent sections
of this report, but in principle the level and nature of information provided by the
applicant, has addressed this requirement.

91.

Some consideration must be given to the proposal against the strategic policies and
principles of the other development plan documents. Policy SP1 of the RSAP sets out
an approach echoing that in the NPPF, taking a positive approach in presumption of
sustainable development. Policy RLP1 of the DRLP also sets out a presumption in
favour of sustainable development, and states that proposals that accord with the local
plan (unless material considerations indicate otherwise), will be approved without delay.
Policy CS1 of the RCS sets out sustainable development principles, and Policy CS2
sets out the spatial strategy to meet the needs of the local economy and communities.
Similarly Policy RLP2 of the DRLP sets out local issues to determine whether a
development is sustainable.

92.

Policy CS4 sets out a strategy for the location of development, including seeking to
strictly control development in the Countryside to that which has an essential need to be
located there, and development to support the rural economy. Policy RLP3 of the
DRLP similarly states that development in the countryside will be strictly limited to that
with an essential need to be located there and will be restricted to particular types of

development to support the rural economy. Policy SP7 of the RSAP seeks to support
sustainable development in the Countryside, stipulating development types and
development criteria.
93.

Although located within the permitted quarry area, the development subject of these
applications is in the open countryside, but contrary to the view stated in some
representations it meets the relevant objectives of Policy CS4, the relevant criteria of
Policy SP7, and Policy RLP3. Policy RLP7 of the DRLP sets out that mineral
development that supports the provision of minerals for cement production, and locally
sourced building materials will be supported in the countryside, subject to certain criteria
which this development is considered to adequately meet.

94.

Policies CS13 (Employment and economic development) and CS16 (The rural
economy) of the RCS provide strong support for the safeguarding of employment
generating sites such as Ketton quarry and works, as a key generator of employment
and contributor to the local economy. The proposed development is compatible with
being in a rural area and has the aim of maintaining employment uses for a continued
temporary period linked to the life of the mineral reserve. There is an established need
for the products from the Site such that the proposal conforms to the aims of supporting
a prosperous rural economy in section 3 of the NPPF.

95.

Overall, having taken account of the submitted Supporting Statement & Environmental
Statement and other information submitted in support of the application and ES, the
responses from the relevant technical consultees and from members of the public, the
proposed development complies with the strategy for minerals development set out in
the development plan, and the relevant locational policies, and it would facilitate
meeting key objectives of the Minerals Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy
Framework – which should be given significant weight.

Air Quality & Health
96.

Policy MCS4 and MCS7 of the MCS seek to ensure that development should seek to
ensure the adverse impact of mineral working on neighbouring communities and
sensitive land-uses is minimised. Policy MDC1 of the MCS states that mineral
development will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that the impact can be
controlled within acceptable levels, including for air quality and health. Policy MDC 2
similarly states that development will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated
that there will not be an unacceptable impact on health and/or the quality of life of
occupants of nearby dwellings and other sensitive properties. Good design policies in
the RCS (Policy CS19), the RSAP (Policy SP15), and the DRLP (Policy RLP33)
requires development to have regard to and to minimise any adverse impacts upon
local amenity and health to acceptable levels.

97.

The ES and Air Quality Assessment and Health (AQA) considers the impact of the
proposed development upon 13 air quality receptor locations in the locality (mainly the
closest residential receptors and nearby SSSI’s). It has considered the impacts of
construction elements of the scheme and the impacts of the operation of the proposed
new road.

98.

The AQA explains that during construction works there is potential for ‘low’ – ‘medium’
impacts from particulate matter and dust at the worst affected receptors without any
mitigation. However, subject to appropriate site specific mitigation measures that have
been recommended (based on the previous conditions 20 and 21, and Schedule 2 of
the 2002 and 2007 planning permissions, and Section 8.2 of the IAQM Guidance on the
Assessment of Dust from Demolition, Earthworks, Construction and Trackout), it is
anticipated that with these measures in place, the risk of adverse effects due to

emissions from the construction phase will not be significant. There would be negligible
emissions from construction plant and machinery.
99.

The AQA has assessed the magnitude and impact of emissions from the operation of
the Empingham Road with and without the diversion at 2022 (allowing for expected
natural traffic growth). It has predicted that the maximum increase in the annual
average exposure to NO2 at any existing receptors due to changes in traffic movements
associated with the development, is <0.01 μg/m3 (microns per cubic metre) at 9 of the
receptor locations, a reduction of between 0.01 – 0.09 μg/m3. This impact would be
expected to occur at 9 of the 13 receptor locations. To put this in context, for the
receptors the average concentration would be between 10 – 15.1 μg/m3, whereas the
Air Quality Objective (AQO) limit is 40 μg/m3.

100.

For PM10, (particulate matter less than 10 micrometres in diameter that can enter the
lungs, coarser than dust, for example from crushing or dust on roads) the maximum
predicted increase in the annual average exposure at any existing receptors, due to
changes in traffic movements associated with the development, is <0.01 μg/m3 at the
receptor locations. This change is expected at 11 of the 13 receptor locations. To put
this in context, for the receptors under consideration the average concentration would
be between 15.38 – 17.86 μg/m3, whereas the Air Quality Objective (AQO) limit is 40
μg/m3.

101.

The AQA concludes that the magnitude of changes in NO2 and PM10 as a result of the
proposed development would be of an ‘imperceptible’ level and the significance
concluded as ‘negligible’. All modelled existing receptors are predicted to be well within
the Air Quality Objective for the ‘no development’ and ‘with development’ scenario.
Consequently, following the adoption of the recommended mitigation measures, the
development is not contrary to any of the national and local planning policies. The
Environmental Health Officer has considered the provisions of the ES and AQA and has
raised no objection to the proposals subject to the imposition of conditions to control
and mitigate construction dust, as well as the re-imposition of existing dust
management controls for the quarrying operations. The existing planning controls are
the basis for draft planning conditions recommended to be attached to 2017/0911/FUL
and 2017/0913/FUL as set out in the appendix to this report.

102.

Having taken account of the submitted Supporting Statement & Environmental
Statement and other information submitted in support of the application and ES, the
responses from the relevant technical and other consultees and from members of the
public, the proposed development is considered to comply with Policy MDC1, MDC2,
MCS4 and MCS7 of the MCS, Policy CS19 of the RCS, Policy SP15 of the RSAP,
Policy RLP33 of the DRLP, the NPPF and the NPPG.

Noise
103.

Paragraph 123 of the NPPF recognises development will often create some noise, but
planning decisions should aim to avoid noise giving rise to significant adverse impacts
on health and quality of life, and aim to mitigate and minimise adverse impacts arising
from new development. The NPPG sets out guidance tying in with the principles of the
NPPF and the Explanatory Note of the Noise Policy Statement for England. This seeks
to identify whether the overall effect of noise exposure is, or would be, above or below
the ‘significant observed adverse effect’ level and/or at the ‘lowest observed adverse
effect level’ for the given situation, through the Noise Exposure Hierarchy.

104.

The NPPG provides further guidance on the consideration of noise specifically in
relation to minerals workings to guide authorities in reaching a decision. It states that
MPAs should impose conditions aiming to establish limits ensuring noise doesn’t
exceed background levels by more than 10 dB(A) during normal working hours (07:00-

19:00). In any event, the total noise from the operations should not exceed 55 dB(A).
The NPPG sets increased limits for ‘temporary operations’ of up to 70 dB(A) LAeq for
periods of up to eight weeks in a year to facilitate essential site preparation and
restoration work and construction of baffle mounds where it is clear that this will bring
longer-term environmental benefits to the site or its environs.
105.

Policy CS19 of the RCS, Policy SP15 of the RSAP, and Policy RLP33 of the DRLP sets
out the good design attributes that a development should seek to attain, including not
causing an unacceptable impact in respect of noise. Policy MDC1 of the MCS states
that mineral development will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that the
impact can be controlled within acceptable levels, including for noise impacts. Policy
MDC2 similarly requires development does not lead to an unacceptable impact on
health and/or the quality of life of occupants of nearby dwellings and other sensitive
properties. For applications in the Area of Search these matters are set out in Policy
MCS4.

106.

The applicant has submitted a Noise Assessment that considers the (worst case)
impact of the development during construction, operation (i.e. road traffic flows) and as
a result of the changes to working and restoration of the quarry. The applicant has
assessed the impact in the vicinity (up to 600m including the nearest 6 residential
properties). The Noise Assessment shows the results of baseline noise monitoring
surveys undertaken at six properties over a period of 6 days during 2017. The existing
measured levels were 41.3 dB(A) – 57.3 dB(A) at the six receptors.

107.

For road traffic noise (i.e. during operation) relatively sizeable changes in traffic levels
are required to cause perceptible increases in noise level. The Design Manual for
Roads & Bridges (DMRB) states that a change in noise level of 1 dB(A) (which
represents the lowest change perceptible to the human ear) would be produced by an
increase in traffic flow of approximately 25%. Traffic noise modelling was undertaken
for the 2014 baseline year, then applied for the six receptors for the operational year
2022 with and without the diversion being constructed. Natural traffic growth (without
the diversion) results in an increase in noise at the six receptors of between 0.4 – 1
dB(A) (LA10, 18hr) (depending upon the property). The noise from traffic on the diversion
would result in noise levels reducing at three properties (between -0.1 – -4.0 dB(A)) and
an increase at three properties (0.4 – 1.0 dB(A)). The magnitude of the changes as a
result of traffic flow are classed as between ‘moderate adverse’ (+1.0 dB(A)) and
‘major-moderate beneficial’ (-4.0 dB(A)), which is not classed as ‘significant’.

108.

During construction the most notable impacts would be increases in noise and vibration
during periods of earthworks and construction of site infrastructure, and increased noise
that may be caused by HGV movements travelling to and from the site. Noise levels
from potential construction activity have been assessed in accordance with BS 52281:2009 + A1 2014 noise categories. This shows that for the ‘worst case’ construction
noise would be at between 41.4 dB(A) and 57.3 dB(A) depending upon the receptor,
which is within the levels measured in the baseline noise monitoring undertaken earlier
this year. The assessment concludes that at the noise sensitive properties site noise
levels would be below the relevant threshold value. Any effects would be temporary in
nature and of ‘moderate-minor’ adverse effect and therefore ‘not significant’. On this
basis no additional mitigation has been provided.

109.

The applicant proposes the existing planning controls for the quarry noise limits at
individual properties and mitigation (as defined by conditions 22 – 26 and Schedule 3 of
2000/0192/09) would remain in place to control the noise generation from the proposed
construction and changes to the restoration. The Environmental Health Officer has
considered the proposed development and raises no objection to the proposal subject
to the imposition of suitable planning conditions to control noise from the construction

process, hours of work, and the existing conditions for quarrying operations remain in
place.
110.

Having taken account of the submitted Supporting Statement & Environmental
Statement and other information submitted in support of the application and ES, the
responses from the relevant technical and other consultees and from members of the
public, the proposed development will comply with the provisions of the NPPF, the
NPPG, Policy CS19 of the RCS, Policy SP15 of the RSAP, Policy RLP33 of the DRLP,
Policy MCS4, MCS7, MDC1 and Policy MDC2 of the MCS.

Archaeology & Cultural Heritage
111.

The NPPF sets out the principle that when considering the impact of a proposed
development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be
given to the asset’s conservation (para 132). It sets out an approach of how authorities
should weight the level of harm to the significance of designated and non-designated
heritage assets. For designated assets, where a proposal would lead to less than
substantial harm, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the
proposal (para 134). In weighing applications that directly or indirectly affect non
designated assets, a balanced judgement will be required (para 135). Planning
Authorities should require developers to record and advance understanding of the
significance of any heritage assets to be lost proportionately to their importance and the
impact (para 141).

112.

Policy MDC1 of the MCS states that mineral development will only be permitted where it
can be demonstrated that the impact can be controlled within acceptable levels,
including for impacts upon the historic environment. Policy MDC3 requires
development should not prejudice the purpose of a heritage asset. Policy MDC5 states
that minerals development will only be permitted where there is no unacceptable impact
on areas, sites and features of archaeological, historical, and architectural importance
(and their settings) and that appropriate measures shall be implemented to protect
these assets.

113.

Policy CS22 of the RCS, Policy SP20 of the RSAP and Policy RLP40 of the DRLP
require that the quality and character of the built and historic environment of Rutland will
be conserved and enhanced, with particular protection to the character and special
features of assets such as listed buildings and other designated and non-designated
assets. Policy RLP41 of the DRLP sets out requirements for the protection of heritage
assets. As also set out in Policy MCS4, it is expected that applicants will undertake an
adequate assessment the impact of a development upon heritage assets and
archaeology.

114.

The ES has given consideration to both above ground and underground heritage
assets, and includes a Historic Environment Assessment and statement of Archaeology
and Built Heritage Setting.

115.

In the area affected by the development the potential for archaeological survival is
assessed as ‘moderate’ as the site has been in fields with no construction noted on
historic maps – although any remains may well have been truncated by ploughing. For
the areas remaining to be worked, without mitigation, topsoil removal could impact on
any archaeological remains present immediately beneath the topsoil, through (for
example) rutting and compaction, over-stripping or under-stripping. Therefore any
remains within the footprint of the proposed diversion and extraction area would be
removed. Depending upon the finds or remains, without mitigation the proposed
development would have an ‘adverse effect’ of ‘minor’ to ‘high’ significance.

116.

An existing Written Scheme of Investigation is approved for the entire extraction area of
permission ref. no. 2000/0192/09 (under condition 39), which is incorporated as
mitigation into the proposals currently under consideration. Under this scheme Field 19
East and Field 10 have already been investigated and no such further heritage material
exists in those areas and extraction has taken place. The ES proposes that the
mitigation strategy would be continued for the proposed development (i.e. including
carrying out an archaeological watching brief, further on-site investigation as necessary
if significant archaeological remains are found (in agreement with the applicant and
RCC’s archaeological adviser)). Following the successful implementation of the agreed
mitigation strategy as in accordance with the procedure outlined above, the residual
construction effects on buried heritage assets would be negligible.

117.

The Council’s Archaeological Adviser has recommended that the provisions of the
permitted WSI are implemented throughout the development area, and all
archaeological investigation and recording should be completed prior to the impact of
development (both pre and post extraction). It is considered that the Archaeological
Assessment set out by the applicant, the existing (and rolled forward) planning
conditions and the investigation, monitoring and mitigation strategies combined, are
sufficient to show that the likely impact of the development would be acceptable, and
that there is an existing framework in place to ensure adequate mitigation and
evaluation. Any archaeological work would need to be undertaken in accordance with a
previously approved Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) that could be achieved
under the terms of a standard archaeological planning condition.

118.

There would not be any adverse impact upon the setting of the any listed buildings that
would harm their significance, and the impact upon the Grade II Listed Wytchley Warren
Farmhouse would be negligible. This is actually assessed as being a reduced impact
from the approved route and is assessed as being ‘minor negative’.

119.

Having taken account of the submitted Supporting Statement & Environmental
Statement and other information submitted in support of the application and ES, the
responses from the relevant technical and other consultees and from members of the
public, the proposed development would be acceptable and in accordance with the
requirements of the NPPF, Policy CS22 of the RCS, Policy SP20 of the RSAP, Policy
MCS4, MDC1, MDC3 and MDC5 of the MCS, and also Policies RLP40 and RLP41.

Ecology & Geodiversity
120.

Paragraph 118 of the NPPF lists principles planning authorities should apply in
determining planning applications to conserve and enhance biodiversity. The most
important sites and species should be protected, and if substantial harm were to result,
then planning permission should be refused. Planning authorities should look to
encourage biodiversity being incorporated into development proposals. Planning
authorities should also consider the impact of pollution and land instability resulting from
development on the natural environment.

121.

Policy MDC1 of the MCS states that mineral development will only be permitted where it
can be demonstrated that the impact can be controlled within acceptable levels,
including impacts upon the natural environment (including geo-diversity and biodiversity
interests). Policy MDC6 elaborates on MDC1, including advising that development that
is likely to adversely impact upon locally designated sites and priority habitats or
species identified in the LRBAP, and which cannot reasonably be located on any
alternative site to avoid harm, will only be permitted if the merits of development
outweigh the likely impact. Policy MCS4 includes a requirement for suitable protection
and habitat enhancement measures.

122.

Policy SP19 of the RSAP and Policy RLP39 of the DRLP set out how the Council will
consider the impact of development proposals upon geodiversity and biodiversity
assets. They set out how development will be considered where it affects areas of
international, national and local importance, protected species, irreplaceable habitats,
and trees and hedgerows. Policy CS21 of the RCS and Policy RLP38 of the DRLP set
out how development should contribute towards conservation, enhancement or
restoration, or the creation of appropriate new features. They set out similar criteria in
respect of protecting legally protected species, maintenance and enhancement of
priority habitats and species, providing appropriate management of sites, maximising
opportunities for restoration, enhancement and connection of sites, features, species,
networks and assets (including those set out in the LRBAP). Where appropriate
developments should mitigate against impacts.

123.

The ES includes an Ecological Assessment which draws upon species and habitat
surveys as part of on-going ecological monitoring under the existing planning
conditions, and records of the local area. The area in general is of a relatively high
ecological value and important for mammal, bird, reptile, amphibian and invertebrate
species (including some that are either nationally or locally listed as BAP priority
species or Species of Principal Importance). The broadleaved woodland, calcareous
grassland, hedgerows, field margins, neutral grassland and roadside verges are either
Local or UK BAP priority habitats, or Habitats of Principal Importance.

124.

The proposed development would not adversely affect any sites of international or
national importance (e.g. Rutland Water or nearby SSSI’s). The Ecological Appraisal
identifies that the ‘worst case’ residual effects identified from the scheme (after
mitigation) are ‘slight negative’ effects upon Bats (possible vehicle impacts); Badgers
(loss of pathways during development); broad leaved woodland (loss of habitat),
hedgerows (loss of habitat), calcareous grassland (loss of habitat) and neutral
grassland (loss of habitat). There would also be a ‘negative’ impact through the loss
and/or reduction of arable land and field margins. The verges of the existing highway
that have local interest (some which are Local Wildlife Sites) would be translocated onto
the new road. The other impacts upon identified receptors are considered to be
‘neutral’ or ‘slightly positive’.

125.

As the proposed development falls within the existing permitted quarry development
site, much of these impacts would be likely to occur under the permitted fall-back
position. The site is already subject to extensive ecological monitoring, management
and mitigation programmes introduced under the 2002 and 2007 planning permissions.
Much of works requiring a European Protected Species Licence have already been
undertaken in preparation for the approved road. It is unlikely that any further EPS
Licence would be required in connection with this development. However, were it
needed, having regard to the requirements of the three derogation tests set out in subparagraphs (2)(e), (9)(a) and (9)(b) Regulation 53 of the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations (2010), Natural England would be highly likely to grant a Licence
or amendment. This is because of the limited impacts of the proposed development,
the lack of likely impact upon a given population, the lack of a reasonable alternative to
accessing land south of Empingham Road, and the overriding public interest benefits of
the development.

126.

Both the currently approved, and the proposed restoration and aftercare schemes,
would provide extensive ecological enhancement that mitigates for losses that arise
through the approved quarrying and road diversion. Therefore the development would
not result in substantial harm, especially when the fall-back position is taken into
consideration. Provided the suggested ecological mitigation measures and
enhancements are secured through suitably worded planning conditions, then the
development would not have a detrimental impact on the ecological receptors recorded
on site in the long term. Mitigation would include measures for protected species,

translocation and creation of calcareous grassland verges, replacement planting, and
longer term habitat maintenance and management across all of the areas directly
affected by the proposed development.
127.

The Council’s ecological adviser is satisfied that the amended proposals would not
significantly increase the impact on the local biodiversity from the previous route. The
revised restoration plan is acceptable and maintains a similar amount of created
calcareous grassland to that approved. It is noted that application 2017/0913/FUL
refers to a revised Habitat Management Scheme, which could be updated if permission
is granted, and there will be some ecological mitigation required for the development.
These are largely covered by existing planning conditions and schemes which could be
rolled forward and updated as necessary.

128.

Natural England raises no objection to the proposed development, as whilst a small part
of the proposed development lies within Ketton Quarries SSSI, it would not affect the
notifiable features of the site. NE is satisfied with the end result set out in the proposed
restoration scheme for the SSSI. Supporting representations have cited what they
consider to be the operator’s excellent track record with respect to restoration and
ecological management, and the importance of the quarrying operations to
palaeontological studies.

