
 

 

 
Mr A Waskett-Burt 
Rutland County Council  
Catmose House 
Catmose Street 
Oakham 
Rutland 
LE15 6HP 

By email only to: ABurt@rutland.gov.uk  
 
 
Dear Mr Waskett-Burt, 
 
Re:  Further Letter of Objection to Proposed Extensions to Grange Top Quarry (planning 

application reference: 2024/0066/MIN) 
 
We write on behalf of our client, Mr Eatough, and to provide a further objection to planning application 
2024/0066/MIN.  
 
Our client is the owner of the Grade II* listed property and associated 50 acres of land known as 
‘Prebendal House’, Crocket Lane, Empingham, Rutland, LE15 8PW which is located approximately 
0.7km to the northwest of the boundary of the proposed quarry extension identified as the ‘Northwest 
Land’. The higher rating at Grade II* puts the building, in terms of significance, into the top 10% of 
all listed buildings in England. It also sits in a designated Conservation Area.  
 
Our client originally submitted an objection on 22nd February 2024 (Appendix 1). This objection letter 
is supplementary to this and should be read in conjunction.  
 
Following a review of the neighbour comments received on the application to date, our client would 
like to clarify their concerns in relation to the perceived traffic impacts and provide additional 
comments on the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) Report and 
Metric. 
 
Traffic Impacts 
In their previous objection letter, our client made clear that the public consultation was wholly 
insufficient. The communication notifying residents of the public exhibition event was limited to a 
leaflet through the letterbox and there was only one public exhibition event held.  
 
The insufficient public consultation has led to a large misunderstanding amongst local residents in 
relation to the traffic impacts of the proposals. As such, our client would like to re-affirm their concerns 
following a review of the transport related documents submitted with the application. Our client has 
noted that there have been representations made by neighbours in favour of the application due to 
a reduction in traffic movements particularly in Tinwell and Ketton as a result of the proposed haul 
road that forms part of the NW Land.  
 
However, as noted within the previous objection letter, the submitted Planning Statement outlines 
that the haul road forms part of phase 1 of the NW Land and it is anticipated this will commence in 
2030 but will not be available until the limestone in this phase has been excavated. The application 
submission does not provide clarification on what the implications on traffic movements will be until 
such time the haul road becomes available, or how long it will take for the limestone to be excavated.  
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As such our client raises concerns over the traffic implications. At the very minimum, the traffic 
reductions will not be provided until 2030, however, this is dependent on the limestone in this phase 
being excavated which may delay this further. Further, there is no firm commitment that the haul 
road will be delivered which raises further concerns as to what the traffic implications will be should 
this element of the application not come forward.  
 
Our client therefore seeks clarification on the following: 
 

• Where will vehicles be routed until the haul road becomes available, will it be via the existing 
access? 

• What will be the implications on traffic in neighbouring villages until the haul road comes 
forward? 

• How will traffic movements be managed should the haul road not come forward?  
 
The proposed haul road can therefore not be considered an immediate benefit of the proposals. The 
benefits of the haul road, and the timescales for these to be delivered, have been grossly 
misunderstood by members of the public and it can only be assumed that this has arisen from the 
insufficient public consultation by the Applicant. Our client therefore requests that representations 
made by neighbours in favour of the application on the basis of traffic reductions associated with the 
new haul road are afforded minimal weight as they have not been rightfully informed.  
 
Ecology and Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) 
Following a review of the submitted Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (Heatons, August 2023); the 
Metric Calculator (Heatons, August 2023), the DEFRA Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment and the 
Ecology section of the Environmental Statement, we would like to raise the following concerns with 
the information submitted.  
 
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) 
The report has not detailed the experience of the surveyors, however, this is expected for a report 
at this level. It would be expected that surveyors baselining habitats for the purpose of BNG to have 
level 4 Field Identification Skills Certificate (FISC) or be able to demonstrate equivalent 
competence/experience surveying the relevant habitats (grassland and woodland).  
 
Woodland 
Table 4 of the PEA states that priority habitat (Deciduous Woodland) is mapped as being present on 
site within Field 14. The woodland descriptions lack detail, and no species lists, or quadrat data has 
been provided. Without detailed survey data it is not possible to verify the accuracy of the baseline 
habitat or condition assessment. 
 
Grassland 
The descriptions of the Grassland are insufficient to determine the distinctiveness classifications or 
condition assessments, and no species lists, or quadrat data has been provided. The description of 
the improved grassland is also lacking and full species lists, species abundances or quadrat data 
have not been provided within either the PEA or the BNG report. Without this data it is not possible 
to determine whether the distinctiveness of the grasslands has been correctly assessed. 
 
BNG Report and Metric 
A fundamental issue identified with the BNG assessment is that the baseline assessment does not 
take into account all habitat within the red line boundary. From a BNG methodology perspective, this 
is incorrect and is likely to have resulted in a significantly more favourable assessment for the 
Applicant. The ‘on-site’ assessment should apply to all habitat within the red line boundary.   
 