129.

Subject to the implementation of suitable mitigation measures, including through the
imposition of the suggested planning conditions for ecological management, mitigation,
restoration and aftercare, overall the proposed development would not have a
significant environmental impact upon ecological interests. Having taken account of the
submitted Supporting Statement & Environmental Statement and other information
submitted in support of the application and ES, the responses from the relevant
technical and other consultees and from members of the public, the proposals are
acceptable having regard to the policies of the NPPF, Policies MDC1 and MDC6 of the
MCS, RCS Policy CS21, RSAP Policy SP19, and DRLP Policies RLP38 and RLP39.

Landscape & Visual Impact
130.

The thrust of NPPF policies is to protect and enhance valued landscapes, geological
conservation interests and soils. Policy MDC1 of the MCS requires the impact upon
local landscape character and distinctive features to be kept to an acceptable level.
Policy MDC4 of the MCS explains that development will only be permitted if due regard
is given to the likely visual impact, and the need to maintain and enhance the distinctive
character of the landscape of Rutland. Policy MCS4 of the MCS sets out protection
measures that any application within the Area of Search should provide, expecting the
highest standards of mitigation and restoration. Policy RLP45 of the DRLP sets out that
within open countryside, development will only be acceptable where it is designed so as
to be sensitive to its landscape setting. Proposals for minerals development should
undertake a landscape impact assessment in order to identify the existing landscape
character, potential impacts and appropriate avoidance and/or mitigation measures.

131.

Policies CS19 and CS21 of the RCS set out that a development should be appropriate
to and make a positive contribution towards the unique character of the countryside and
landscape. It is expected that all new development will be sympathetic in its design and
relationship to the surrounding area. Policy SP15 of the RSAP sets out a number of
good design criteria that it expects a development to address – many relevant criteria of
which have been considered in other paragraphs of this report. SP15 specifically sets
out requirements in respect of siting and layout, relationship with surroundings,
materials, landscaping, and trees and hedgerows. Policy SP23 states that proposals to
develop on land in the countryside will only be permitted where the development
complies with Policy SP7, Policy SP15, and Policy SP19. It also requires that new
development shall be designed to be sensitive to its landscape setting. Development

will be expected to enhance the distinctive qualities of the landscape character types in
which it would be situated.
132.

As has been set out earlier in this report, the proposed development has been designed
to satisfy a number of competing factors such as designs put forward by objectors to the
Stopping Up Order; highway safety and DMRB/Highway Authority requirements;
environmental effects; visual effects and compatibility with its immediate surroundings
and landscape character. The bridge over the haul road would have low level 1m high
parapets in keeping with other similar highway structures. The development has been
limited in scale to ensure it is not overdesigned for highway purposes and so it does not
become incongruous in the landscape.

133.

The applicant has submitted a detailed Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA)
to consider the likely landscape and visual effects of the proposed development and
compare these to those associated with the permitted diversion. The LVIA outlines
Local Landscape Character Areas within which the site is located, and considers the
impact from a number of receptors and viewpoints (e.g. including public footpaths,
properties, highways, etc.). The LVIA considered a study area informed by the extent of
the predicted visibility of traffic on the proposed route and a site survey that took into
account woodland, trees, hedges, etc.

134.

The LVIA identifies temporary adverse effects on the landscape as a consequence of
road construction, although these effects are judged to be similar to those that will be
caused by the permitted quarry activity in Field 19 West under the extant planning
permissions. The proposed route differs from the approved route because it would
significantly adversely affect an 11 year old plantation (previously established to screen
the quarry) and the hedge and verge that lies on the side of Field 19 West/Empingham
Road North.

135.

The young plantation and the hedge length would be considerably reduced, but would
be off-set by a new hedgerow and tree planting along Empingham Road and
Empingham Road North. The area of verge affected would be lifted as turves that
would be re-laid on the verge of the proposed new diversion. Additional calcareous
grassland creation would take place over the redundant area of Empingham Road
North. Roadside hedgerows and trees would be planted, and the area north of the
proposed road re-established as farmland to integrate the road proposal into the
landscape: once established, the overall pleasantness of the views experienced will be
similar to the existing situation. Additional storage of quarried materials to be used in
restoration will be temporary, close to where they are to be used, restricted to the
quarry floor and therefore significantly below the level of land surrounding the quarry.

136.

In considering the proposed development against the currently approved diversion
route, the LVIA explains that: the proposed route affects the western plantation to a
much greater extent; the creation of the bell mouth junction with Empingham Road
North would affect a greater area of the designated verge; the proposed diversion does
not provide quite as good traffic concealment (along the north side of Field 19 West)
resulting in a greater (but limited) change to views from the west. There are some
beneficial effects associated with constructing the proposed diversion at existing land
levels and the restoration of worked land to its north to current levels: this returns an
element of the existing view. On completion significant effects of the proposed
development on visual amenity are limited to a few locations within 500m of the
proposed development – generally from short lengths of Bridleway E226 and the
surrounding roads.

137.

Some letters of representation have stated that the sweeping bends in the road are not
in keeping with the local landscape and Rutland countryside, and that such a
development is inappropriate in the Countryside. As has been demonstrated by the

LVIA the impacts are limited and at only a few viewpoints, particularly when considered
against the approved scheme. There are broadly curved roads within the vicinity of the
quarry and throughout Rutland. Furthermore, the scheme has been designed in broad
alignment with suggestions by some objectors to the Stopping Up Order, and also to
ensure the road meets DMRB and Highway Authority requirements. It is considered
that the road is not excessive or inappropriate, is not over engineered, and is
considered to meet the development plan policies that seek to limit development in the
countryside and its impact upon the landscape.
138.

In conclusion, with mitigation the development would have some minor adverse impacts
during construction and mineral extraction, which would reduce upon completion and
installation of landscaping. The landscape is considered to have the capacity to
accommodate the development and after planting and grassland has established
properly, no significant landscape or visual effects associated with the proposal would
remain. Having taken account of the submitted Supporting Statement & Environmental
Statement and other information submitted in support of the application and ES, the
responses from the relevant technical and other consultees and from members of the
public, the proposed development is acceptable and has adequately addressed the
requirements of Policy SP15 and SP23 of the RSAP, Policy MCS4, MDC1 and MDC4 of
the MCS, policies CS19 and CS21 of the RCS and Policy RLP45 of the DRLP.

Restoration, Soils & Agricultural Land
139.

Policy MCS12 of the MCS sets out that the Council will seek to ensure that restoration
enhances and complements the natural and historic environment, and achieve
afteruses that enhance or add to biodiversity and geological conservation interests.
Policy MDC12 requires development to demonstrate an appropriate restoration scheme
would be followed, ensuring the site is restored to be sympathetic to the character and
setting of the wider area, and is capable of sustaining an appropriate after-use. Policy
RLP33 of the DRLP states that development will only be acceptable if it provides for
adequate landscaping, which preserves visual amenity and is designed as an integral
part of the layout. Where development would be within open countryside, landscaping
will be required to help integrate it into the surroundings. Landscaping will be expected
to make use of native and local species of plants resilient to climate change.

140.

The changes that arise from this application maintain the general restoration concept
but provide for the changes to the road line to reflect the proposed diversion. The
scheme covers the wider quarry area that already has built-in (what is considered to be)
a viable balance of afteruses for the owner, and many geodiversity and ecological
benefits. It contains a significant amount of agricultural land, with ecological
enhancements including calcareous grassland and verges, neutral grassland, hedgerow
and forestry planting, and the retention and management of the most important habitats.
Subject to the recommended planning conditions it can provide suitable locally native
and climate change resilient planting, in keeping with much of the planting undertaken
to date.

141.

Policy RLP42 of the DRLP sets out how it is expected that the County’s green
infrastructure network will be improved. Natural England has also set out informative
advice encouraging development proposals to incorporate measures to help improve
access to the natural environment. This is pertinent given the development would be
increasing the length of the existing Empingham Road.

142.

Public access is already created within the wider quarry restoration scheme, with the
applicant intending to create a further permissive path to the north of the new road (if
the Stopping Up Order is successful). That path would provide a connection to
Empingham Road North and would also link to the Hereward Way at the north west
corner of Field 10. Furthermore the verges of the new road would be wider and more

useable than most of the current verges, and the highway built to a modern
specification, which provides additional opportunities for leisure users. The Rights of
Way Officer has suggested that Public Footpath E229 should be changed to a
bridleway. It is considered that given the benefits to accessibility already discussed, it
would not be reasonable to insist upon this. Furthermore, as not all of the line of E229
is under the control of the applicant, the timing of delivery of the bridleway could not be
guaranteed.
143.

Policy MDC12 of the MCS and Policy RLP58 of the DRLP emphasises that restoration
should be carried out at the earliest opportunity and where appropriate, progressive
restoration will be required – the applicant will be expected to demonstrate the expertise
and commitment necessary to secure a high standard of restoration and aftercare for an
appropriate period of time. The submitted scheme, the applicant’s previous record of
restoration, and planning conditions can secure these requirements. Some letters of
support have cited the company’s positive track record in delivering on its
environmental commitments at the site.

144.

Policy MDC1 of the MCS states development will only be permitted where it can
demonstrate that the impact upon land and soil resources can be controlled within
acceptable levels. Soils and agricultural land classification was included within the
Environmental Statement for the 2000 application, and examined as part of the 2002
Appeal Decision (supported by a report from an agricultural consultant). The progress
of mineral extraction means the only soils remaining along the length of the proposed
diversion are the Grade 3 soils on Ketton Gorse and Field 19 West. Their removal are
permitted and expected as part of quarrying operations and the approved diversion
scheme – they are to be stripped and stored for use in future use for restoration
purposes in accordance with existing approved schemes. The restoration of the Field
19 area will recreate productive agricultural land with areas of calcareous neutral
grassland, albeit the road would slightly alter the distribution of the afteruses. Although
there would be a short term impact through soil removal and storage, the proposed
progressive restoration scheme would ensure there would be a negligible impact upon
soils and agricultural land classification.

145.

Having taken account of the submitted Supporting Statement & Environmental
Statement and other information submitted in support of the application and ES
(including having regard to the relevant aspects of the sections regarding the historic
environment, landscape character and ecology, and the proposed final restoration
scheme), the responses from the relevant technical and other consultees and from
members of the public, subject to the planning conditions recommended the proposed
development would meet the restoration requirements of Policies MCS4, MCS12,
MDC1 and MDC12 of the MCS, Policy 11 of the Leicestershire MLP, and Policies
RLP33, RLP42 and RLP58 of the DRLP.

Flood Risk Assessment
146.

Paragraph 101 of the NPPF requires that development should not be allocated or
permitted if there are reasonably available sites appropriate for the development in
areas with a lower probability of flooding. Paragraph 103 states that when determining
applications planning authorities should ensure flood risk is not increased elsewhere,
and only consider development appropriate in areas at risk of flooding where informed
by a site-specific Flood Risk Assessment.

147.

Policy MDC1 of the MCS states that mineral development will only be permitted where it
can be demonstrated that the impact upon floodplains, groundwater, surface water,
drainage, watercourses and water bodies can be controlled within acceptable levels.
Policy MDC8 of the MCS states that minerals development should be designed to
avoid/reduce the risk of flooding during and following the completion of operations, and

that development likely to create a material increase in risk of offsite flooding will not be
permitted. Policy MDC7 advises that development will only be permitted if it is likely to
have an acceptable impact upon groundwater, and encourages the use of SUDS.
Policy MDC12 of the MCS expects a restoration scheme to improve the water
environment and address the effects of climate change. Policy MCS4 transposes some
of the aforementioned measures for applications in the Area of Search.
148.

Policy CS19 of the RCS sets out the good design attributes that a development should
seek to attain – such as minimising the risk of flooding and integrating SUDS wherever
possible. Policy RLP33 of the DRLP requires that flood mitigation is integrated into the
layout of development, which Policy RLP58 expects to be supported by the restoration
and aftercare scheme.

149.

The Flood Risk Assessment within the ES includes an assessment and consideration of
the impact of the development on various aspects of the water environment to meet the
relevant policy tests. The new development site is shown on the statutory flood maps
as being entirely within Flood Zone 1 and therefore a ‘Low’ probability of fluvial (river)
flooding – less than 1 in 1,000 annual probability. The NPPG classes the development
as Essential Infrastructure and in accordance with the NPPG it is acceptable in this
location. The nearest main river is the River Chater located approximately 2km to the
south of the site. There are no ordinary or man-made watercourses which cross the
site and no surface water sewers which serve the site.

150.

The site is assessed as being at a ‘Low Risk’ of flooding from a combination of pluvial
and groundwater sources, which would reduce following mineral extraction. The
proposed development represents a ‘Low’ Risk of flooding due to the increase in
development run-off – the identified risks could be mitigated through detailed drainage
and SuDS design within the applicant’s control. Surface water run-off from the
additional impermeable developed area would be discharged to ground by infiltration
methods or direct to the new quarry workings (as would be agreed by the Environment
Agency and Lead Local Flood Authority). Therefore subject to suitable planning
conditions the issue of surface water flooding and an allowance for future climate
change could be satisfactorily dealt with.

151.

The site lies within Zone 3 of a Ground Water Protection Zone (GWPZ) in which a
SuDS infiltration system can be used in accordance with the EA’s approach to
groundwater protection (the latest version of guidance was published in March 2017).
No groundwater flooding incidents have been reported in the vicinity of the site and the
longer term groundwater flood risk would be removed by the quarrying. The design of
the proposed infiltration SuDS scheme and the treatment stages (swales) is appropriate
to the class of road and the potential pollution sensitivity of the location in a GWPZ
(Zone 3) has been agreed with the Environment Agency in principle. Before the run-off
reaches the SuDS there would be catchpits for the removal of coarse sediment along
the roads.

152.

The FRA concludes the most significant flood risk is from increased development runoff causing surface water flooding to a low point in the northern carriageway boundary,
and that the flood risk level would be ‘Low’. Overall, the proposed development is
acceptable in terms of Flood Risk and Drainage Strategy, and the residual flood risk can
be safely managed, as set out in the NPPF. Subject to the imposition of suitably
worded planning conditions in respect of detailed drainage infrastructure, the proposed
development would not have any significant or unacceptable adverse impact in respect
of the water environment or flood risk. Neither the Lead Local Flood Authority nor the
Environment Agency raises any objection to the proposed development.

153.

Having taken account of the submitted Supporting Statement & Environmental
Statement and other information submitted in support of the application and ES, the

responses from the relevant technical and other consultees and from members of the
public, subject to the imposition of suitable conditions the proposed development would
meet the requirements of Policies MCS4, MDC1, MDC7, MDC8 and MDC12 of the
MCS, Policies CS1 and CS19 of the RCS and Policies RLP33 and RLP58 of the DRLP.
Transportation
154.

The NPPF requires that a development does not result in a severe impact upon the
local highway network (para 32). Policy MDC1 of the MCS states that mineral
development will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that the transportation
impacts can be controlled within acceptable levels. Policy MCS9 seeks to avoid traffic
generated as a result of mineral development using minor unsuitable roads. Policy
MDC11 states that mineral development involving significant levels of transportation by
road will only be permitted where (inter alia) (ii) there is no practicable alternative to the
use of road-based transport; (iii) the highway network is of an appropriate standard for
use by the traffic generated by the development; and, (iv) arrangements for site access
and the traffic generated would not have an unacceptable impact on highway safety,
free flow of traffic, residential amenity, or the environment.

155.

Policy CS18 of the RCS sets out the Council’s focus to improve accessibility and
accommodate the impacts of new development by encouraging transport choice,
providing well designed transport infrastructure, and improving bus routes. Policy
RLP30 of the DRLP sets similar objectives that a development should seek to achieve.

156.

The applicant has submitted a Transport Statement (TS) with the application as agreed
with the Highway Authority. It is based upon six Automatic Traffic Counts (ATC)
undertaken in 2017. Manual Classified Counts (MCCs) were also undertaken on 10
occasions at three junctions (June – August 2017). The AM peak hour traffic flows
occurred between 07:45 and 08:45 hrs whilst the PM peak hour occurred between
16:00 and 17:00 hrs. During these respective periods, 157 and 193 passenger car units
utilised the assessed junctions, equating to approximately 3 vehicles per minute flowing
through the network during peak times. The traffic impact at the proposed new junction
has been assessed for future growth and has shown that any changes will be minimal
up to the assessed growth year of 2022.

157.

The proposals would not result in any additional output from the quarry and no material
increase in HGV traffic would be generated in association with the construction of the
proposed development, given the existing permission for the diversion of the
Empingham Road. There is an existing weight limit on Empingham Road that would
remain in place. The proposed works to divert Empingham Road would not therefore
constitute a severe traffic impact and complies with the NPPF.

158.

The proposed diversion of Empingham Road would result in the alteration of the
existing four-arm priority controlled junction comprising Empingham Road, Empingham
Road North, Edith Weston Road and Wytchley Warren Farm access. Adequate
visibility can be achieved at all arms across the proposed junction in both directions. A
journey time assessment indicates that the proposed realignment of Empingham road
would have a negligible impact upon vehicular journey times – expected to result in an
overall improvement in terms of journey times (approximately 13 seconds) from the
permitted diversion.

159.

A road safety assessment shows that there are a low number of accidents in the wider
area and that no existing accident patterns can be attributed to the existing road
layouts. The applicant has studied the pedestrian and cycle network in the TS and has
concluded that pedestrian and cycling amenities around the quarry and within the
catchment of the application site are sufficient. Pedestrian access will be predominantly
through the Public Rights of Way network.

160.

The amendments to the restoration works (backfilling north of the road with mineral
waste) would occur as a backhaul operation, so no additional increase in quarry traffic
is expected. On this basis, the existing planning controls for the quarry as defined in
conditions 22 – 26 and Schedule 3 of permission ref. nos. 2000/0192/09 and
FUL/2007/0150/CC will remain in force to control the noise generation from the
proposed changes to the restoration.

161.

A number of representations have objected on the grounds of highway safety. There is
concern that the design of the road is not safe as a consequence of the ‘S’ curves and
the new 4-arm junction. Given the design has been draw-up in accordance with the
standards set out in the Design Manual for Roads & Bridges (DMRB), with the
agreement of Highway Authority, and therefore in accordance with Policies CS18 of the
RCS and RLP30 of the DRLP, the safety concerns in representations are not
considered to be correct. Furthermore it is highly unlikely that the layout or profile of the
existing road would comply with the safety design requirements of the DMRB.

162.

Some representations object on the grounds that as the mineral permission is
effectively a temporary development, the Mineral Planning Authority should utilise
powers under section 261 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990, to require the
Empingham Road diversion to be temporary and reinstate it along its original line. A
Mineral Planning Authority does not have to utilise its powers under section 261 if it
does not feel it appropriate. The provision of a new road could cost around £4m, and
so making it temporary and duplicating the cost (and environmental resource
expenditure) is not considered an environmentally or economically sustainable form of
development.

163.

The existing road is not considered to accord with the DMRB and so would be highly
unlikely to be approved in its current form in the modern day by the Highway Authority.
Following quarrying of the footprint of the current highway, the land level would be
approximately 15m lower than existing. Therefore consideration would need to be
given to the exact vertical alignment of the road, which could involve moving a
significant amount (perhaps around 2million tonnes) of material into some form of
engineered landform upon which to construct a reinstated highway – that would further
add to the environmental and economic burden of that proposal. It would also beg the
question of the purpose of reinstating along the original line, particularly given the
significant impact of the elevated road in a new lower level landscape context.

164.

There is an additional question about the timing of reinstating the diversion given the
potential for extraction of further land to the south of the existing permitted extraction
area (in the Area of Search). If land to the south is permitted for extraction then it would
still be necessary to retain the haul road bridge, adding a further lateral barrier to the
reinstated route. Overall the proposal for the diversion to be temporary is not
considered a sustainable form of development, and there is considerable doubt as to
how this scheme could be designed in an environmentally acceptable and safe manner.
There is no proven planning requirement for the original road to be re-instated.

165.

Some representations suggest that the route is less convenient than the current route.
Whilst the proposed new route does not appear unreasonable or inconvenient (and has
the agreement of the Highway Authority), the detailed consideration of ‘convenience’
will be a consideration in the Stopping Up Order Inquiry, and therefore does not need to
be considered in detail in the determination of this application.

166.

Representations have expressed concerns about the impact of the potential future
development of a large scale development proposal at St. George’s Barracks. In
particular some representations express the view that new road could prejudice the
future of that development, because the Empingham Road could be needed in some

way to cater for the new traffic generated by that development. There is no degree of
certainty about the timing of this development (if it were to ever commence), and
furthermore, early indications from research are that the Empingham Road would not be
required to be altered to cater for the traffic from this future development.
167.

Paragraph 32 of the NPPF states: that development should only be prevented or
refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are
severe. It can be concluded that there are no reasons on transport or highway grounds
why planning permission should not be granted for the proposed development because
the Transport Statement demonstrates that the impact on the local highway network is
not 'severe'. The Highway Authority has considered the two applications and raised no
objection to the proposals. The proposed development would not be contrary to
Policies CS18 of the RCS and RLP30 of the DRLP. Having taken account of the
submitted Supporting Statement & Environmental Statement and other information
submitted in support of the application and ES, the responses from the relevant
technical and other consultees and from members of the public, subject to the
imposition of suitable planning conditions as recommended later in this report, the
proposed development would not have a significant impact and is considered to meet
Policy MDC1 and the relevant criteria of Policy MDC11 of the MCS.

Material Assets
168.

The applicant has given consideration to the impact of the proposed development upon
‘material assets’, both within and outside the application area. Much of the impact on
them is already addressed in the various technical reports summarised in this report.
This section therefore considers only those effects where there is a direct or indirect
impact on the assets from the development proposals, that might in some way impair
the functionality of that asset (e.g. through the loss or harm to an asset). The main
impacts are expected to arise during construction (such as the loss of agricultural land
within the application area, visual impacts and noise impacts) although some impacts
would be permanent (e.g. accessibility to a property).

169.

Within the application site assets include the public highway, accesses to which the new
diversion would connect, agricultural fields, agricultural accesses, minerals in Fields 10
and 19, Ketton Gorse, and utilities infrastructure. Most assets within the proposed
development area will either be lost (e.g. the mineral), replaced (e.g. some vegetation,
some agricultural land, utilities infrastructure) or altered (e.g. where the proposed
highway keys into the existing). The ES makes reference to other parts of the ES that
have considered the impacts of the development on these receptors and the mitigation
proposed – in practice there are few material assets that have not already been
assessed and impacts mitigated elsewhere in the ES and/or are already permitted
under the existing diversion scheme. The proposed new highway is considered itself as
an asset that would for example, improve forward visibility and road space compared to
the existing road.

170.

Outside the application area and after the development has taken place, the
assessment includes consideration of any impacts upon assets such as residential
properties (e.g. amenity or accessibility), agricultural land and holdings, public footpath
E229, public bridleway E226, and various modes of transport and traffic (e.g. local bus
services, local traffic, HGV traffic and non-motorised user traffic, etc.). The proposed
diversion would maintain a route and highway specification such that existing road
users at all levels (including the local bus service) are not unreasonably
inconvenienced.

171.

In summary, the main effects to material assets arise during the construction of a
replacement road and revision to the restoration of Fields 10 and 19 north of the
Proposed Diversion. The post construction effects are minor or neutral in nature

especially when the committed quarry development is factored in to the likely landscape
changes to the area. The restoration and landscaping works will mitigate these effects
in the longer term.
172.

The proposed development would have some negative effects on some material assets
as a result of the construction. However, mitigation would reduce the environmental
impacts of the proposed development upon material assets to an acceptable level.
Whilst some negative effects do occur, when balanced against the benefits of the
scheme (i.e. to the economy) these effects are not considered sufficient to justify
refusing planning permission. Having taken account of the submitted Supporting
Statement & Environmental Statement and other information submitted in support of the
application and ES, the responses from the relevant technical and other consultees and
from members of the public, there are no impacts that would be unacceptable and
overall, the residual effect of the development after completion is likely to be neutral.

Socio-Economic Impacts
173.

The NPPF states that if development is to be sustainable it must contribute towards
protecting and enhancing the environment, but also contribute socially and
economically. It confirms that 'the Government is committed to ensuring that the
planning system does everything it can to support sustainable economic growth
(Paragraph 19). Policy SP1 of the RSAP and RLP1 of the DRLP sets out the
presumption in favour of sustainable development as set out in the NPPF.

174.

Policy CS1 of the RCS and Policy RLP2 of the DRLP require that development
contributes towards creating a strong and more diverse economy and brings economic
benefits to the County. Policy CS13 of the RCS sets out a strategy to support a greater
range of employment opportunities and safeguard local employment uses. Policy CS16
of the RCS sets out a strategy for the rural economy which includes supporting the
mineral industry as set out in the MCS (which includes policies relating to Ketton and
the supply of an adequate landbank to supply the cement works). Policy MDC1 of the
MCS states that mineral development will only be permitted where it can be
demonstrated that the impacts upon tourism and the local economy can be controlled
within acceptable levels.

175.

UK cement production is understood to make a significant contribution to the UK's
mineral consumption, supplying 9.3Mt (86%) of the total 10.5Mt of cement used in the
country in 2012. The value of UK sales of Portland cement was £656m in 2011. UK
cement production provides direct employment for approximately 2,500 people across
the UK, with an estimated 15,000 further jobs supported indirectly by these sites.
Hanson is a key provider of jobs across the wider UK, and supplies approximately a
27% share of the operating capacity for cement (as at 2014).

176.

Cement is understood to be essential for almost every construction product. Ketton is
one of only 12 cement works in the UK, and 9 within England. Of these only 4 English
works are rail fed, including Ketton which is well located to access the markets of the
south east. Ketton is one of the largest producers in the UK and has a potential
capacity to supply 10-15% of the UK productive capacity. As much of the Ketton
cement is delivered to the London and south-east England market, the importance of
the works is considered to be national – that view is supported in the NPPF, NPPG and
in the adopted and emerging Local Plans.

177.

At present there are 268 employees directly employed at Ketton works with many other
jobs supported indirectly. The annual gross earnings of those directly employed by
Castle is quoted as being £11.5m, and the contribution towards the County Council’s
business rates is £1.367m (approx. 10% of the County’s business rates). Applying the
ONS blue book figures and multipliers, the simple calculation of £9.6m or £40,601 of

Gross Added Value (GVA) per employee generates a figure of 236 employees further
down the supply chain whose jobs depend to some degree on Ketton cement works.
Although not all of these jobs would be lost if the works were to close (as some capacity
could be provided elsewhere in the Country) there would be significant disruption to a
large number of jobs. Fears of this have been received in some supporting letters.
178.

Although detailed data is not available on the consumption patterns of local employees,
‘induced effects’ can be estimated by applying a figure of 10% to existing employment
figures, to identify an induced employment effect. Therefore, if the direct employment
effect is to retain 268 jobs, and the indirect effect is to retain 236 equivalent jobs, then
uplifting this total by 10% would provide a reasonable estimate of 50 jobs for the
‘induced’ employment benefit. The overall local employment significance of Ketton is
therefore estimated as 268 (current employees) plus 236 (indirect) plus 50 (induced) =
554 jobs. The site significantly contributes to the local economy – having purchased
services and goods worth £9.6m in the previous 12 months from local businesses within
a 25-mile radius. Representations have been received in support of the proposed
development stating the company’s perceived importance to a number of businesses in
the local area, and the difficulties that may arise for them if the site has to wind down.

179.

The cement making process at Ketton is a high user of energy and is both labour and
capital intensive. Aside from the construction of the new road, the applicant has
invested major capital into new dust collection equipment on the main kiln to reduce the
emissions to air from 2018. Such investment assumes a sufficient payback period to
justify such investment. NPPF paragraph 146 requires MPAs to make provision to
ensure that sufficient minerals are available to support this sort of investment (15 years
for cement). If the road were not to be diverted, given the very limited landbank north of
the Empingham Road, the applicant advises it would prejudice the future of the works
and there would be a winding down of the works over time, starting very soon.

180.

The proposed diversion would allow quarrying operations to continue through to land
south of the Empingham Road maintaining the feed to the works for a further approx. 12
– 15 years. Furthermore, it would allow access to the allocated Area of Search, which
is expected to provide significant further reserves in accordance with the development
plan strategy for the provision of minerals within the County (as outlined in paras 8289).

181.

The provision of a diversion route for the Empingham Road would provide a better and
newer highway that is highly likely to have a reduced maintenance requirement
compared to the existing road. The restoration of the site would result in some
beneficial end uses and an overall long term enhancement to the local landscape and
biodiversity. In the medium and longer term the quarry restoration would outweigh any
short term adverse impacts upon leisure and tourism as a result of the disturbance to
the area during the operations to divert Empingham Road.

182.

In summary, the proposed diversion of the Empingham Road would result in significant
economic benefits to the local, regional and national economy through the supply of
cement and the number of jobs that are dependent upon the works. Furthermore there
is highly likely to be short-term significant adverse economic impacts to the local
economy and some adverse impacts upon the regional and national economies if the
diversion of the Empingham Road were not to take place soon. The proposed
development provides an important second option in allowing the quarry to work its
permitted reserves, and access other future reserves in the Ketton Area of Search in
accordance with the development plan strategy. Without the diversion it would appear
very difficult to sustainably access the permitted and future reserves to the south.

183.

The proposed development would help to meet many economic policy objectives set
out in the NPPF and meets key objectives and strategies of the development plan

particularly, Policy SP1 of the RSAP and RLP1 and RLP2 of the DRLP, Policy CS1,
CS13 and CS16 of the RCS, and Policy MDC1 of the MCS. To some degree if the
applications were to be refused without significant overriding reasons, that decision
would be contrary to many of these policies. Having taken account of the submitted
Supporting Statement & Environmental Statement and other information submitted in
support of the application and ES, the responses from the relevant technical and other
consultees and from members of the public, the proposed development would be likely
to help secure significant social and economic benefits and provide an overall
significant positive socio-economic impact.
Cumulative Impacts
184.

The issue of cumulative impact is referenced in various places throughout the NPPF, for
example with regard to landscape impacts (para 97) and pollution (para 120).
Specifically in relation to minerals development paragraphs 143 and 144 of the NPPF
require that when determining applications for mineral development a planning authority
should take into account the cumulative effects of multiple impacts from individual sites
and/or from a number of sites in a locality.

185.

Policy MDC1 of the MCS and Policy RLP49 of the DRLP seeks to ensure that the
impacts of minerals development on communities and the environment can be
controlled within acceptable levels when cumulative impacts arising between other
mineral developments, and between mineral and other forms of development, are
considered. Policy SP19 of the RSAP makes specific reference to cumulative impacts
of development in respect of nature conservation interests.

186.

The ES has drawn together its findings to outline whether any cumulative impacts may
result from the interaction between different environmental impacts and other significant
developments locally, cumulative impacts may emerge from the interaction between
different environmental impacts, as well as in combination with other past, present and
foreseeable development. In considering potential receptors, regard has been had to
the contents of Schedule 4 of the 2017 EIA Regulations – which seeks to ensure that
the impacts upon: Population and Human Health; Soils, Land Take; Flora and Fauna;
Water; Air and Climatic Factors; Material Assets; Archaeological and Cultural Heritage
and Landscape, are considered. The ES considers ‘successive effects’, ‘simultaneous
effects’ from concurrent developments, and ‘combined effects’ from the same
development.

187.

Successive Effects concern impacts caused by the proposed development in
conjunction with other developments that occurred in the past, present or are likely to
occur in the foreseeable future. The cement works has been operating for a significant
period of time, and is strictly controlled by Environmental Management practices, and
other on-going controls such as its planning conditions, the environmental protection
regime, and the environmental permitting regime. The site operations have been
considered to operate in an acceptable way in accordance with those regimes.

188.

There is already a permitted diversion in place (the ‘fall-back’ position) and
consideration has been given to the impact of the development in the context of
permitted operations upon the environment and receptors. It has been demonstrated
within the ES that the proposed re-routeing arrangements would be environmentally
acceptable, and does not have significant implications on the deliverability of the longterm environmental benefits of the restoration proposals as permitted (i.e. agricultural
land with ecological enhancements).

189.

Simultaneous effects are those that may occur from multiple developments occurring at
different locations in the locality, that whilst not individually, could collectively create a
significant impact. The applicant’s search has been informed by information on the

RCC planning register, the MCS, the RSAP, the DRLP and the Annual Monitoring
Reports, to identify recently permitted development, decisions pending or proposed
future minerals and waste sites. As a result of this search for other developments (and
the consideration of the permitted development at the quarry and works site), it is
considered that the proposed development would not give rise to any unacceptable
adverse impact arising from simultaneous developments, upon identified sensitive
receptors.
190.

To assess the combined potential effects assessment is needed of whether some or all
of the individually acceptable effects are close to being unacceptable, and that when
considered together the totality is unacceptable. This includes an appraisal of
landscape and visual impacts, ecology, amenity, soils, archaeology and built heritage,
water resources, and transport and traffic.

191.

There are no significant cumulative landscape or visual effects when the proposed
development is considered in conjunction with the existing operations. Overall, no
simultaneous or successive cumulative landscape and visual impacts are foreseen as a
result of the proposal. The mitigation measures including the compensation habitat
proposals along with the involvement of ecological specialists throughout the
development would ensure that the ecological impact of the proposal would not make a
substantial contribution to cumulative harm. There will be ecology and nature
conservation impacts, but the balance of negative and positive effects indicates that
these impacts are not close to being objectionable.

192.

The Noise Assessment has predicted the likely worst case noise levels, in accordance
with the appropriate guidance and standards for the construction and operational
impacts. The results of the assessments indicate that it is unlikely that there will be
significant noise increases as a result of the implementation of the proposed
development. The potential impact of noise would not be objectionable at the nearest
noise sensitive receptors. The potential impact of air quality upon residential amenity is
not significant. Mitigation measures are proposed in each case to minimise potential
negative effects to an acceptable level. Whether considered individually or in their
totality, the potential effects of air quality, and noise, on amenity are not close to the
thresholds of unacceptability.

193.

As referenced earlier in this report, the footprint of the proposed development already
has planning permission for mineral extraction. All soils are stored and reused in site
restoration therefore the potential effects do not come close to the thresholds of
unacceptability and no cumulative impacts are foreseen. Aside of the Ketton Quarries
SSSI, the site does not contain any other nationally designated heritage assets. Whilst
archaeology survival potential is high, there is already an adopted mitigation strategy
which is proposed to continue for this development. Although Wytchley Warren
Farmhouse is of high significance its setting makes no meaningful contribution and the
development will not harm its high significance. The impacts of the proposal upon
archaeology and built heritage would not be unacceptable and would not be near the
thresholds of an unacceptable environmental impact.

194.

The FRA has concluded the proposed development would not have any significant or
unacceptable adverse impact in respect of the water environment or flood risk. The
potential effects do not come close to the thresholds of unacceptability. Given the
proposed diversion route is unlikely to generate any new traffic movements, the
retaining of the existing weight restriction, permission already exists for one diversion, it
is concluded that the highway impacts from the proposal would not be unacceptable in
themselves and would not make a substantial contribution to any cumulative effect.

195.

As part of the assessment of the ‘combined effects’ the applicant has undertaken an
assessment of the combination of the potential impacts in accordance with 4 case law

tests: (i) total cumulative impacts of unobjectionable impacts; (ii) 1 – 4 closely
objectionable impacts in their totality; (iii) One combination of 2 or 3 unobjectionable
impacts in their totality; (iv) Combinations of unusual features resulting in objectionable
impacts. There is no ‘objectionable combined negative effects’ as a result of the
proposed development. As well as the potential negative cumulative impacts, there are
beneficial effects relating to meeting need and economic benefits, which provide a
moderate positive benefit and to some extent counter weights the negative impacts.
196.

Having taken account of the submitted Supporting Statement & Environmental
Statement and other information submitted in support of the application and ES, the
responses from the relevant technical and other consultees and from members of the
public, overall, it is concluded that the cumulative impacts of the scheme do not weigh
against the development to a degree that there is either an objectionable impact or a
reason to refuse these two planning applications. The development is considered
acceptable with regard to Policy MDC1 of the MCS, Policy RLP49 of the DRLP, and
Policy SP19 of the RSAP.

Consideration of Alternatives
197.

Schedule 4(2) of the 2017 EIA Regulations requires the applicant to give a description
of the reasonable alternatives studied that are relevant to the proposed project – setting
out its specific characteristics; an indication of the main reasons for selecting the
chosen option; and a comparison of the environmental effects. The main alternatives it
has considered, in summary, fall into the category of either ‘do nothing’, ‘alternative
road diversions’, and ‘alternative working and restoration schemes’. The ‘do nothing
option’ (i.e. don’t divert Empingham Road) was rejected as it would prevent access to
permitted reserves in less than 3.5 years’ time – probably resulting in a major and
potentially permanent break in production. This could result in the early closure of one
of the largest cement works in the UK with the associated major adverse socioeconomic impacts.

198.

Notwithstanding the quashing of the Inspector’s decision, the applicant has pursued the
suggestion that there may be a better highway alignment alternative and has
considered a number of different ‘alternative road diversions’. The currently permitted
route is the most favoured by the applicant because it has planning permission, it
provides easier working conditions for the applicant, and sterilises less mineral – for
example the present scheme under consideration (and others) require the maintenance
of a limestone ridge through the application area and the working of mineral either side
of that ridge. The applicant considers that the route subject of these current
applications is the best alternative to the permitted scheme. The environmental effects
of the two are very similar. The key differences are:
•
•
•
•

199.

The permitted diversion releases more mineral reserves;
The permitted diversion is less visible from land around New Wood Lodge to the
north, as it sits in a natural valley;
The permitted diversion will not require the removal of screen planting at the
western end of Field 19;
The proposed route provides a better junction alignment at Wytchley Warren Cross
Roads for through traffic and avoids the dog leg bends that are part of the permitted
development.

The proposed diversion is based heavily on the designs brought forward by objectors at
the Stopping Up Inquiry. At the Inquiry the applicant’s highway engineer considered all
of the alternatives drawn-up by objectors but found them to be too deficient against
highway design standards. So the applicant’s highway engineer has made
amendments to them to improve their compliance with current (DMRB) design
standards. The various alternatives follow a general theme of connected sweeping

curves crossing Field 19 linking to the route of the permitted diversion at Ketton Gorse.
All considered alternatives require amendments to the quarry restoration scheme; all
routes would affect Ketton Gorse and would affect the existing road side.
200.

Within the ES the applicant has set out the reasons for rejecting each of the routes.
The particular issue that affected most was the limited stopping sight distances due to
the topography and the tightness of the curves proposed. Nevertheless, the applicant
has proceeded in the ES to explain the summary reasons for rejecting each of the
alternatives. In total 11 alternatives were considered by the applicant, including the
currently permitted route.

201.

It is not intended to explain the pros and cons of each of those alternatives against the
specifications of the Design Manual for Roads & Bridges (DMRB) and other policies and
standards, in the way that the applicant has set them out. This is because they all have
broadly similar environmental impacts and highway safety issues. There is a duty as
part of the 2017 EIA Regulations for the applicant to explain the main reasonable
alternatives considered to the proposed development. However, these alternatives
should not be the subject of a full planning appraisal. If Members are interested in
viewing these alternatives then they should refer to Chapter 22 of the ES.

202.

In accordance with the principles of various legal cases it is the Mineral Planning
Authority’s duty to consider the acceptability of the proposed development subject of
these two planning applications. If there are clear planning objections to a particular
development site, it may well be relevant to consider whether there is a more
appropriate alternative. This would be particularly so when a development is bound to
have significant adverse effects and where the major argument advanced in support of
the application is that the need outweighs the planning disadvantages. In the case of
these two applications, whilst there are strong need arguments, there has been no
significant adverse effect identified. Furthermore the proposed development is
generally in accordance with, and not contrary to, the key relevant policies of the
development plan, and there are no material considerations that indicate a
determination should be made contrary to the those development plan provisions.

203.

In summary the permitted diversion already has planning permission but the associated
Stopping Up Inquiry Inspector considered that there may be better alternatives and
refused the Stopping Up application. That Inspector’s report has since been quashed
but nonetheless the applicant has taken on board the suggestion that there may be a
better alternative.

204.

Ultimately the driving factor in the diversion is the adherence to road design guidance in
the DMRB, as the primary aim is to design a safe road. A balance has therefore been
sought to provide a safe road whilst minimising the environmental effects of the road
design and the loss of permitted reserves of nationally important cement making
materials. Taking this into account the permitted diversion has been shown to be
acceptable and is the one that Castle is most keen to pursue. However, in deference to
the discussions that took place at the Stopping Up Order Inquiry, the applicant has
identified the proposed diversion as the best alternative to the permitted diversion, but
this will result in the sterilisation of a significant volume of a permitted mineral reserve
and for that reason is Castle’s second choice of a diversion.