 

Paragraph 4.4 states that ‘tab G9 ‘Translation Phase 1’ of the Metric was used to translate Phase 1 
Habitats into UKHAB codes provided within the Metric.’ It is queried whether the translation from 
Phase 1 to UKHab was carried out appropriately in the case of the woodlands on Site, as Priority 
Habitats should be classified as ‘high distinctiveness’ woodland (Lowland Mixed Deciduous 
Woodland). In the absence of robust and detailed habitat data, further justification is required as to 
why none of the semi-natural woodland is classified as Lowland Mixed Deciduous Woodland 
(LMDW).  
 
Appendix A of the BNG report provides the condition assessment criteria, however this is not 
supported with an explanation as to how each criterion was scored for each woodland. Further, the 
report nor the metric provides an explanation as to the methodology for determining the scoring on 
each of the criteria provided. No separate habitat descriptions, species lists, or condition 
assessments are provided for individual woodland parcels. The habitat data is generally insufficient 
to determine if the assessments of the conditions made are accurate.  
 
Paragraph 5.19 of the BNG report states that the net gain in habitat units for the application site will 
be 16.74%, the hedgerow units will be 10.23% and watercourse units will be 84.24%. However, the 
BNG metric states that the habitat units will be 13.80%, the hedgerow units will be 14.91% and 
watercourse units will be 84.24%. This therefore demonstrates a discrepancy between the scores 
shown in the report and the Metric excel spreadsheet. Further clarification is required on which score 
is correct and why a difference has been shown.  
 
The baseline and post development assessments assign ‘medium’ strategic significance to all the 
woodland and arable field margins. The justification for this is that these habitats are included in the 
Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland Biodiversity Action Plan (LLRBAP). However, we would like to 
raise that it is only ‘Lowland Mixed Deciduous Woodland’ and ‘wet woodland’ UKHab types that are 
included in the LLRBAP. As such, the strategic significance multipliers have been incorrectly applied 
and should be amended. 
 
The habitat creation tab of the BNG Metric assessed large areas of the proposed habitats as ‘Inland 
Rock and Scree Habitats’. This is not considered an appropriate habitat target. The UKHab 
guidelines specifically lists ‘disused quarries’ in the exclusions to this habitat classification. As such, 
the Applicant should provide justification as to why this habitat classification is appropriate given it is 
a priority habitat of ‘high distinctiveness’.  
 
The Metric does not provide any post development UKHab Mapping, therefore it is not possible to 
determine if the areas included within the ‘On-site Habitat Creation Tab’ align with what is proposed 
in the restoration plans. It is also not possible to cross reference the rows in the Metric with specific 
locations on the site. The Application should provide UKHab mapping for post development habitats 
to allow the suitability of the habitat classifications to be reviewed. 
 
The application provides insufficient survey data in relation to the ditches on site. Further, no photos 
or habitat descriptions have been provided and no condition assessment has been presented. It is 
therefore not possible to determine the accuracy of the BNG assessment for watercourses without 
this detailed data. 
 
The significant delays in creation of habitats have not been properly taken into account when valuing 
the post development proposed habitats. A ‘non-standard agreement’ would be required to ensure 
the habitat types and conditions are achieved during the lifetime of the development. A major 
concern is that given the timescales to reach some of the habitat targets, in the conditions proposed, 
there is no mechanism which can ensure the predicted BNG score is realistically achievable. For 
example, if ‘Inland Rock and Scree’ in ‘good condition’ (as stated in the Metric) was to be accepted 
as an appropriate habitat target, the time to target condition would be 60+ years. With no statutory 



 

mechanism for enforcement, it is reasonable to assume this is not realistically going to be achieved, 
and there is no mechanism available to guarantee this with an acceptable level of certainty.   
 
Conclusion 
This letter has set out our client’s additional concerns particularly in relation to traffic impacts and 
following further review of the PEA and BNG Report and Metric. This letter should therefore be read 
in conjunction with the previous objection letter submitted on 22nd February 2024 We wish to re-
affirm that the position of our client remains that they strongly oppose to the proposals and urge the 
LPA to refuse the application for the reasons identified. 
 