205.

The applicant has considered ‘alternative working and restoration schemes’. The
quarry has a permitted sequence of working and a restoration scheme that must be
amended through the section 73 planning application to accommodate the proposed
road diversion. This involves extracting and backfilling the north western corner of Field
19 to level and undertaking the proposed restoration and landscaping. Three working
and restoration alternatives were considered in order to work this area; (i) leave the
area north of the proposed diversion unworked; (ii) work the area north of the proposed

diversion and restore it to the previously approved levels; or, (iii) work the area north of
the proposed diversion and restore it to original ground levels using quarry overburden
to infill the excavation void over a short period of time before the road is extracted.
206.

The applicant has assessed each of the options. Balancing minor environmental
benefits to a nearby property with the negative impact of sterilising the mineral, option i)
was deemed to have a ‘neutral’ effect on the environment. Although option ii) avoided
the sterilisation issue, the pocket of remaining 15m void would be out of character with
the local area and difficult to maintain as useful land in the future. The preferred option
is option (iii) as it releases nationally important mineral reserves; avoids unnecessary
sterilisation and results in a restoration scheme that is sympathetic to the local
landscape. Whilst there is some environmental and amenity impacts as a result of this
option, those impacts would be acceptable and it would reduce the amount of important
mineral sterilised, in accordance with national policy.

Climate Change
207.

National and development plan documents seek to reduce the impacts of development
upon climate change and for development to integrate measures that take into
consideration the future impacts of climate change. Policy CS1 of the RCS and Policy
RLP2 of the DRLP expect new development to minimise its impact upon climate change
and include measures to take account of future changes (including landscaping
choices). Policy MDC1 of the MCS states that mineral development will only be
permitted where it can be demonstrated that the impact can be controlled within
acceptable levels, including climate change and CO2 emissions. The applicant has set
out the consideration given to the climate change implications of the proposed
development.

208.

In short the permitted and proposed diversion provide for replacement routes of similar
lengths and sizes (although the permitted diversion is the shorter of the two). In
considering the existing road, the permitted road and the proposed diversion, in all three
cases it is expected to be subject to the same volumes of traffic. Traffic speeds on the
existing road, permitted diversion and proposed diversion are all set at the national
speed limit. Initial indications are that the diversions may generate a small increase in
average vehicle speed due to their better alignment and wider carriageway, but not an
excessive change that would significantly affect the climate.

209.

The baseline for climate change is therefore that the effects would be largely limited to
the construction effects. As the proposed diversion shares approximately half its length
with the permitted diversion, the proposed change between the two diversion schemes
is mainly the new ‘S’ curves and the realignment of approximately 250m of Empingham
Road North (all west of Ketton Gorse). However, the difference between the two
schemes is not material given that the additional 250m of road is only a modest
increase in newly constructed road length between the two schemes.

210.

The proposed diversion would be built on in situ materials that will not be quarried and
so no need for infill. Not working those minerals would therefore reduce the carbon
footprint of this site compared to if the permitted diversion was to be built (as the latter
sits to the north of the reserve on the quarry edge) – the permitted diversion sterilises
approximately 162,000 tonnes of thin high carbonate limestones whereas the proposed
diversion, sterilises 296,000 tonnes of good quality high carbonate limestones.
However, it is likely that replacement reserves will be worked at other cement sites
elsewhere such that the carbon effect is really only transferred to another location.

211.

As described earlier, the proposed diversion creates a void proposed to be backfilled to
near original ground levels using quarry overburdens. The backfilled materials will
require some engineering works. However, if the proposed diversion does not happen,

this same infill material will still need to be transported to other parts of the quarry for
final restoration as all overburden is to be used in that way. There will be some benefits
from the proposals through reducing on-site transport emissions from allowing
restoration materials/mineral waste to be stockpiled in additional locations as requested
under proposed amendments to condition 9.
212.

When taken into the context of the wider cement works, quarrying operations and the
likely future development of the cement works (which is envisaged in adopted and
emerging policy as being strategically important), the climate change impacts are not
considered to be significantly adverse. Furthermore, those impacts have to be
balanced against other material matters, such as the need, benefits, socio-economic
impacts and the environmental impacts. Whilst there would be a negative climate
change effect compared to the ‘do nothing option’, the effect is unlikely to be significant
and would be mitigated by the environmental works and tree planting to be
implemented as part of the landscaping works. The proposed drainage schemes for the
road and restoration scheme would be designed to help mitigate the impacts of climate
change.

213.

Having taken account of the submitted Supporting Statement & Environmental
Statement and other information submitted in support of the application and ES, the
responses from the relevant technical and other consultees and from members of the
public, overall, the proposed development meets the requirements of the NPPF and the
objectives of Policy CS1 of the RCS, Policy RLP2 of the DRLP and Policy MDC1 of the
MCS, and would not have a significant adverse impact upon climate change.

Major incidents and hazards
214.

Part 8 of Schedule 4 of the 2017 EIA Regulations requires an ES should set out a
description of the expected significant adverse effects of the development on the
environment, from the vulnerability of the development to risks of major accidents and
/or disasters which are relevant to the project concerned. Given the applications relate
to a new road and revisions to a quarry development, it is not considered that the
proposals will be significantly vulnerable to major accidents and or disasters. The
development subject of the applications has been designed to meet government
guidance and be in accordance with the 2000 and 2007 planning permissions. The
proposals do not involve using or the storage of dangerous substances or create a
situation that leaves the site vulnerable to a risk of major accidents. The effects of the
new road and safety of it are assessed in the Transport Statement. The operation of
the quarry is carried out in accordance with the requirements of the Quarries
Regulations 1999. Therefore, it is considered that the development will not be
vulnerable to a significant risk of major accidents or disasters as a result of it.

Miscellaneous Matters
215.

As part of the work on the current planning applications, the applicant has given
consideration to the previously approved indicative working scheme under permission
ref. no. 200/0192/09, which provides broad details of the expected sequencing up to
that permission end date (31st December 2026). The applicant has produced a new
indicative working scheme (ref. no. 832.62K) which shows that (mainly as a result of
economic conditions from 2007 onwards) progress of site working has slowed. It is
anticipated that some working could continue within the current permission area as late
as circa 2032. However, it is not proposed to extend the end date of the planning
permission under these current planning applications – the quarrying operations are so
susceptible to the vagaries of geological changes, environmental factors, market forces
and many other variables, that exact predictions for future timings cannot be accurately
made. Any future application to vary the end date will need to be considered on its own
merits if and when required.

216.

One letter of objection considers that the proposed development is not considered to
represent the best engineering solution to cross the Empingham Road and it is
suggested that a culvert type structure should be driven under the existing Empingham
Road. This was not sought in the original 2000 scheme and does not have the benefit
of planning permission, or any form of detailed planning assessment. It is thought at
this could be structurally difficult to achieve and could sterilise a large amount of
mineral. Furthermore, there is no overriding policy objection to the two applications and
the development in its proposed form is considered acceptable as set out in these two
planning applications. Members will be aware that they need to consider the proposals
currently in front of them.

Legal Agreement
217.

It is recommended that no planning permission is issued until the Council, land owner
and operators have agreed and signed a deed of variation to the existing section 106
agreement to ensure the developer will, prior to the extraction of minerals below that
part of Empingham Road (between Wytchley Warren Farm and Wytchley House) enter
into a legal agreement pursuant to section 278 and/or 38 of the 1980 Act in order to
secure the highway improvements, in accordance with the proposed/approved
development subject of these applications. It is also proposed to have a clause, in the
interests of clarity going forward, to the effect that if the operator implements these two
planning permissions, then they shall no longer operate under the 2007 and 2000
planning permissions.

Conclusion
218.

The development subject of this report is set out in two separate but strongly interlinked
planning applications: an alternative diversion route for the Empingham Road which
includes some changes to Empingham Road North and a 4-arm junction; and, changes
made to the permitted quarry development to accommodate the proposed diversion.
The applications are accompanied by an Environmental Impact Assessment in the form
of a Supporting Statement & Environmental Statement with Appendices and associated
information. These documents are considered to contain an adequate amount and
quality of environmental information, to assess and reach a conclusion on the likely
environmental impacts of the proposed development. The Environmental Impact
Assessment is considered to have been prepared by suitably qualified and competent
experts as required by Regulation 18(5) of the 2017 EIA Regulations. The submitted
information has also been assessed by suitably qualified and competent experts.

219.

The applicant already has planning permission for a large quarry, cement works, and
one diversion of a public highway (under the 2000 and 2007 planning permissions).
The planning permissions do not however, provide the associated Stopping Up Order,
which was the subject of a now quashed Inquiry by the Secretary of State. The
applicant is seeking to address some of the concerns raised at the quashed Inquiry,
through these two planning applications Ketton quarry has less than 3.5 years reserves
available to it before Empingham Road must be diverted if cement making operations
are to continue without delay.

220.

Whist the development plan is silent on a specific road line for a road diversion, the
existing planning permission and development policies make clear that the principle of a
road diversion is supported. Without crossing the Empingham Road the already
permitted mineral extraction development, and the national and development plan
policies setting out the strategy for meeting need and delivering an adequate landbank,
could not be met. In principle the proposed development is supported by the minerals
and sustainable development policies of the NPPF, elements of the NPPG and Policies
MCS1, MCS2, MCS3, MCS10, MDC10, of the MCS, Policies RLP1, RLP2, RLP3, RLP7

RLP46, RLP47, RLP48 of the DRLP, Policies SP1, SP7 of the RSAP, Policies CS1,
CS2, CS4, CS13 AND CS16 of the RCS.
221.

The ES includes a Noise Assessment that measures the existing noise levels, the future
traffic noise levels with and without the diversion, and the expected construction and
restoration impacts. Subject to mitigation and the imposition of suitable planning
conditions, there would be no significant adverse impacts in respect of noise and it
could be adequately controlled to meet the relevant policies of the NPPF, the guidance
in the NPPG, and Policies CS19 of the RCS, Policy SP15 of the RSAP, Policy RLP33 of
the DRLP, Policy MCS4, MCS7, MDC1 and Policy MDC2 of the MCS.

222.

With regard to air quality the construction phase assessment shows a 'slight' magnitude
of effect for the site without mitigation. Mitigation measures are recommended to reflect
those already in place at the quarry under the 2000 and 2007 planning permissions.
Following the implementation of mitigation the residual impacts are likely to be
‘negligible’, and the residual effects of the operational phase will be ‘negligible’.
Therefore there would be no significant environmental impact upon health or air quality
and the proposed development meets Policies MDC1, MDC2, MCS4 and MCS7 of the
MCS, Policy CS19 of the RCS, Policy SP15 of the RSAP, Policy RLP33 of the DRLP,
the NPPF and the NPPG.

223.

The realignment of Empingham Road North would be visible and have some landscape
and visual impacts during the temporary construction phase, greater than the permitted
diversion. The impacts are ‘minor’ and there are some positive effects when considered
against the approved diversion. Furthermore, the proposed landscaping work would
mitigate the greater effects of the proposal and after planting and grassland has
established properly, no significant landscape or visual effects associated with the
proposal would remain. The proposed development including the proposed mitigation
measures are in accordance with policies of the NPPF, elements of the NPPG and
adequately address the requirements of Policy SP15 and SP23 of the RSAP, Policy
MCS4, MDC1 and MDC4 of the MCS, policies CS19 and CS21 of the RCS and Policy
RLP45 of the DRLP.

224.

Subject to ecological mitigation measures and enhancements, the development would
have a neutral impact on the ecological receptors recorded on site in the long term, and
would not adversely affect the continued ecological functionality of the site. There are
extensive mitigation and habitat creation proposals included within the proposed
restoration scheme. Much of the lost agricultural land would be restored as well as
peripheral habitat areas using stored soils. The proposed diversion and amended
restoration aims have an overall neutral impact. Subject to the implementation of
suitable mitigation measures, including through the imposition of the suggested
planning conditions to secure ecological management, mitigation, restoration and
aftercare, the proposed development would not have a significant environmental
impact. The proposals are considered acceptable having regard to the policies of the
NPPF, Policies MCS12, MDC1, MDC6 and MDC12 of the MCS, RCS Policy CS21,
RSAP Policy SP19, and DRLP Policies PRLP33, RLP38, RLP39, RLP42 and RLP58.

225.

With regard to archaeology and cultural heritage removal of topsoil is a potential impact
from this development. However, the land is permitted to be quarried and a road
constructed. A mitigation strategy that has been successfully adopted for Ketton Quarry
under the 2000 and 2007 planning permissions and the applicant proposes to continue
this (i.e. a watching brief, and further investigation as necessary), which would result in
negligible residual adverse impacts. The proposed development would not harm the
high significance of Wytchley Warren Farmhouse. The proposed development would
be acceptable and in accordance with the requirements of the NPPF, Policy CS22 of
the RCS, Policy SP20 of the RSAP, Policy MCS4, MDC1, MDC3 and MDC5 of the
MCS, and also Policies RLP40 and RLP41 of the DRLP.

226.

The ES has demonstrated that adequate visibility can be achieved at the proposed new
4-arm junction at all arms, across the proposed junction in both directions. The traffic
impact at the proposed junction would be minimal and it would not result in any
significant change in journey time. The proposed development would not therefore
constitute a severe traffic impact on the route or the wider highway network. The
proposed development would not have an unacceptable environmental impact, and
there is no justification to refuse the development on highway or transport grounds. The
proposed development would not be contrary to Policies CS18 of the RCS, RLP30 of
the DRLP or the NPPF. Subject to the imposition of suitable planning conditions the
proposed development would not have a significant impact and is considered to meet
Policy MDC1 and the relevant criteria of Policy MDC11 of the MCS.

227.

The proposed development is acceptable in terms of Flood Risk and Drainage and the
residual flood risk for the development can be safely managed as set out in the NPPF.
Subject to the suggested planning conditions there would be a negligible environmental
impact from the proposed development on the water environment. Subject to the
imposition of suitable planning conditions the proposed development would comply with
policies of the NPPF, the NPPG and Policies MCS4, MDC1, MDC7, MDC8 and MDC12
of the MCS, Policies CS1 and CS19 of the RCS and Policies RLP33 and RLP58 of the
DRLP.

228.

Upon completion the proposed development would not have any significant
environmental impacts upon material assets, and would not result in any significant
increased risk of hazards or major incidents. There would be no significant adverse
impacts with respect to climate change.

229.

The socio-economic effects of the development proposals are considered to be
significant. The proposed development conforms to the NPPF definition of sustainable
development, and ‘great weight’ should be given to the benefits of mineral extraction
including to the economy. The development would facilitate permitted economic
development of established local, regional and national importance, to be carried out.
The diversion (whether under the permitted or proposed diversions) will enable direct
employment of over 260 people and indirect employment to be maintained across a
range of industries, many of which depend directly upon the quarrying operations,
cement production, and cement supplied by Ketton cement works. If it were not
possible to achieve a crossing of the Empingham Road and the Ketton Works site was
to wind down or close, the impact would be felt locally and nationally, as a consequence
of the reduced cement supply, lost jobs and reduced contribution to council business
rates funds.

230.

The applicant has outlined a number of potential alternatives for the road line and the
restoration. The road line is (aside of the permitted route) the most desirable alternative
taking into account the standards outlined in the DMRB, and the most deliverable and
achievable development. Given the importance of achieving a diversion of the
Empingham Road (in accordance with the development plan strategy) the proposed
development represents the most desirable alternative. Having taken into account the
cumulative impacts there are none that would be objectionable, and none that would
result in the development being considered unacceptable.

231.

In considering these planning applications account has been taken of the submitted
Supporting Statement & Environmental Statement and other information submitted in
support of the application and ES, the responses from the relevant technical and other
consultees and from public representations. Overall it is concluded that the proposed
development can be undertaken without any significant adverse environmental effects.
The ES, supporting information and other environmental information has demonstrated
that the proposed development is environmentally acceptable, and subject to the

imposition of suitable planning conditions, should be permitted. Monitoring of the likely
environmental impacts of the development are secured for dust (condition 20 and
Schedule 2), noise (condition 26 and Schedule 3), blasting (conditions 27 and 33, and
schedules 4 and 5), the water environment (condition 38 and Schedule 6), archaeology
(condition 40), landscaping (conditions 42, 52 and 53 and Schedule 7), ecology
(conditions 44 and 53 and schedule 7), soils (condition 53 and Schedule 8), and the rate
of mineral extraction (which in part relates to the socio economic benefit) (condition 53).
The environmental impacts are outweighed by the NPPF and the aforementioned
policies of the development plan in support of the development, and there are no
material considerations which justify refusal of the applications. It is highly desirable
and important for the applicant to be in a position to have an alternative option available.
Without a diversion of Empingham Road there is a strong possibility of one of the
largest cement works in the UK having its production interrupted and possibly the site
close. Therefore, it is recommended that the Committee resolve to approve the
application, subject to the applicant entering into a legal agreement as outlined in
paragraph 217 of this report.
232. The application is subject to an Environmental Impact Assessment and all the
Environmental Information submitted by the applicant, by consultees and in
representations, has been taken into account in the assessment of these applications.
The proposed operations, in conjunction with the recommended conditions, would not
create an adverse impact sufficient to justify refusal of this application. Furthermore, the
proposed development is well supported in the development plan and national policies
and is important to deliver the development plan strategy and meet national policies for
the supply of cement minerals. There are no other material considerations that indicate a
determination should be made otherwise. For these reasons it is recommended that the
application be determined in accordance with the recommendations.

Appendix 1

DRAFT CONDITIONS FOR PERMISSION REF. NO. 2017/0913/FUL
Commencement
1)

The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years
from the date of this permission, and written notification of commencement shall be sent
to the Mineral Planning Authority within 7 days of such commencement.
Reason: In the interests of clarity and to comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country
Planning Act as amended by the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

General
2)

This permission relates to the extension of extractive and associated quarrying
operations, by means of an alternative scheme of working and the diversion of the
Empingham Road and associated highway works at Grange Top Quarry, Ketton within
the land shown edged red on Drawing No. 832.43 submitted with planning application ref.
no. FUL/2000/0192/09/CC.
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of clarity.

Duration
3)

The permission hereby granted shall expire on 31st December 2026 by which date all
quarrying operations shall have ceased.

Reason: For consistency with planning permission ref. nos. FUL/2000/0192/09/CC,
FUL/2007/0150/CC and 2017/0911/FUL, and to ensure the land is worked in a timely
manner, having regard to MDC Policy 4 and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland Minerals Core
Strategy and Development Control Policies (October 2010).
Display of Conditions
4)

A copy of the planning application and this permission with relevant plans shall be lodged
with the quarry manager and shall be available at all times for reference by appropriate
staff.
Reason: To ensure this planning permission and associated documents are available on
site for reference and inspection.

Working and Phasing Details
5)

The working, restoration and aftercare of the site shall be carried out in accordance with
planning permission ref. no. FUL/2000/0192/9/CC, planning permission ref. no.
FUL/2007/0150/CC and the approved plans set out in Schedule 1, except as may be
varied by the requirements of the conditions of this planning permission.
Reason: To specify the approved documents and secure the mitigation measures set out
in the application in the interests of amenity and the environment having regard to MDC
Policy 1 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy & Development Control Policies (October
2010), Policy SP15 of the Rutland Site Allocations & Policies Development Plan
Document (October 2014). & Policy CS19 of the Rutland Core Strategy DPD (July 2011).

6)

The extraction of limestone and clay shall be limited to the areas shown on Drawing no.
832.61B (HM1) approved under planning permission ref. nos. FUL/2000/0192/09/CC and
FUL/2007/0150/CC.
Reason: For consistency with planning permission ref. nos. FUL/2000/0192/09/CC and
FUL/2007/0150/CC, and to reflect the scope of this permission.

7)

No extraction shall take place below a depth of 55 metres Above Ordnance Datum.
Reason: To reduce interaction with and the need to manage groundwater at the site, and
to ensure operations take place within the scope of the Flood Risk Assessment submitted
with this application, having regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1, MDC Policy 7 and
MDC Policy 8 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy & Development Control Policies
(October 2010).

8)

No excavated mineral shall be exported from the site for use other than in the production
of cement at the adjacent works, with the exception of limestone building stone
(‘freestone’), incidental quantities of ‘hardstone’, and overburden and clay for use in the
restoration of previously worked out parts of Grange Top Quarry.
Reason: To minimise the impact of site operations on the local highway network, to
ensure that, where reasonably practicable, all available cement making material is
utilised at the works site, and in the interests of sustainability, having regard to MCS
Policy 1, MCS Policy 2, MCS Policy 4 and MDC Policy 1 of the Rutland Minerals Core
Strategy & Development Control Policies (October 2010), Policy SP1 of the Rutland Site
Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document (October 2014). & Policy CS1 & CS2
of the Rutland Core Strategy DPD (July 2011).

9)

No stockpiling of minerals, mineral products, mineral waste or other materials shall take
place within the site, other than on the quarry floor in fields 7, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 19, and in
Areas C2, C3 and C6 shown on drawing no. 832.61B submitted with application ref. no.
FUL/2007/0150/CC.
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt, in the interests of visual amenity and to minimise
internal vehicle movements around the site, having regard to MCS Policy 1, MCS Policy
2, MCS Policy 4 and MDC Policy 1 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy & Development
Control Policies (October 2010), Policy SP1 of the Rutland Site Allocations & Policies
Development Plan Document (October 2014). & Policy CS1 & CS2 of the Rutland Core
Strategy DPD (July 2011).

10)

Working and restoration shall be carried out sequentially as indicated on drawing
832.61B (HM1) submitted with application ref. no. FUL/2007/0150/CC and the Bar Chart
of Quarry Areas Working Order 832.62K submitted with this application. Access shall be
given for the monitoring of the works by the Mineral Planning Authority at all reasonable
times.
Reason: To specify an orderly and sequential phased working and restoration of the site
having regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1 and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland Minerals
Core Strategy & Development Control Policies (October 2010).

11)

No subsoil removal other than as may be necessary for the construction of screening
bunds shall commence in:i)

ii)

iii)
iv)
v)
vi)

Area 1 until all Phase 1 planting, preliminary landscaping and screening works
shown on Drawing no 832.68A submitted with application ref. no. 2000/0192/09 has
been carried out.
Area C6 (Field 11) of the consented quarry until all Phase 2 planting preliminary
landscaping and screening works shown on Drawing no 832.68A has been carried
out.
Area 2 until half of Area C3 within the existing quarry has been restored in
accordance with the approved restoration scheme.
Area 3 until Area C3 has been restored in accordance with the restoration scheme.
Area 4 until half of the land north of the haul road within Area 1 has been restored in
accordance with the approved restoration scheme.
Area 5 until the wooded slopes in the centre of Area 2, as shown on 832.69 (HM3)
submitted with application ref. no. 2000/0192/09, have been restored in accordance
with the approved restoration scheme.

Reason: To specify an orderly and sequential phased working and restoration of the site
having regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1 and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland Minerals
Core Strategy & Development Control Policies (October 2010).
12)

Limestone extraction shall not commence in:i)

Area 2 until the diversion of Empingham Road has been completed and reinstated
(excluding planting) in accordance with the restoration scheme.
ii) Area 3 until Area 1 and Area C6 have been restored in accordance with the
approved restoration scheme.
iii) Area 4 until the surroundings of Wytchley Warren Farm have been restored in
accordance with the approved restoration scheme.
iv) Area 5 until Area 3 has been restored in accordance with the approved restoration
scheme.
iv) Area C6 (Field 11) until a new screening bund has been constructed in accordance
with details to be previously approved in writing by the Mineral Planning Authority.

Reason: To specify an orderly and sequential phased working and restoration of the site
having regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1 and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland Minerals
Core Strategy & Development Control Policies (October 2010).
13)

The development hereby permitted shall be progressed in accordance with the detailed
scheme for the storage of mixed and silica clay, approved by the Mineral Planning
Authority on 8 Dec 2009; Storage of mixed and silica clays in additional areas (other than
those defined in the scheme approved on 8 December 2009), shall be subject to the
submission of separate scheme or schemes for the prior written approval of the Mineral
Planning Authority. Such storage in those additional areas shall subsequently be
managed in accordance with the approved schemes for each additional area.
Reason: To specify an orderly method of working and in the interests of visual amenity
having regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1 and MDC Policy 4 of the Rutland Minerals
Core Strategy & Development Control Policies (October 2010) and Policy SP23 of the
Rutland Site Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document (October 2014).

14)

The following bunds have or shall be constructed in accordance with details that have
previously been agreed in writing with the Mineral Planning Authority. The bunds shall be
maintained and managed for the duration of the operations hereby permitted:
(i)

in Area 1, a bund constructed to screen dwellings in Ketton from site operations in
the location shown on drawing 832.35A (5.21A);
(ii) in Area 2, a bund constructed to the west of Wytchley House in the location shown
on Drawing 832.35A (5.21A);
(iii) in Area 2, a bund shall be constructed to the south and east of Wytchley Warren
Farm;
(iv) in Area 3, a bund shall be constructed to the west of Wytchley Warren Farm.
Reason: In the interests of visual and residential amenity having regard to MCS Policy 4
and MDC Policy 1 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy & Development Control Policies
(October 2010), Policy SP15 of the Rutland Site Allocations & Policies Development Plan
Document (October 2014) and Policy CS19 of the Rutland Core Strategy DPD (July
2011).
Restriction of Permitted Development Rights
15)

Notwithstanding the provisions of Part 17 of Schedule 2 of the Town and Country
Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any Order amending,
replacing or re-enacting that Order), no fixed plant or machinery, buildings, structures
and erections, or private ways shall be erected, extended installed or replaced at the
site without the prior agreement in writing of the Mineral Planning Authority.
Reason: In the interests of amenity protection and landscape character having regard
to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1 and MDC Policy 4 of the Rutland Minerals Core
Strategy & Development Control Policies (October 2010) and Policy SP7 and SP23 of
the Rutland Site Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document (October 2014).

Hours of Operation
16)

Except in emergencies to maintain safe quarry working (which shall be notified to the
Mineral Planning Authority as soon as practicable) or unless the Mineral Planning
Authority has agreed otherwise in writing, no operations shall take place within the
permission area of the development hereby permitted except within the hours specified
below:-

a)

b)

c)

d)

No operations involving or connected with the extraction and internal movement of
limestone and clay, ‘hardstone’ and ‘freestone’ and receipt of delivered ancillary
raw materials, or the operation of primary crushing and secondary crushing plant
and storage/stocking areas shall be carried out except between the hours of 07001900 Monday to Friday.
None of the operations listed in a) above may be carried out except between the
hours of 0700-1300 on Saturdays, or with prior notification between the hours of
0700-1300 on a total of 3 Public Holidays or Bank Holidays or Sundays in any
calendar year. No blasting shall take place on Saturdays, Sundays or Bank
Holidays (see Condition 28).
Essential maintenance and repair work may be carried out at any time provided
such work is carried out in such manner as to ensure that it does not give rise to
nuisance at nearby residential properties by reason of noise or lighting.
No soil stripping, overburden removal and their storage or replacement or
emplacement shall be undertaken within 200 metres of the nearest point of any
occupied residential building except between 0900 and 1700 hours Monday to
Friday and none of these operations shall be carried out during the hours of
darkness.

Reason: To ensure that operations are carried out within reasonable hours so as to
limit amenity disturbance having regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1 and MDC Policy
2 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy & Development Control Policies (October
2010), Policy SP15 of the Rutland Site Allocations & Policies Development Plan
Document (October 2014) and Policy CS19 of the Rutland Core Strategy DPD (July
2011).
Access
17)

Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Mineral Planning Authority, the sole means of
access to the quarry from the public highway for the purposes of carrying out the
extractive and associated quarrying operations hereby permitted shall be at the point
marked ‘C’ on Plan No. 92/0139/9/M1.A accompanying Planning Permission No.
97/0826/9 dated 7th May 1998.
Reason: In the interests of highway safety having regard to MDC Policy 1 and MDC
Policy 11 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy & Development Control Policies
(October 2010) and Policy SP15 of the Rutland Site Allocations & Policies Development
Plan Document (October 2014).

18)

Wheel cleansing facilities shall be provided and maintained and used as necessary by
all vehicles leaving the access at point ‘C’ referred to in condition 17 above to ensure
that no mud or detritus is carried from the site onto the public highway.
Reason: In the interests of highway safety and local amenity having regard to MCS
Policy 9, MDC Policy 1 and MDC Policy 11 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy &
Development Control Policies (October 2010) and Policy SP15 of the Rutland Site
Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document (October 2014).

19)

No public roads shall be used for the transportation of mineral, overburden or soils
between any areas within the application.
Reason: In the interests of highway safety and local amenity having regard to MCS
Policy 9, MDC Policy 1 and MDC Policy 11 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy &
Development Control Policies (October 2010) and Policy SP15 of the Rutland Site
Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document (October 2014).

Dust

20)

Unless a review is required and agreed by the Mineral Planning Authority under clause
5(f) of the approved scheme or Clause 3 of Schedule 2 of this permission, dust
monitoring and management at the site shall be undertaken in full accordance with the
scheme submitted by Castle Cement Limited (dated March 2003) titled Scheme of Dust
Monitoring for Quarry Extension Area, received by Rutland County Council on 6 March
2003, for the life of operations within the permission area.

21)

If, as notified in writing by the Mineral Planning Authority, any operations on site give
rise to nuisance by way of dust leaving the site, such as during adverse weather
conditions due to strong winds combined with dry weather, such operations shall be
temporarily suspended until such time as they can be resumed without causing
nuisance, either by a change in working, weather conditions, or by taking other
additional measures.
Reason for conditions 20 & 21: In the interests of residential amenity and the
amenities of the area having regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1 and 2 of the
Rutland Minerals Core Strategy and Development Control Policies (October 2010),
Policy SP15 of the Rutland Site Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document
(October 2014) and Policy CS19 of the Rutland Core Strategy DPD (July 2011).

Noise
22)

Measures shall be taken within the site to ensure that the best practicable means are
used to control the emission of noise from the site and to ensure so far as is reasonably
practicable that the operations carried out within the site do not give rise to nuisance at
nearby residential properties. Such measures shall include the control of all audible
warning devices fitted to mobile plant, vehicles and fixed plant and machinery.

23)

The noise levels arising from the development (with the exception of temporary
operations identified below) shall not exceed the following LAeq, 1 hour freefield noise
levels when measured at any of the following noise sensitive properties, when occupied,
at the boundary closest to the noise source:
Woodside Farm
New Wood Lodge
Wytchley Warren Farm (when occupied)
Wytchley House and Cottages
Ketton Village
(dwellings adj playing fields and cemetery)
Bluebottle Cottages (when occupied)
23 Park Road
34 Wytchley Road
15 Wheatlands Close

49dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
47dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
50dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
50dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
52dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
51dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
45dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
45dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
48dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield

except that in relation to Wytchley Warren Farm and Wytchley House and Cottages
noise levels shall not exceed 55dBA when mineral extraction is being carried out at a
distance of less than 200m from the property.
Noise levels outside normal working hours as specified in Condition 16 shall not exceed
42dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield at any of the above locations.
24)

Noise levels arising from temporary operations, such as soil stripping, and the
construction and removal of soil mounds, shall be minimised as far as is reasonably
practicable and shall not exceed 70dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield at any noise sensitive
property. Temporary operations which exceed the normal day to day criterion set out in
Condition 23 above shall be limited to a total of 8 weeks in any 12 month period for any

individual noise sensitive property. A written record shall be kept of the dates that these
activities are taking place and made available to the Mineral Planning Authority on
request.
25)

All vehicles, plant and machinery operated within the site shall be maintained in
accordance with the manufacturers specification at all times, and shall be fitted with and
use effective silencers. Any breakdown or malfunction of silencing equipment shall be
treated as an emergency and shall be dealt with immediately. Where a repair cannot be
effected within a reasonable period, the equipment affected shall be taken out of service
and replaced with equipment which functions to an equivalent standard.

26)

Throughout the period of the development noise monitoring shall take place in
accordance with the details set out in Schedule 3 of these conditions.
Reason for conditions 22 – 26: In the interests of residential amenity and the
amenities of the area having regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1 and MDC Policy 2
of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy and Development Control Policies (October
2010), Policy SP15 of the Rutland Site Allocations & Policies Development Plan
Document (October 2014) and Policy CS19 of the Rutland Core Strategy DPD (July
2011).

Blasting
27)

No blasting shall take place other than in accordance with the details set out in
Schedule 4 of these conditions.

28)

Except in an emergency, no quarry blasting shall be carried out within the site other
than between the hours of 1000-1600 Monday to Friday and no blasting shall take place
during the hours of darkness.

29)

Any emergency quarry blasting needed to be carried out outside the specified hours
shall be notified to the Mineral Planning Authority within 72 hours of its occurrence
together with details of the reasons as to why it was necessary.

30)

Ground vibration from blasting shall not exceed a peak particle velocity of:
a)

b)
c)
d)
e)

6.0mm per second with an upper 95% confidence level, at any inhabited building,
measured over any period of 6 months. Notwithstanding this, the vibrations from
blasting shall not exceed 12mm/sec. peak particle velocity in any plane at any
inhabited building.
50mm per second at Wytchley Warren Farm (when this property is unoccupied).
15mm per second at the windmill situated to the north west of Ketton village.
50mm per second along any stretch of the public highway.
25mm per second at Edith Weston Quarry (Ketton Gorse Mine) site.

31)

Every blast shall be designed to minimise noise or air overpressure by use of the latest
available techniques with the aim that air overpressure should not exceed 120dB peak
linear as measured externally at any residential property under normal atmospheric
conditions.

32)

No secondary blasting shall be carried out on the site except with the prior written
agreement of the Mineral Planning Authority.

33)

Monitoring of all blasts shall be undertaken in accordance with the details set out in
Schedule 5 of these conditions.

Reason for conditions 27 – 33: In the interests of residential amenity and the
amenities of the area having regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1 and MDC Policy 2
of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy and Development Control Policies (October
2010), Policy SP15 of the Rutland Site Allocations & Policies Development Plan
Document (October 2014) and Policy CS19 of the Rutland Core Strategy DPD (July
2011).

Lighting
34)

Measures shall be taken and the development carried out in such a manner as to
ensure that, so far as is reasonably practicable, the operations carried out within the site
do not give rise to nuisance at nearby residential properties by reason of illumination.
So far as is reasonably practicable lights shall not be directed beyond the boundaries of
the site particularly during the hours of darkness.
Reason: In the interests of residential amenity and the amenities of the area having
regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1 and 2 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy and
Development Control Policies (October 2010), Policy SP15 of the Rutland Site
Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document (October 2014) and Policy CS19 of
the Rutland Core Strategy DPD (July 2011).

Water Protection and Pollution
35)

Throughout the period of working, restoration and aftercare, all reasonable steps shall
be taken to ensure that drainage from areas adjoining the site is not impaired or
rendered less efficient by the operations hereby permitted. All reasonable steps,
including the provision of any necessary works, shall be taken to prevent damage by
erosion or flooding and to make proper provision for the disposal of all water entering,
arising on or leaving the site during the permitted operations.

36)

Any oil, fuel, lubricant, paint or solvent within the site shall be handled and stored so as
to prevent such material from contaminating topsoil, subsoil, soil making material, or
reaching any watercourse. Any facilities, above ground, for the storage of oils, fuel or
chemicals shall be sited on impervious bases and surrounded by impervious bund
walls. The volume of the bunded compound shall be at least equivalent to the capacity
of the tank plus 10%. All filling points, vents, gauges and sight glasses shall be located
within the bund. The drainage system of the bund shall be sealed with no discharge to
any watercourse, land or underground strata. All filling points and tank overflow pipe
outlets shall be detailed to discharge downwards into the bund. All drums and small
containers used for oil and other chemicals shall be stored in bunded areas which do
not drain to any watercourse, surface water sewer, or soakaway.

37)

All cleaning and washing operations shall be carried out in designated areas, which are
clearly marked, isolated from the surface water system with waste disposed of in a
manner that will not pollute local surface or groundwater.

38)

Groundwater monitoring shall, be carried out in accordance with the details set out in
Schedule 6 of these Conditions. No dewatering operations shall be undertaken in order
to excavate the limestone until prior notification has been given to the Environment
Agency and the Mineral Planning Authority.
Reason for conditions 35 – 38: To ensure the development does not give rise to
adverse impacts on or pollution into the water environment, having regard to MDC
Policy 1, MDC Policy 7 and MDC Policy 8 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy and

Development Control Policies (October 2010) and Policy CS19 of the Rutland Core
Strategy Development Plan Document (July 2011).
39)

Within 3 months of the written notice of commencement in accordance with condition 1,
full details of a surface water drainage scheme arising from the construction of the road
diversion,, based on the approved Flood Risk Assessment (prepared by WYG
Engineering, Report No. A074339-6/REP/001) shall have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Mineral Planning Authority. The scheme shall subsequently
be fully implemented in accordance with the approved details. The details of the
scheme shall include the following (as is deemed necessary by the Lead Local Flood
Authority):
a)

Details (i.e. designs, diameters, invert and cover levels, gradients, dimensions, etc.)
of all elements of the proposed drainage system, to include pipes, inspection
chambers, outfalls/inlets and attenuation basins, where required; and,
b) Cross sections of all control chambers and attenuation ponds (including site
specific levels mAOD) and manufacturers’ hydraulic curves for all hydrobrakes and
any other flow control devices.

Reason: To prevent the increased risk of flooding, both on and off site, by ensuring the
satisfactory means of surface water attenuation and discharge from the site having
regard to MDC Policy 1, MDC Policy 7 and MDC Policy 8 of the Rutland Minerals Core
Strategy and Development Control Policies (October 2010) and Policy CS19 of the
Rutland Core Strategy Development Plan Document (July 2011).
Archaeology
40)

The applicant, or their agents or successors in title, shall fully implement the phased
programme of archaeological work in accordance with the Written Scheme of
Investigation which has been submitted to and was approved in writing by the Mineral
Planning Authority on 29 January 2003, pursuant to condition 39 of planning permission
ref. no. 2000/0192/09. The investigations shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved scheme.
Reason: To ensure the satisfactory archaeological investigation and recording of
assets at the site having regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1 and MDC Policy 5 of
the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy and Development Control Policies (October 2010)
and Policy SP20 of the Rutland Site Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document
(October 2014).

Retention of the Existing Woodlands, Trees and Hedges
41)

All existing woodland, trees, shrubs or hedges within the Applicants control at the site
shall be retained unless it is necessary for them to be removed for efficient operational
purposes in order to carry out the proposed development. In particular, no felling of
trees which are located within both the areas edged red and blue on drawing on 832.43
(submitted with application ref. no.2000/0192/09) and are shown as woodland to be
retained on figure 832.70 (5.12A) shall be carried out unless in accordance with the
Woodland Management Plan referred to in Condition 42 below.
Reason: In the interests of the local landscape and biodiversity having regard to MCS
Policy 4, MDC Policy 4 and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy and
Development Control Policies (October 2010), Policy CS21 of the Rutland Core
Strategy Development Plan Document (July 2011), Policy SP23 of the Rutland Site
Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document (October 2014).

Maintenance of Existing Woodland, Hedges and Trees to be retained

42)

All existing woodland, trees, shrubs and hedges that are to be retained shall be
maintained and managed throughout the duration of the operations hereby permitted in
full accordance with the Hedgerow and Woodland Management Plan submitted (to
Rutland County Council on 12 September 2008) and approved pursuant to condition 41
of planning permission ref. no. FUL/2000/0192/09/CC.
Reason: In the interests of the local landscape and biodiversity having regard to MCS
Policy 4, MDC Policy 4 and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy and
Development Control Policies (October 2010), Policy CS21 of the Rutland Core
Strategy Development Plan Document (July 2011), and Policy SP23 of the Rutland Site
Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document (October 2014).

Landscaping Implementation
43)

Woodland, trees, shrubs and hedges planted in accordance with schemes required by
the conditions of this permission shall be retained, protected, maintained and replaced
as necessary, throughout the duration of the operations hereby permitted.
Reason: In the interests of the local landscape and biodiversity having regard to MCS
Policy 4, MDC Policy 4 and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy and
Development Control Policies (October 2010), Policy CS21 of the Rutland Core
Strategy Development Plan Document (July 2011), and Policy SP23 of the Rutland Site
Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document (October 2014).

Ecology
44)

Within 6 months of the written notification of commencement in accordance with
condition 1 of this permission, an update to the Habitat Management Scheme (dated
October 2009) shall have been submitted to and approved by the Mineral Planning
Authority. Habitat management shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
scheme for the duration of the operations hereby permitted, and the scheme shall
include:a)
b)
c)

d)
e)
f)
g)

h)
i)

Measures to be taken to ensure that birds are not disturbed by site preparation
works during the breeding season;
Provision for the translocation of saproxylic species to locations in retained areas of
woodland prior to the removal of any trees in Ketton Gorse;
Maintenance of the main drainage channel shown on Drawing No. 832.36K (or
such other revised plan as may be approved under condition 49 of this planning
permission) so as to maximise wildlife benefit;
Details of removal of soils forming the floor of any woodland which is to be felled;
Provision for creation of a new compensatory dew pond as near as possible to the
site of each existing pond before any existing pond is removed,
Measures to be taken to ensure no loss or damage to existing populations of
statutorily protected species;
Measures for the translocation of areas of roadside verge grassland along the
existing Empingham Road as turves to a new receptor site along the realigned
stretch of the Empingham Road, in accordance with a method statement to be
agreed with the Mineral Planning Authority;
Provisions for the maintenance of the artificially created bat cave throughout the
development and the monitoring of bat activity at the cave;
Details of monitoring bat activity at the existing bat cave, in Ketton Gorse Mine site.

Reason: In the interests of the local landscape and biodiversity having regard to MCS
Policy 4, MDC Policy 4 and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy and
Development Control Policies (October 2010), Policy CS21 of the Rutland Core
Strategy Development Plan Document (July 2011), Policy SP23 of the Rutland Site
Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document (October 2014).
Spread of Weeds
45)

The site shall be kept free from weeds which are classified as noxious by DEFRA or its
successors.
Reason: To prevent the spread of noxious weeds which would have a negative impact
upon agriculture, biodiversity and landscape features having regard to MCS Policy 4,
and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy and Development Control
Policies (October 2010), Policy CS21 of the Rutland Core Strategy Development Plan
Document (July 2011), Policy SP19 of the Rutland Site Allocations & Policies
Development Plan Document (October 2014).

Retention of Soils for use in Restoration
46)

All topsoil, subsoil and soil making material shall be retained on site.
Reason: To prevent damage to soils and to ensure proper restoration of the site having
regard to regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1 and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland
Minerals Core Strategy and Development Control Policies (October 2010) and Policy 11
of the Leicestershire Minerals Local Plan (May 1995).

Soil Handling
47)

Soil handling shall be carried out in accordance with the details set out in Schedule 8 of
these conditions.
Reason: To prevent damage to soils and to ensure proper restoration of the site having
regard to regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1 and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland
Minerals Core Strategy and Development Control Policies (October 2010) and Policy 11
of the Leicestershire Minerals Local Plan (May 1995).

48)

Plant or vehicle movement shall be confined to clearly defined haul routes or to the
overburden or limestone surfaces and shall not cross areas of topsoil or subsoil except
where such trafficking is unavoidable in undertaking soil handling operations hereby
permitted.
Reason: To prevent damage to soils to ensure proper restoration of the site having
regard to regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 1 and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland
Minerals Core Strategy and Development Control Policies (October 2010) and Policy 11
of the Leicestershire Minerals Local Plan (May 1995).

Restoration
49)

Prior to the completion of limestone extraction from any working area, a detailed
scheme for the restoration, landscaping and aftercare of that part of the site shall be
submitted to the Mineral Planning Authority for its prior written approval. The scheme
shall include an explanation of how locally native and climate change resilient species
have been considered. The scheme shall include details of:a)
b)

Final contours;
Soil profiles;

c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)

Landscaping;
Planting (including species, provenance, spacings, sizes and planting
specification);
Maintenance;
Proposals to enhance geological interest;
Proposals to provide ‘invertebrate banks’;
An Agricultural Management Plan for areas restored to agriculture (the cultivation,
seeding, fertilizing, watering, draining or other treatment of the restored land);

The submitted scheme shall be based on the Indicative Final Restoration Plan (Drawing
No. 832.36K) (and any subsequent amendments as may be approved from time to time
under the schemes required under this condition), but with grading down of the ‘western
cliffs’, and the details contained in Schedule 8 of these conditions. Any restoration and
landscaping works undertaken under permission ref. nos. FUL/2000/0192/09/CC and
FUL/2007/0150/CC shall be incorporated into the submission.
50)

Restoration work shall be carried out, as far as is reasonably practicable, in the first
suitable season following the completion of working in any particular area.
Reason for conditions 49 and 50: In the interests of the local landscape and
biodiversity having regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 4 and MDC Policy 12 of the
Rutland Minerals Core Strategy and Development Control Policies (October 2010),
Policy CS21 of the Rutland Core Strategy Development Plan Document (July 2011),
Policy SP19 of the Rutland Site Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document
(October 2014).

Alternative Restoration
51)

In the event of a cessation of the winning and working of minerals prior to the
achievement of the approved restoration scheme, which in the opinion of the Mineral
Planning Authority constitutes a permanent cessation within the terms of paragraph 3 of
Schedule 9 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, a revised scheme and
programme for the restoration of the site shall be submitted in writing for approval to the
Mineral Planning Authority within 6 months of such cessation. The approved scheme
shall be fully implemented within 12 months of the written approval unless otherwise
agreed in writing by the Mineral Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure the satisfactory restoration of the site in the event of a premature
cessation of working, in the interests of the local landscape and biodiversity having
regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC Policy 4 and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland Minerals Core
Strategy and Development Control Policies (October 2010), Policy CS21 of the Rutland
Core Strategy Development Plan Document (July 2011), Policy SP19 of the Rutland
Site Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document (October 2014).

Aftercare
52)

Following the restoration of any part of site in accordance with Condition No. 49 above,
the restored land shall be treated and managed over a period of 5 years in accordance
with an aftercare scheme which has previously been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Mineral Planning Authority. The scheme shall be based on the general
specification for aftercare set out in Schedule 7 of these conditions. The submitted
scheme shall specify the steps that will be taken to bring the newly restored land to a
condition capable of long term beneficial use.
Reason: To ensure the satisfactory aftercare of restored areas of the site, in the
interests of the local landscape and biodiversity having regard to MCS Policy 4, MDC
Policy 4 and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy and Development

Control Policies (October 2010), Policy CS21 of the Rutland Core Strategy
Development Plan Document (July 2011), Policy SP19 of the Rutland Site Allocations &
Policies Development Plan Document (October 2014).
Annual Monitoring Report
53)

Within one month of each anniversary of the date of permission ref. no.
FUL/2000/0192/09/CC until the end of the aftercare period, a report shall be submitted
to the Mineral Planning Authority including:
a)
b)

c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)

Operations carried out on the land during the previous 12 months in respect of
mineral extraction, including the volume/tonnage of mineral extracted;
A topographical survey carried out within the two months preceding the date of
each anniversary of this permission consisting of a plan drawn to a scale of not less
than 1:5,000, which identifies all surface features within the site and levels relating
to ordnance datum over all the land where mining operations have taken place;
A plan showing the location, contours and volumes of soil storage mounds, and
identifying the soil types and units contained therein;
Measures taken to implement the landscaping, progressive restoration and habitat
creation;
Results of the monitoring of habitat creation and establishment;
Measures taken to implement the aftercare provisions;
Intended operations for the next 12 months, including the anticipated programme of
soil stripping;
Measures taken to minimise any disturbance to protected species.

Not later than two months after the submission of the annual monitoring report, a
meeting or meetings shall be held between the applicants, the Mineral Planning
Authority and other relevant interested parties to discuss its contents.
Reason: To allow the Mineral Planning Authority to be provided with a written record of
the applicant’s activities ensuring compliance with conditions attached to this planning
permission and to allow the Mineral Planning Authority to monitor progression towards
meeting key Development Plan Document objectives.

SCHEDULE 1
APPLICATION DOCUMENTS AND AMENDMENTS *
1.

Application No FUL/2000/0192/9/CC dated 29th February 2000 and the accompanying
Environmental Statement, except where modified and as set out in planning application
ref. no. 2017/0913/FUL and the accompanying Environmental Statement and
documents;

2.

Submitted plans accompanying application ref. no. FUL/2000/0192/09/CC: 832.43,
832.44, 832.39A, 832.35A, 832.61A, 8.32.68A, 832.69(HM3), 832.70 (5.12A) HM3,
Phasing Drawings, 5.21A and submitted plan 832.61B, accompanying planning
application ref. no. FUL/2007/0150/CC.

3.

Except as modified by submitted plans accompanying planning permission ref. no.
2017/0913/FUL: 1711; 1712; 832.36K; 832.62K; 832.220A; LD89-KET-001a; A0743396-35-12-P1 - Planning Drawing P1;

SCHEDULE 2

DUST MINIMISATION SCHEME
1.

The principle activities which may give rise to dust are:a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

2.

In order to minimise any dust created by these activities, some or all of the following
steps will be taken as appropriate:a)
b)
c)

d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)
3.

Soil stripping;
Traffic on internal haul roads;
Blasting;
Loading of limestone onto quarry vehicles;
Extraction of clay;

Tarmac surfaced roads to be regularly swept.
All spillages to be removed without delay.
All haul roads within the site to be watered as necessary to control dust from
internal traffic movements (1-2 each hour during dry conditions), either by water
bowser or fixed spray system.
Water bowser to be available for use on site at all times.
Prevailing meteorological conditions to be monitored.
Volume of water applied to road surface to be monitored and adjust according to
weather conditions.
Any dry, exposed material to be watered as necessary in dry and windy conditions.
Drilling rig to be fitted with efficient dust control measures.
Haul roads to be compacted, graded and maintained.

At twelve monthly intervals from the date of the consent at the request of the Mineral
Planning Authority or Castle Cement Limited this scheme will be reviewed.

SCHEDULE 3
NOISE MONITORING SCHEME
1.0

Introduction
This noise monitoring scheme was prepared to ensure compliance with Appeal
Decision reference number APP/A2470/A/02/1081518 and in particular noise
constraints on the quarry as detailed in the conditions below, which is now applicable to
planning permission ref. nos. 2017/0911/FUL and 2017/0913/FUL:-

23)

The noise levels arising from the development (with the exception of temporary
operations identified below) shall not exceed the following LAeq, 1 hour freefield noise
levels when measured at any of the following noise sensitive properties, when occupied,
at a boundary closest to the noise source:
Woodside Farm
New Wood Lodge
Wytchley Warren Farm (when occupied)
Wytchley House and Cottages
Ketton Village
(dwellings adj playing fields and cemetery)
Bluebottle Cottages (when occupied)
23 Park Road
34 Wytchley Road
15 Wheatlands Close

49dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
47dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
50dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
50dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
52dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
51dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
45dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
45dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield
48dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield

except that in relation to Wytchley Warren Farm and Wytchley House and Cottages
noise levels shall not exceed 55dBA when mineral extraction is being carried out at a
distance of less than 200m from the property.
Noise levels outside normal working hours as specified in Condition 16 shall not exceed
42dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield at any of the above locations.
24)

Noise levels arising from temporary operations, such as soil stripping, and the
construction and removal of soil mounds, shall be minimised as far as is reasonably
practicable and shall not exceed 70dB LAeq, 1 hour freefield at any noise sensitive
property. Temporary operations which exceed the normal day to day criterion set out in
Condition 23 above shall be limited to a total of 8 weeks in any 12 month period for any
individual noise sensitive property. Advance written notice of the commencement of
such temporary operations shall be given to the Mineral Planning Authority. A written
record shall be kept of the dates that these activities are taking place and made
available on request.

2.0

Methodology to be Adopted

2.1

In order to demonstrate compliance with the noise criteria, monitoring shall be
undertaken at noise sensitive locations as follows:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Woodside Farm
New Wood Lodge
Wytchley Warren Farm, Empingham Road
Wytchley Warren, Empingham Road
Wytchley Cottages
Dwellings in Ketton adjoining the Cemetery
Dwellings in Ketton adjoining playing fields
Bluebottle Cottage
23 Park Road
34 Wytchley Road
15 Wheatlands Close

2.2

Noise monitoring shall be undertaken in a freefield location, with the microphone placed
at a height of between 1.2 – 1.5 metres above the ground.

2.3

At the agreed locations, noise shall be monitored over a fifteen minute period. The
following parameters shall be recorded:LAeq in dB
LA10 in dB
LA90 in dB
LAmax in dB

2.4

Monitoring shall only be undertaken during times that the quarry is operating normally
during the authorised operational hours.

2.5

Calibration shall be undertaken before and after each period and the instrumentation
shall be supervised during monitoring.

2.6

Monitoring shall be undertaken in accordance with the procedures outlined in BS 4142,
2014 and the NPPG. Monitoring will, whenever possible, be avoided when wind speeds
are greater than an average 5 ms-1 and during heavy precipitation. Meteorological
conditions prevailing during the monitoring shall be recorded.

3.0

Instrumentation

3.1

Noise monitoring instrumentation shall correspond to Class 1 BS:61672: 2013
Electroacoustics. Sound level meters. Specifications.

3.2

The instrument shall have a valid certificate of calibration.

4.0

Frequency of Monitoring

4.1

To accord with the planning conditions it is proposed that monitoring adopting the
procedures outlined above, is undertaken prior to the commencement of soil stripping
and during the first period of soil stripping operations. Subsequent monitoring shall be
undertaken every three months during normal extractions operating.

4.2

At twelve monthly periods from the date of consent, at the request of the Mineral
Planning Authority or Castle Cement Limited monitoring procedures will be reviewed.

5.0

Complaints and Reporting Procedures

5.1

In the event of an exceedance of the noise criteria the Mineral Planning Authority will be
informed within 24 hours and an investigation will be carried out in order to identify the
cause of the exceedance.

5.2

Any complaint concerning noise shall be investigated. The results of the investigations
shall be sent to the Mineral Planning Authority within 10 days of their completion.

5.3

All such complaints, and any action undertaken as a result of the investigation, shall be
recorded in a log held at the quarry office which will be available for inspection by the
Mineral Planning Authority.

5.4

Details of noise recordings shall be retained on site and made available to the Mineral
Planning Authority upon request. A report detailing noise recordings shall be provided
to the Mineral Planning Authority at three monthly intervals. This will be submitted to
the Mineral Planning Authority within 4 weeks of the end of each period.

SCHEDULE 4
BLASTING SCHEME
1.0

Introduction

1.1

This blasting scheme was drawn up to ensure compliance with Appeal Decision
reference number APP/A2470/A/02/1081518, and is now applicable to planning
permission ref. nos. 2017/0911/FUL and 2017/0913/FUL.

1.2

Castle Cement Limited will profile the free face, and assess the profiles and make out
the drilling log before drilling the holes.

1.3

Prior to the commencement of drilling operations the drillers log will show the following
information:a) Depth of hole
b) Angle
c) Spacing and Burden

1.4

During drilling the log will be completed by the drill operator, highlighting any geological
anomalies, clay voids etc.

2.0

Drilling
a) The drill will be tracked to where the hole position has been marked.
b) The drill mast will be set to the required angle as per drillers log.
c) Drilling will commence. The operator will monitor progress of the drill at all times
noting any geological anomalies on the drillers log.
d) The operator will set the drill tube to the required depth and then drill down to this
depth.

3.0

Blasting

3.1

The explosive charge in any hole will comprise of a column charge of pre-mixed ANFO.

3.2

Initiation will be by Nonel detonator in each of the explosive primer. Delays will be used
between each hole to minimise vibration levels.

3.3

The blasting specification will include a cross section of each profile generated by laser
surveying.
Each section will contain the following information:
a) The length and angle of each hole;
b) Burdens;
c) The extent of any subgrade drilling;
d) Any pertinent information gained from the drillers log or from a visual inspection of
the face;
e) The proposed location of the hole, i.e. the hole number
f) The location of the base charge, the column charge, the location of the primer and
detonators, the stemming depth and the weights of each explosive and its type and
delay interval of each detonator.

3.4

A scale plan of the quarry will be included, indicating the surface position of each hole
and the location of the blast in the quarry. The plan will also show the location of
sentries to deny access to the public at the time of firing.

3.5

The blast specification will also include:
a) The date of the blast;
b) The time of firing, between the hours of 1000 to 1600, Monday to Friday;
c) The prevailing weather conditions;
d) The Danger Zone to be created by the blast;
e) The results of blast vibration monitoring.

3.6

The Danger Zone will be identified and will consider blast design, orientation of face and
proximity of highways and footpaths.

3.7

The information referred to in paragraphs 3.3 to 3.6 above will be retained on site for a
period of 5 years and will be available upon request to the Mineral Planning Authority.

3.8

The Shotfirer shall be in a position such that the blast and Danger Zone are visible.

3.9

A continuous siren shall commence and if appropriate the blast will be initiated after
approximately five minutes.

3.10

The Shotfirer will inspect the blast and if appropriate give the all clear and the all clear
siren will be sounded.

3.11

Blasting will usually take place on a daily basis, Monday to Friday, at a regular time
approximately 1100/1200 hours. No blasting shall normally be carried out on any
Saturday, Sunday, Public or Bank Holiday.

3.12

Unless otherwise agreed with the Mineral Planning Authority no blasting shall take
place within:
a) 50 metres of the kerb of any existing public highway or of any unoccupied stone
buildings;
b) 165 metres when blasting towards the newly constructed Empingham Road;
c) 50 metres when blasting away from the newly constructed Empingham Road;
d) 150 metres of Ketton Gorse Mine Site.

3.13

The equipment to be used for the measurement of vibration from blasting shall be
maintained in good condition in accordance with the manufacturer’s specification at all
times throughout the development.

3.14

At twelve monthly periods from the date of the consent at the request of the Mineral
Planning Authority or Castle Cement Limited this scheme shall be reviewed.

SCHEDULE 5
BLAST MONITORING SCHEME
1.0

Introduction

1.1

This blast monitoring scheme was drawn up to ensure compliance with Appeal Decision
reference number APP/A2470/A/02/1081518 and specifically the following Condition
which places vibration constraints on the quarry as detailed below, which is now
applicable to planning permission ref. nos. 2017/0911/FUL and 2017/0913/FUL:Ground vibration from blasting shall not exceed a peak particle velocity (measured as
the maximum of three mutually perpendicular directions taken at the ground surface) of:
a)

6.0mm per second with an upper 95% confidence level, at any inhabited building,
measured over any period of 6 months. Notwithstanding this, the vibrations from
blasting shall not exceed 12mm/sec peak particle velocity in any place at any
inhabited building.
b) 50mm per second at Wytchley Warren Farm (when this property is unoccupied).
c) 15mm per second at the windmill situated to the north west of Ketton village.
d) 50mm per second along any stretch of public highway.
e) 25mm per second at Ketton Gorse Mine site.

2.0

Methodology to be Adopted

2.1

The following locations have been identified as vibration sensitive properties:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

2.2

Woodside Farm
New Wood Lodge
Wytchley Warren Farm, Empingham Road
Wytchley House, Empingham Road
Wytchley Cottages
The dwellings in Ketton adjoining the Cemetery
The dwellings in Ketton adjacent to the playing fields

In order to demonstrate compliance with the blast vibration criterion, monitoring of every
blast shall be undertaken at the quarry boundary directly in line with the closest
vibration sensitive premises to a particular blast.

2.3

In order to undertake regression analysis of each blast, monitoring of every blast shall
also be carried out at two other locations. These locations will be directly in a line
between the blast and the quarry boundary monitoring point.

2.4

Blast vibration monitoring shall be undertaken externally in accordance with
BS7385:Part 1: 1990 ‘Evaluation and measurement for vibration in buildings’ Part 1:
Guide for measurement of vibrations and evaluation of their effects on buildings.

2.5

The prevailing weather conditions shall be noted during the monitoring period.

3.0

Instrumentation

3.1

Blast vibration monitoring instrumentation shall consist of V401 Digital Seismographs
(or equivalent updated contemporary model) and will record ground vibration in terms of
peak particle velocity in three planes of measurement and air overpressure in terms of
decibels. The instruments will be calibrated every twelve months and a calibration
certificate will be retained by Castle Cement. The equipment shall be maintained in
good condition in accordance with the manufacturers specification at all times
throughout the development.

4.0

Frequency of Monitoring

4.1

Every blast at the quarry shall be monitored.

4.2

At twelve monthly periods from the date of the consent at the request of the Mineral
Planning Authority or Castle Cement Limited the monitoring procedures will be
reviewed.

5.0

Complaints and Reporting Procedures

5.1

In the event of an exceedance of the blast vibration criteria, then the Mineral Planning
Authority will be informed within 24 hours and an investigation will be carried out in
order to identify the cause of the exceedance.

5.2

Any complaint concerning blast vibration shall be investigated. The results of the
investigations shall be sent to the Mineral Planning Authority within 10 days of their
completion.

5.3

All such complaints, and any action undertaken as a result of the investigation, shall be
recorded in a log held at the quarry office which will be available for inspection by the
Mineral Planning Authority.

5.4

Details of blast vibration recordings shall be retained on site and made available to the
Mineral Planning Authority upon request. A report detailing blast vibration recordings
shall be provided to the Mineral Planning Authority at three monthly intervals. This will
be submitted to the Mineral Planning Authority within 4 weeks of the end of each period.

5.5

The report will include the following information:
• Date and time of blast
• MIC of blast
• Results of monitoring (ppv mm/s)
• Air overpressure
• Location of blast and monitoring points

SCHEDULE 6

GROUND AND SURFACE WATER MONITORING SCHEME
1.0

During Development
•
•
•

•
•

2.0

3.0

Quarterly groundwater level measurements in boreholes 1-99 – 15-99 (excluding 399), 1W-98, 2W-98, 8W-98 and 2W-97 – 8W-97 (excluding 4W-97);
Surface water level monitoring in Shacklewell Hollow;
Discharge records for the R. Gwash and R. Chater and for the northern end of
Shacklewell Hollow, to be obtained from the Environment Agency on an annual
basis;
Volumes of water pumped from Grange Top Quarry, either to soakaway in the east
of the quarry, or to the cement works, to be measured.
Monitoring will be as above, if no dewatering is carried out from the proposed
development. If dewatering is required, the monitoring frequency for groundwater
level measurements will be increased to monthly, and records will be maintained of
volumes of water pumped.

Post-Development
•

Subsequent to quarrying and the associated restoration works, monitoring will
revert to a quarterly frequency, for a period of 5 years, or a shorter period to be
agreed with the Environment Agency, so that any overall long-term impact from the
quarry development can be identified.

•

All data collected pre-development and thereafter will be stored on a database and
a monitoring report submitted to the Mineral Planning Authority and the
Environment Agency on an annual basis.

Variation of Scheme
•

At twelve monthly periods from the date of consent at the request of the Mineral
Planning Authority or Castle Cement Limited, this scheme will be reviewed.

SCHEDULE 7
AFTERCARE AND WOODLAND MANAGEMENT
1)

1.1

AFTERUSES OF LAND RESTORED FOLLOWING QUARRYING OF THE ADDITIONAL
RESERVES: REVISED FOLLOWING DISCUSSION WITH ENGLISH NATURE (NOW
NATURAL ENGLAND)
It is proposed to restore the quarry to the following afteuses in accordance with the
approved restoration scheme (as may be updated from time to time in accordance with
conditions 49 or 51):
a)
b)

agriculture;
woodland including native shrubs:
• Screen woodland;
• Detached woodland (less than 100m thick, not
Adjoining established woodland block);
• Conservation woodland (greater than 100m thick
in all Directions, or smaller block adjoining

established Woodland block);
c)

calcareous grassland;

d)
e)

roads and farm tracks;
hedgerows;

A balance between agriculture and the re-creation of the types of native habitat largely
lost to farming and ‘improvement’ during the 20th Century has been sought.
1.2

Agriculture
It will be noted that the area restored to agriculture will be less than the area currently
being farmed. This is partly to enable restoration to higher grade arable fields (Grade
3a or above if possible) by concentrating soil resources on their restoration, and partly
to give the balance between cultivated and uncultivated land mentioned above.
Nevertheless, at least an equivalent area of Grade 3a land to that lost to quarrying
(42.25ha) will be sought by restoration.
The restored land will be managed by the Company’s tenant farmers under tenancy
obligations enhanced to encourage wildlife protection.

1.3

Woodland
Woodland, native shrubs and hedgerows will generally be of locally-appropriate native
deciduous species, except for the woodland screen west of Ketton where evergreens in
keeping with the Northwick estate plantings of the 19th Century around Ketton will be
included at the request of Ketton inhabitants. In addition, it is proposed to investigate
the feasibility of cultivating local provenance small-leaved lime from stock remaining
within Wytchley Warren Spinney.
Woodland of whichever type will be managed to be self-regenerating, to provide a
variety of wildlife habitats, and may also provide fine timber. Sycamore will be
controlled. The long-term aim of conservation woodland will be to produce 25%
coppice and 75% high forest.
Native shrub scrub (mainly self-sown) will be managed in a number of ways, for
instance to encourage succession to tall woodland by thinning, or to provide a mosaic of
habitats by rotational coppicing of irregular patches of scrubland. Unwanted scrub
encroachment will be controlled, usually by grazing within fenced enclosures.

1.4

Hedgerows
Will be managed as visual screens, as boundaries to agricultural land and to encourage
wildlife diversity.

1.5

Native Grassland
Native grasslands on limestone and on calcareous/neutral soils have been proposed as
an afteruse as they give an opportunity to augment a valued land use type now scarce
in Rutland. They will provide educational and scientific resources and opportunities for
studying management techniques. A detailed scheme of management will be prepared
and carried out in consultation with Rutland County Council and their advisers, Natural
England.

1.6

Limestone Grassland
The major areas of limestone grassland within the additional reserve lands are
proposed on the quarry floor southwest of Wytchley House and on the sloping pasture
south and west of Wytchley Warren Farm. (It will be noted that 13.64ha of IDO

consented Field 11 will also be given over to the regeneration of limestone grassland,
adding to the Ketton Quarries biological SSSI and linking through to the limestone
grassland strip proposed under the IDO in the existing quarry). Further areas of
limestone habitat with varying aspects will be provided by lengths of limestone face of
varying heights, slopes and restoration treatments, left visible once quarrying has been
completed, based on the sectional options indicated overleaf.
1.7

Calcareous/Neutral Grassland
Within the additional reserves area, new Empingham Road verges and slopes together
with the gentler quarried clay slopes above the limestone face, will be restored to
calcareous/neutral grassland, often combined with judicious placing of surplus Blisworth
stone.

1.8

Aftercare
A general specification for restoration works and five year aftercare follows. Before the
aftercare period has been completed, the Company, in consultation with Rutland
County Council, will seek to establish the optimum method for ensuring beneficial long
term management of the natural areas and to reach a decision on access. A balance
will be sought between private ownership, access by prior agreement and public
access, particularly to Ketton residents.

2.

BRIEF SPECIFICATION OF LANDSCAPE RESTORATION AND AFTERCARE
REVISED AFTER DISCUSSION WITH NATURAL ENGLAND

2.1

Storage, handling and use of overburden and soils

2.2

•

Reading Agricultural Consultants survey dated October 1999. “Agricultural Land
Classification and Soil Resources” will be used to identify specific grades of topsoil,
subsoil and overburden so that these can be stacked separately for restoration.
The best quality soils will be allocated to agricultural restoration.

•

Proposed topsoil and subsoil storage areas will be located within the consented
quarry in Fields 7, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 19, and in Areas C2, C3 and C6 shown on
832.61B.

•

In advance of quarrying, DEFRA guidance will be sought and followed on the
optimum method for soils stripping, handling, storing and restoring.

•

Clay not required for restoration within the application area will be placed within the
consented quarry.

•

Where all the limestone is quarried out, so that the quarry floor is on
Northamptonshire Sands, tests will be commissioned to establish whether
additional subsoil will be required or whether the sands will perform adequately as a
subsoil material for agriculture.

Special treatment of soils
•

Topsoils forming the floor of old woodland, which has been felled to permit
quarrying, will be stripped and used directly in proposed woodland planting areas
as a seedbank for woodland flora and to help establish woodland invertebrates.

•

2.3

2.4

2.5

Topsoils from the lengths of verge outwith the turf-translocation area along the
existing Empingham Road will be stripped and used directly as the top
layer/seedbank for an equivalent length of verge for the new Empingham Road.
(See 5.2 below for Translocation of Turves)

Drainage
•

The main west-east drainage channel will be retained and maintained encouraging
wildlife where practicable.

•

A land drainage system for the agricultural fields will be installed as necessary,
avoiding any water flow across areas restored as limestone or calcareous
grassland.

Restoration of quarry faces
•

See drawing 832.39A (5.25A) for indicative cross-sections, together with those on
the preceding page.

•

Faces will be restored within safe stability limits.

•

A variety of methods of restoration will be employed including blasting, trimming of
clay and Limestone slopes and placing of soil to form banks.

•

A flexible approach to the final design of the restoration landform is proposed both
to take account of the actual physical conditions of each face to be restored,
imprecise as yet, and so that opportunities for habitat creation and retention of
geological interest are not missed through a commitment to a particular restoration.

•

It is proposed that the exact design should be confirmed in consultation with
Rutland County Council and their advisers once a face becomes available for
restoration.

Placing of soils

Soils will be placed to profiles agreed with Rutland County Council based on drawing 832.35A.
Finished surfaces will be sufficiently even to be maintained by cutting by mechanical means.
2.6

Management of quarry faces retained as part of restoration
•
•

2.7

Former haul roads
•

2.8

Restored faces will be monitored and stabilised where necessary.
Any head ditches will be maintained in good order.

The main quarry haul road will either be broken out and soiled, or reduced in width
to form a farm track to serve restored fields. Because haul roads will be on a
limestone base, lime-rich verges will be left alongside the farm track, permitting
limestone grassland corridors to develop.

Public footpaths and bridleways (existing diverted and created)
•
•

Diverted or created paths will be designed to the approval of Rutland County
Council’s footpaths adviser.
Paths will be maintained to ensure that they are passable in all weathers

•
•

2.9

Fencing gates
•
•

•

3.

Vegetation will be cut back as necessary to retain a minimum 2m clearance
(footpaths) and 3m (bridleways).
Any stiles, steps, handrails, signage or other structures assisting walkers will be
maintained in good order.

Fencing throughout the site will be maintained stockproof and in good order.
A continuous fence line (gated where necessary) will be maintained above the final
rock edge of the quarry and where any steep faces are retained as part of the
restoration.
Gates will be maintained in good order.

RESTORATION TO AGRICULTURE
•

•

•

The land will be let on a tenancy and managed for agriculture. The tenant is
obligated to farm the holding according to the rules of good husbandry defined in
the Agriculture Act 1947, Section 11. In addition, any new tenancy agreement will
include the management of field hedges for conservation interest and strict
conditions relating to spray drift and measures to avoid enrichment of semi-natural
grassland.
Agricultural soils will be restored following DEFRA guidelines and using Reading
Agricultural Consultants Soil Resources information to identify the best soil
resource (see 2.1 above).
Additionally, a detailed Aftercare Scheme, similar to that agreed for the IDO
consented land will be followed.

4.

ADVANCE PLANTING/SCREENING AND RESTORATION PLANTING

4.1

Planting design

Detailed planting plans showing species, numbers, spacing and locations of plants will be
submitted for the approval of Rutland County Council.
4.2

Planting types
Woodland:
• Screen woodland;
• Detached woodland: Less than 100m wide, not adjoining existing woodland;
• Conservation woodland: blocks at least 100m wide in all directions or smaller
blocks adjoining existing conservation woodland;
• Hedge trees planted to existing hedges;
• Hedgerows with hedge trees;
• Native shrubs;

4.3

Planting
•
•

Planting to take place in the first planting season (November-March inclusive) after
the land becomes available, and stabilised.
Establishment of hedgerows to act as bat ‘highways’ will be a priority, where shown
on drawing 832-68A.

•
•

•
4.4

Soil for woodland planting is to be free of compaction, free draining and ameliorated
as required.
Climatic conditions: carry out work while soil and weather conditions are suitable for
the relevant operations. Planting operations shall be suspended in periods of
drought, when the soil is frost bound or waterlogged, and in periods of persistent
drying winds.
All new planting to be protected from the works.

Species list
•

With the exceptions noted below, all tree and shrub planting, including hedgerows,
to be confined to locally appropriate deciduous native species from the NVC
Woodland W8 list as follows:

Common name

Botanical name

Abb

Trees
Alder
Aspen
Lime
Oak
Wild Cherry

Alnus glutinosa
Populus tremula
Tilia cordata
Quercus robur
Prunus avium

Ag
Pt
Tc (from local stock)

Shrubs
Alder Buckthorn
Blackthorn
Crab Apple
Field Maple
Guelder Rose
Hawthorn
Hazel
Wild Privet

Frangula alnus
Prunus spinosa
Malus sylvestris
Acer campestre
Viburnum opulus
Crataegus monogyna Cm
Corylus avellana
Lugustrum vulgare

•

•

4.5

Fa
Ps
Ms
Ac
Vo
Ca
Lv

Exceptions: the following evergreens will be included in the woodland mix of the
planting screening the quarry from Wytchley House and Ketton (see Drawings
832.24D and 68A).

Pine sp.
Holm Oak
•

Qr
Pa

Pinus sp.
Quercus ilex

Psp (to be agreed)
Qi

Screen woodland and detached woodland: As the plantations mature, the best
and most characterful trees and shrubs will be retained at final natural, irregular
spacings and the intervening less successful trees and shrubs will be thinned out.
Some deadwood will be left in situ for wildlife.
Conservation woodland: To include same species irregular groups and blocks of
native trees and shrubs to give varying canopy density with intervening rides,
glades and open areas.

Plant handling and specification
•

Plants will be obtained from approved sources with soil and climatic conditions
similar to those prevailing on site. The Plant Handling Code produced by the
Horticultural Trades Association for lifting, bundling, packing, storage in the
necessary loading and transportation to the site, will be observed.

•

4.6

Storage
•

4.7

•

Apply Glyphosate or equivalent approved systemic herbicide in advance of
planting, allowing a period of time to elapse as recommended by manufacturer
before cultivation. Spray a 1 metre diameter treatment at each planting location for
trees and shrubs; a 1 metre wide strip along line of hedges.
In areas where woodland soils have been translocated, a specification will be
agreed with Natural England to minimise use of fertilisers and herbicide.

Fencing and gates
•

4.9

Plants which are not to be planted on day of delivery to site to be stored as follows:
heel-in prepared trenches, cover with soil and water thoroughly.

Ground preparation: herbicide
•

4.8

All trees and shrubs to be to BS3936: Part 1 and transplants to be root dipped as
soon after lifting as possible with Broadleaf Root Dip.

Stockproof fencing and field gates will be erected as necessary.

Tree planting
Standard trees
•

•
•
•

Trees to be planted in planting pits 750mm x 750mm x 600mm deep. Where
necessary pit size to be increased to ensure that pits are at least 100mm deeper
than the root system.
The backfill material to be soil from the pit mixed with 50g of slow release fertiliser
and an approved peat-free planting compost at 40L per pit.
Trees to be watered in to field capacity.
Staking and tying of standard tree: stakes to be preservative treated softwood with
a minimum diameter of 75mm, 2000mm long and pointed one end, with no splits.
Unless otherwise specified stakes are to be driven not less than 450mm into
ground, below bottom of pit and made firm, before planting, on prevailing wind side
of the tree. The tree is to be secured to the stake with approved ties in accordance
with manufacturer’s instructions.

Tree transplants including hedge trees: 1 + 1 60-80BR
•
•
•

Screen woodland and detached woodland: All tree transplants to be specified,
arranged in curvaceous lines to allow grass cutting during establishment.
Conservation woodland: Tree transplants to be planted at various spacing to be
specified, arranged in curvaceous lines to allow grass cutting during establishment.
Planting pit to be 300mm x 300mm and 100mm deeper than the roots. The backfill
material to be soil from the pit with 50g of slow release fertiliser and Broadleaf soil
conditioner to be applied at an incorporation rate of lg/litre (1kg/m3). Plants to be
watered in to field capacity.

Tree guards
•

The bases of all standard trees and trees in fenced plantations to be guarded with
spiral rabbit guards.

•

Unfenced tree transplants and all hedge tree transplants and all hedge tree
transplants to be protected by tree shelters, 80mm-120mm diameter, 1.2m high,
supported by a bamboo cane driven into the ground. (Hedge trees to be identified
during hedge trimming by the tree shelter compared with hedge shrubs in shrub
shelters).

4.10

Shrub planting

4.11

Shrub transplants: 1 + 1 60-80BR
•
•
•

4.12

Screen woodland and detached woodland: all shrubs to be planted at 2m
centres.
Conservation woodland: shrub transplants to be planted at varying spacing to be
specified.
Planting pits to be 300mm x 300mm and 100mm deeper than the roots. The
backfill material to be soil from the pit with 50g of slow release fertiliser and
Broadleaf soil conditioner to be applied at an incorporation rate of 1g/litre (1kg/m3).
Plants to be watered in to field capacity.

Shrub shelters
•

Bushy shrubs to be guarded by shrub shelters 600mm high, supported by a
bamboo cane driven into the ground.

4.13

Hedgerow planting

4.14

Ground preparation
•

4.15

Hedgerow planting: shrub transplants 1 + 1 60-80BR
•

4.16

Hedge plants not within rabbit fencing to be guarded with spiral rabbit guards or
shrub shelters as above.

Pruning at planting
•

4.18

Hedges to be planted as 2 staggered rows 250mm apart, 4 plants/metre in planting
pits. The backfill material is topsoil from the pit with 50g of slow release fertiliser
and Broadleaf soil conditioner to be applied at an incorporation rate of 1g/litre
(1kg/m3). Hedge plants to be watered in to field capacity.

Shrub shelters
•

4.17

A few days before planting cultivate to 300mm depth a 1000mm wide strip along
the centre of the hedge line.

Prune over-extended lateral shoots and top shoots to approved form.

Special hedgerow planting to provide continuous bat routes (see Drawing 832.68A)
•

•

As a general principle, as far in advance as possible of the removal of any hedge
used as a flight route by the local bat population, a replacement link hedge will be
planted to provide an alternative route and to maintain continuity.
The earliest of these hedges will be in the consented area of the quarry in Fields 9
and 10 respectively.

•

•
•

•

Where the new link hedge will not reach a height of 2-3m before the existing hedge
has to be removed, the following procedure will be followed; unless otherwise
agreed with the County Council.
A bund 10m wide and 1-1.5m in height will be constructed and prepared for
planting, including an irrigation pipe.
An existing hedgerow scheduled for removal but grown on to 2-3m in height will be
transplanted between October and March, the individual hedgeplants being
reduced in height by one third to encourage establishment. This hedge will be
planted along the crest of the bund. The transplantation may not be entirely
successful, but any failures will be retained in situ to give the optimum continuous
3m high link.
2 no. staggered rows of native shrub and tree transplants will be planted on a 2m
grid on either side of the transplanted hedge, planting, protection and establishment
to be as for general shrub planting above.

5.

RESTORATION
GRASSLAND

5.1

Seeding
•

TO

LIMESTONE

AND

CALCAREOUS/NEUTRAL

Where specified in the restoration of limestone grassland, a nurse crop of mainly
Festuca species to be sown thinly to give a low density sward allowing other
species to colonise.
Species mix:

Festuca ovina
Festuca rubra
Agrostis capillaris
Cynosurus cristatus
Briza media

40%
40%
10%
5%
5%

All seed to be of English provenance
5.2

Translocation of turves
•

•
•

•

5.3

An attempt will be made under ecological supervision to translocate the 0.2ha
Mg1e-CG3 herb-rich turves from the 700m length of Protected Verge along the
Empingham Road to a similar site along the New Empingham Road.
Turves will be mechanically lifted in strips 150mm deep to cater for tap-rooted forbs
and to perpetuate the substrate to which the plants are accustomed.
Turves will be lifted on the day they will be transplanted and placed on previously
prepared damp areas subsoiled with as near a match to their existing substrate as
possible.
Turves will be watered in and thereafter watered as necessary to prevent drying out
until establishment using water from the quarry sump or other low-NPK source.

Limestone grassland
•

Through quarrying, limestone grassland habitats will be created as follows:
- Perimeter limestone faces and benches as left after quarrying (cf. 1.6 above)
- Limestone screes;
- The placing of Blisworth limestone not suitable for the cement making process
- By leaving unquarried a layer of the silica limestone at the base of the quarry

5.4

•

The first three will include natural regeneration.

•

Limestone at the base of the quarry will form the basis for a designed restoration
offering a large variety of micro-habitats to encourage the establishment of a wide
variety limestone grassland species of flora and fauna, with exposed or sheltered
areas of all aspects, giving a variety of root runs and moisture retention.

Various surface finishes are proposed, either singly or mixed
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Bare rock: as left after quarrying
Bare rock: with surface pecked or shattered to give foothold to plants
Limestone blocks
Crushed limestone chippings: coarse and fine aggregates
Calcareous subsoils

Limestone grassland to be designed to incorporate an attractive mosaic of each of the
above surface finishes. Where practicable, the grassland is to be in fenced enclosures
large enough for maintenance by grazing. Proportions to be agreed with Rutland
County Council and their advisers. These surfaces to be laid sufficiently evenly to allow
maintenance by mechanical cutting.
5.5

Various initial planting strategies proposed for fines situations
•
•
•
•

No initial seeding or planting.
Seeding with appropriate mainly Festuca sp. At 5g/m2 (see Seeding above) at least
80% of fines area to receive this treatment.
Seeding with site-collected seed from limestone grassland species.
Planting site-collected turves of representative limestone grassland species as
source from which vegetation will spread.

Treatments to be plotted on a mosaic record plan for record purposes.
5.6

Agreement on establishment
As part of the approval of the above design, an agreement to be reached on what will
Constitute “restoration to limestone grassland” for each of the above surface finishes,
from which point, for planning purposes, the maintenance condition will take effect

5.7

Review following initial planting
A late summer (August/September) review of establishment of that years seeding or turf
planting to be undertaken and agreement reached on which areas should enter the
maintenance period. This information to be plotted on the mosaic plan and notified to
the Mineral Planning Authority.

5.8

Remedial action for failed areas for following initial planting
The review will also identify areas where the first years seeding or turf planting has
failed. These will be plotted on the mosaic plan. Decision will be made at that point on
whether the original planting will be repeated or whether a revised method will be tried.

5.9

Limitation to re-plantings of failed areas
Upon the second review, should the remedial planting following initial planting still not
have achieved the required cover, but a situation exists with at least a few limestone

plants per m2, then the area may be accepted as ‘restored’ and enter the maintenance
period.
5.10

Calcareous/Neutral grassland
Through quarrying calcareous/neutral grassland habitats will be created as follows:
• Perimeter clay faces down to the limestone edge of the quarry at a maximum
gradient of 1:2.5
• Areas of lime-rich subsoil and overburden surplus to restoration requirements,
placed in consented Fields 7, 8, 9, 10, and on the gentle embankments of the road
diversion.

5.11

Regeneration
•
•

Natural regeneration of native limestone grassland species will be encouraged,
within an open matrix of grasses as 5:1 above.
The Company’s ecologist will advise on treatments, seeding from site sources if
necessary, and aftercare to optimise the success of creating target vegetation
communities. Specifications will be agreed with the County and their advisers at
appropriate stages.

6.

MANAGEMENT OF EXISTING WOODLAND AND HEDGEROWS TO BE,
RETAINED (where in Castle Cements control)

6.1

Woodland in the Company’s Control
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

6.2

Woodland within Ketton Quarries SSSI
•
•
•

6.3

Woodland to be protected from the works.
Woodland areas to be monitored regularly for damage or disease.
Individual trees to be treated as necessary to prolong their life or to protect the
public.
Where there will be no danger to the public, and where no disease is present which
would affect neighbouring vegetation, dead timber will either be left standing or will
be stacked aside to encourage invertebrates.
Dangerous or diseased trees will otherwise be felled and removed from the site.
A stable balance of tall trees and understorey shrubs will be maintained.
A replacement tree (whip or transplant) will be planted for any retained mature tree
or significant aesthetic or practical screening value which dies within the woodland.
Mature sycamores will be retained but a programme of eradication of sycamore
saplings will be implemented in an attempt to limit spread.

In consultation with Natural England and the Leicestershire Wildlife Trust, an action
plan for the future management of the SSSI has been prepared.
Once agreed, the plan will be implemented.
The Company will seek to include in the SSI management plan a commitment from
Natural England that all key edge and skyline screen woodland, a prominent
feature in the landscape, as shown on drawing 832.70 (Figure 5.12A) may be
retained for the life of the quarry.

Management of Existing Individual Trees to be retained

•
•
•
•

•
•

6.4

Trees will be protected as necessary during quarrying.
Trees will be monitored regularly for damage or disease.
Trees will be treated as necessary to prolong their life or to protect users of the site.
Where there will be no danger to users of the site, and where no disease is present
which would affect neighbouring vegetation, dead timber will either be left standing
or will be stacked aside to encourage invertebrates.
Dangerous or diseased trees will otherwise be felled and removed from the site.
A replacement tree (whip or transplant) will be planted for any retained mature tree
of significant aesthetic or practical screening value which dies within the application
area.

Management of Existing Hedges to be retained
General
• Hedges to be retained will be protected as necessary during quarrying.

Perimeter hedges in others’ ownership
• The Company has no control over hedges in others ownership but would seek to
co-operate with neighbouring landowners in retaining hedges in good condition.
Hedges under existing tenancy agreement
• Existing management arrangements will continue.
• Under tenancy agreement obligations, the Company’s tenant farmers are obligated
to keep all fences, hedges and gates in a proper stockproof condition and not to
remove or alter any fence, hedge or other boundary on the holding.
Hedges entirely in the Company’s control
• Gapping up will be undertaken as necessary.
• Except for overgrown hedges of significant ecological value, hedges will be trimmed
annually, outside the nesting season, to a design height of 2m to 2.5m and
minimum 2m width giving maximum screening advantage to any particular length.
• Depending on phasing and on the efficacy of other screen planting alongside, there
may be the option of laying hedges on a ten year rotation.
• A suitable buffer zone will be allowed to develop between hedgerows and arable
land. There will be no underspraying of hedgerows with herbicides or pesticides.

7.

MAINTENANCE, MANAGEMENT AND AFTERCARE OF PROPOSED
ADVANCE PLANTING/SCREENING AND RESTORATION PLANTING
See Plan 832.36K

7.1

Maintenance of Proposed Woodland Trees and Shrubs including bat link hedges (Years
1-5)
•
•

•
•
•

Apply slow release tree fertiliser in year 2 (except where Natural England requests
otherwise).
Cut all herbaceous vegetation within plantations twice per year to 70mm where
terrain permits. In areas unsuitable for close mowing, height of cut will be varied as
appropriate.
On land where native grassland is establishing or has established dates and
heights of cut to be decided ad hoc to encourage spread of native flora.
Weedkill with Glyphosate to 1 metre diameter around each tree.
Secure/replace damaged or windblown tree guards and adjust trees ties.

•
•
•

•
•
•
7.2

Management and Aftercare of Proposed Woodland Trees and Shrubs including bat link
hedges
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
7.3

Monitor planted areas regularly.
Remedial pruning or removal of dead plants to be undertaken, unless retained for
ecological reasons.
Rabbit protection to be checked and replaced where necessary.
Control by mechanical or chemical means invasive undergrowth (unless to be
retained for ecological reasons) and noxious weeds.
Where nurse species are smothering climax species they will be cut, coppiced or
pruned back.
Trees and shrubs will be thinned periodically in line with accepted forest practice
and to favour the best specimens (thinning to be done outside of the March-July
bird breeding season). The objective will be to produce a natural looking woodland
of irregularly spaced trees and shrubs giving a variety of woodland densities,
incorporating rides and glades, and allowing natural regeneration within the mature
woodland. Screen and detached woodland will offer conservation benefits, as well
as mass for screening purposes. Conservation woodland will be managed for 25%
coppice and 75% high forest with glades; Natural England will be consulted as to
the appropriate climax intention in each conservation woodland area.
Thereafter established woodland to be managed for existing woodland.

Maintenance of Hedgerows and Hedge Trees (Years 1-5)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
7.4

Support trees and shrubs as necessary.
Firm in windblown trees.
Screen woodland: prune plants at appropriate time to remove straggly, damaged,
dead or dying and diseased wood and suckers, to promote healthy growth and
natural shape.
Beating up of plants to be carried out on a one-for-one basis between November
and March, and to follow established planting specification.
Infestations of noxious weeds beyond planting circles to be controlled by spraying
with approved selective herbicide.
Remove tree guards/shrub shelters in year 5.

Apply slow release tree fertiliser in year 2.
Weedkill with Glyphosate 1m strip centred on centre line of hedge.
Secure/replace damaged or windblown shrub guards, hedge tree tubes and
markers.
Firm in windblown shrubs and hedge trees.
Beating up of plants to be carried out on a one-for-one basis between November
and March, and to follow established planting specification.
Infestation of noxious weeds beyond weed-free strip to be controlled by spraying
with approved selective herbicide.
Trim over extended side shoots of hedge shrubs and tip leaders to be trimmed to
encourage bushiness and shape hedge to final form. Avoid damage to hedge
trees. Work to be carried out in autumn out of bird nesting season.
Remove tree guards/shrub shelters in year 5.

Management and Aftercare of Hedgerows and Hedge Trees

•

•

•
•
7.5

Gap up or replant areas of hedge where they have become too thin or the hedge
line broken or where hedge trees have failed. Use plants of the same species and
plant in accordance with specification.
Except for hedges to be left untouched for ecological reasons, trim the sides of the
hedges every second year, tops of the hedges every three years, avoiding hedge
trees. Replace hedge tree markers as necessary until trees are sufficiently
developed to be easily seen above the hedge.
Where practicable cut in late winter rather than autumn to improve wildlife habitat
through winter feeding. No trimming to be undertaken during bird nesting season.
Established hedges to be managed as existing hedges.

Management of Self - sown Trees and Native Shrubs
•

•

•
•
•

Self-set trees and scrub shrubs will be retained, particularly on the perimeter clay
slopes to the quarry and also in the wider restored landscape, where they
contribute to the landscape and/or provide valuable ecological habitats.
Otherwise, throughout the restored site, a rolling programme will be undertaken to
eradicate unwanted self-seeded tree and shrub saplings, particularly sycamore and
particularly within the restoration limestone grassland.
There may, however, be pockets of land rendered inaccessible by face treatments
where no maintenance or management will be possible.
Selected scrub areas will be thinned periodically to encourage succession to full
woodland.
Selected scrub areas will be coppiced on a rotational basis to give a mosaic of
habitats.

8.

MANAGEMENT AND AFTERCARE OF LIMESTONE/GRASSLAND

8.1

Management of verges of New Empingham Road
•

•

8.2

The existing management regime prescribed by the Highways Section of Rutland
County Council has allowed the remnant existing floriferous verges along the
existing Empingham Road to survive.
It is hoped that this regime will also be followed for the New Empingham Road
verges once the sward is stable.

General Management of Limestone Grassland
•

•
•

•

•
•

Once the aftercare period has commenced (see 5.6-5.10 above), management is to
be carried out in consultation with Rutland County Council and its advisers and will
depend on feedback from regular monitoring of the grassland areas.
Shrubs to be controlled to a maximum 5% cover by coppicing or removal, unless of
landscape or ecological significance.
Coarse agricultural weeds to be controlled by topping (in which case the cutter to
be a minimum of 150mm above ground level) or be selective herbicide approved by
Natural England from the current list of the Agricultural Chemical approval Scheme
and within recommendations for use as prescribed by the manufacturer.
Drainage pockets of permanent or seasonal water to be considered an ecological
bonus unless adversely affecting surrounding land when ditches or land drains will
be introduced and maintained.
Grassland areas to be monitored regularly and management prescriptions adjusted
to optimise diversity.
Rabbit control and/or rabbit fencing to be implemented as necessary.

8.3

Management and Aftercare of Limestone Grassland following Establishment
•
•
•

•
•

8.4

Management and Aftercare of Calcareous/Neutral Grassland following Establishment
•

•

9.

During the first summer of the aftercare period, monitoring to be carried out
monthly.
Rabbit control and/or rabbit fencing to be implemented as necessary.
Once the sward has been adjudged ready for grazing, to be fenced and managed
by light grazing by sheep with the stocking rate to be based upon DEFRA’s
‘Livestock Units’, but adjusted to avoid under-and-over-grazing. The grassland
should be grazed around 10 weeks per year with the aim of removing the grass
growth to achieve an average sward height of 25-50mm by the end of summer. No
fertiliser to be applied.
Some small areas of taller, coarser vegetation to be retained for wildlife, especially
additional insect diversity.
Vegetation species composition monitoring to be carried out in Years 2 and 5 of the
aftercare period at 5 no. 1m square quadrats per stand of vegetation, divided into
10cm sub squares. Results to be circulated to Rutland County Council and their
advisers.

Where terrain permits, grassland to be topped once every 2 years out of bird
nesting season and after July 1st to allow for dispersal of seed. Arisings to be
removed.
Grassland to be managed by grazing as above.

MANAGEMENT
AND
AGRICULTURAL LAND
•

•

•
•
•

AFTERCARE

OF

NEWLY

Newly restored land will be let on a farm tenancy and managed for agriculture. The
tenant will be obligated to farm the holding according to the rules of good
husbandry and for the enhancement and protection of wildlife interest.
Management and aftercare of agricultural land will be according to DEFRA
guidelines and similar to the management prescription agreed for the Phase 1
restoration of the IDO consented area of the quarry.
Any field drainage system will be maintained in good order by the tenant, and will
avoid deposition on limestone grassland areas.
Agricultural fencing and gates will be maintained in good order by the tenant.
Hedges will be managed for conservation.

SCHEDULE 8
SCHEME FOR THE HANDLING OF SOILS
1.0

RESTORED

Introduction

This scheme was drawn up to ensure compliance with Appeal Decision reference
Number APP/A2470/A/02/1081518, which is now applicable to planning permission ref.
nos. 2017/0911/FUL and 2017/0913/FUL.

4.0

Soil Stripping and Storage
Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Mineral Planning Authority, soil movements
shall be carried out in accordance with 832.62K and 832.69 (HM3) and the table set out
in section 6 of this scheme unless varied in accordance with section 5 below.
The stripping, movement and re-spreading of top subsoil shall be restricted to
occasions when the soil is in a dry and friable condition.
Soils shall only be moved when in a dry and friable condition, based on a field
assessment of wetness in relation to its lower plastic limit. An assessment shall be
made by attempting to roll a ball of soil into a thread on the surface of a clean plain
glazed tile (or plate glass square) using light pressure from the flat of the hand. If a long
thread of less than 3mm diameter can be formed, the soil is wetter than the lower
plastic limit and soil moving should not take place until the soils have dried out. If the
soil crumbles before a long thread of 3mm diameter can be formed, then the soil is dry
enough to move. This assessment shall be carried out on representative samples of
each major soil type.
All topsoils and subsoils will be stripped using a tracked 360ο bucket excavator without
teeth in order to minimise mixing between soil horizons.
Topsoil and subsoils, including if necessary lower horizons selected as suitable for soil
making, shall be separately stripped to their full depth and, wherever possible, be
immediately re-spread in their correct sequence. If immediate re-spreading is not
practicable, the topsoil and subsoils shall be stored separately for subsequent
replacement. Where there are continuous mounds, dissimilar soils shall be separated
by a third material as agreed with the Mineral Planning Authority.
Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Mineral Planning Authority, topsoil mounds
shall not exceed 3 metres in height, and subsoil (or subsoil substitute) mounds shall not
exceed 5 metres in height.
Materials shall be stored like upon like, so that topsoil shall be stripped from beneath
subsoil mounds and subsoil from beneath any mounds of overburden.
All soil storage mounds shall be constructed with only the minimum amount of
compaction necessary to ensure stability, and shall not be traversed by heavy vehicles
or machinery except where essential for purposes of mound construction or removal for
restoration purposes.
All storage mounds that will remain in situ for more than 6 months or over the winter
period shall be grassed over and weed control and other necessary maintenance
carried out to the satisfaction of the Mineral Planning Authority. The seed mixture and
application rates shall be agreed with the Mineral Planning Authority in writing no later
than one month before it is expected to complete the formation of the storage mounds.

3.0

Soil Replacement
Each subsoil horizon shall be tipped in winnows and spread to the required level, in 6m
wide strips, in such a manner as to avoid compacting placed soils. Topsoil shall then

be tipped, lifted and evenly spread onto the levelled subsoil, also in such a manner as
to avoid compacting the placed soils.
The minimum combined settled depth of subsoil substitute, subsoil and topsoil for land
to be restored for agricultural use shall be 1.2m. For tree planting areas, soil and soil
forming materials shall be loose tipped to create a soil profile of no less than 1 metre.
All stones and other materials which are likely to obstruct cultivation in the agricultural
afteruse shall be picked and removed from the site.
Castle Cement shall notify the Mineral Planning Authority at least 3 working days but no
more than 7 days in advance of the final subsoil placement on each phase or part
phase to allow a site inspection to take place.
Prior to final surface treatment within any phase of the site, the Mineral Planning
Authority shall be notified in writing and their approval obtained for final restoration
operations.
4.0

Differential Settlement
Unless otherwise agreed with the Mineral Planning Authority, in any part of the site
where differential settlement occurs during the restoration and aftercare period, the
applicant shall fill the depression to the final settlement contour specified with suitable
material to a specification to be agreed with the Mineral Planning Authority.

5.0

Variation of Scheme
At twelve monthly periods from the date of the consent at the request of the Mineral
Planning Authority or Castle Cement limited this scheme will be reviewed.

6.0

Table of Soil Movements

SOIL RESOURCE SAVED
Working Area,
in order of
working (Fig
5.13)

Topsoil (some topsoil
may also be stored
temporarily beside
restoration area (m3)

Selected
Subsoil
(m3)

1
to store
2

65,900 –
31,720

53,360 –
16,200

Left in store
3E

43,310 –
32,300

16,760 –
26,230

Left in store

58,810 –

23,190

RESTORATION SOIL
REQUIREMENT
New Field
Topsoil
(or wood )
used
in order of
restoration
(m3)
(m3)
1E
20,000
1W
18,400
16,000
(woods 1E
and 1W)
2E
2W
(wood 1E
Extension)
3E

1,600
12,800
2,400

Selected
Subsoil
used
(m3)
27,500
25,300

2,200
17,600

3W

30,450

18,310

26,800

36,800

Left in store
4

62,460
32,550

4,700
79,400

3W

32,000

44,000

Left in store
5

63,010
38,890

40,100
63,370

4
(wood 4E)

34,000
16,000

46,700

Left in store
6

51,900
42,550

56,770
55,960

5
(wood 5W)

16,800
13,200

23,100

Left in store

64,450

89,630

6

64,400

88,500

Left over

50

1,130

DRAFT CONDITIONS FOR PERMISSION REF. NO. 2017/0911/FUL
Differing conditions only.
General
2)

This permission relates to the permanent diversion of the Empingham Road and
associated highway works, as part of the extension of extractive and associated
quarrying operations, at Grange Top Quarry, Ketton within the land shown edged red on
Drawing No. L89-KET-002 submitted with planning application ref. no. 2017/0911/FUL.
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of clarity.

Duration
3)

The construction of the proposed public highway shall have been completed in
accordance with Plan/Drawing No. A074339-6-35-12-P1 submitted with this application
and shall be fully landscaped in accordance with the approved documents by 31st
December 2026.
Reason: For consistency with planning permission ref. no. 2017/0913/FUL, having
regard to MDC Policy 4 and MDC Policy 12 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy and
Development Control Policies (October 2010).

Working and Phasing Details
5)

The working, restoration and aftercare of the site shall be carried out in accordance with
the plans and details set out in planning application ref. no. 2017/0911/FUL registered
on 17 October 2017 and the approved plans set out in Schedule 1.
Reason: To specify the approved documents and secure the mitigation measures set
out in the application in the interests of amenity and the environment having regard to
MDC Policy 1 of the Rutland Minerals Core Strategy & Development Control Policies
(October 2010), Policy SP15 of the Rutland Site Allocations & Policies Development
Plan Document (October 2014). & Policy CS19 of the Rutland Core Strategy DPD (July
2011).

Dust

20)

For the duration of construction under this planning permission, the management of
dust shall be undertaken in accordance with the details set out in Tables 11.5 and 11.6
of the Environmental Statement submitted with this planning application.

SCHEDULE 1
APPLICATION DOCUMENTS AND AMENDMENTS
1.

Application No 2017/0911/FUL registered on 17 October 2017 and the accompanying
Environmental Statement;

2.

Submitted plans accompanying planning application ref. no. 2017/0913/FUL: 1711;
1712; 832.36K; 832.62K; 832.220A; LD89-KET-001a; A074339-6-35-12-P1;

All levels in metres above ordnance datum

L:\Landesign\Projects\Active\Active\LD089-Empingham Road Diversion- Alternative\General\Plans\LD89-KET-001a 2007 Planning Permission Boundary.dwg
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