In addition to the further clarifications sought within this letter, we note that several consultee 
comments have been received on the application which request further information from the 
Applicant. It is therefore understood that the Applicant will be required to submit additional 
information for which we would expect further consultation to be undertaken with an opportunity for 
representations to be made by the public. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Hannah Albans MRTPI 
Director 
 
Encl. - Appendix 1 – Objection Letter (DLP, dated 22nd February 2024) 
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Objection Letter (DLP, dated 22nd February 2024) 



 

 

 
Mr A Waskett-Burt 
Rutland County Council 
Catmose House 
Catmos Street 
Oakham 
Rutland 
LE15 6HP 
 

 
 

Dear Mr Waskett-Burt, 
 
Re:  Letter of Objection to Proposed Extensions to Grange Top Quarry (planning 

application reference: 2024/0066/MIN) 
 
We write on behalf of our client, Mr Eatough, and to object to the following planning application 
submission made by Heidelberg Materials UK (‘the Applicant’) at Castle Cement Ltd Ketton Works 
Ketco Avenue Ketton Rutland PE9 3SX (‘the Site’): 
 

‘Proposed extensions to Grange Top Quarry, for construction and use of a new access and 
site access road from the A606, a security gatehouse, bridleway bridge and associated works 
to facilitate the continued supply of minerals to Ketton Cement Works, the consolidation of 
existing mineral extraction permissions and a restoration scheme to recreate agricultural land 
and biodiversity enhancement works.’ 

 
Our client is the owner of the Grade II* listed property and associated 50 acres of land known as 
‘Prebendal House’, Crocket Lane, Empingham, Rutland, LE15 8PW which is located approximately 
0.7km to the northwest of the boundary of the proposed quarry extension identified as the ‘Northwest 
Land’. The higher rating at Grade II* puts the building, in terms of significance, into the top 10% of 
all listed buildings in England. It also sits in a designated Conservation Area.  
 
Our client has concerns in relation to the extent of harm that would be caused by the proposal on 
the village of Empingham and other surrounding villages. The proposals seek to extend the existing 
extraction area to the northwest, known as ‘Northwest Land’, as well as to the southwest, known as 
‘Field 14’. The extension to the northwest encroaches on land towards the village of Empingham and 
will have knock on effects for villages further beyond such as Whitwell. The village of Empingham is 
rural in character and contained by open countryside with large fields on all sides. In contrast, the 
character of the village of Ketton has been altered by the presence of the quarry works to the 
northwest of the village. 
 
As part of the public consultation undertaken by Heidelberg Materials UK, we submitted a letter dated 
10th August 2023 (Appendix 1), on behalf of our client, which outlined our client’s concerns in relation 
to the impacts on the surrounding villages and on the scope and adequacy of the technical reports 
accompanying the quarry extension proposals (we note that despite requests no response, beyond 
an automated receipt, was received and a request for a meeting went unanswered). 
 
Following the submission of the application, we have undertaken a review of the submitted 
documents, and this letter raises a number of concerns on a range of topics that are considered 
material to the planning application and where further clarification and supporting information is 
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required. 
 
Quarry Reserves 
The application is not currently clear on the reserves and the submitted Planning Statement contains 
inconsistencies. 
 
Paragraph 17 of the Executive Summary within the Planning Statement sets out that existing 
reserves are expected to be exhausted in c.2032. Further, the paragraph sets out that the proposed 
two extensions will add approximately 25 years to the existing reserves. When this is added to the 
permitted reserves, the total extraction period is anticipated to be circa 34 years. However, 
Paragraph 8.99 of the Planning Statement sets out ‘The proposed extensions will extend the life of 
the Works by a further 25-30 years, there currently being approximately 9 years reserves available 
at the Site as of January 2023.’ The Applicant has indicated that the variable figures are given due 
to uncertainties in market conditions over the next 30-40 years.  
 
As such, the Applicant is applying for a maximum of 30 years of additional reserves (beyond 2032) 
which takes us to 2062, the minimum of 25 additional years taking us to 2057.    
 
The Applicant’s justification for the additional reserves, as outlined within Paragraph 9.12 of the 
Planning Statement, is that major investment in a new access road (circa £10 million) and the likely 
investment in carbon capture technology in coming years, means a sizeable mineral reserve is 
necessary to accommodate that scale of investment. 
 
Paragraph 9.6 makes reference to Paragraph 220 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) stating that ‘Paragraph 220 of the NPPF therefore, requires mineral planning authorities to 
maintain a steady and adequate supply of cement-making materials to maintain a landbank of at 
least 15 years for cement-making materials and 25 years where major investment is required.’ 
 
However, this is not what is stated within Paragraph 220 of the NPPF which in fact sets out the 
following: 
 

‘Minerals planning authorities should plan for a steady and adequate supply of industrial minerals 
by:  

 
a) co-operating with neighbouring and more distant authorities to ensure an adequate 

provision of industrial minerals to support their likely use in industrial and manufacturing 
processes;  

b) encouraging safeguarding or stockpiling so that important minerals remain available for 
use;  

c) maintaining a stock of permitted reserves to support the level of actual and 
proposed investment required for new or existing plant, and the maintenance and 
improvement of existing plant and equipment (footnote 78); [our emphasis] and  

d) taking account of the need for provision of brick clay from a number of different sources 
to enable appropriate blends to be made.’ 

 
Part c) is of most relevance and requires maintaining a stock of permitted reserves to support the 
level of actual and proposed investment required for new or existing plant, and the maintenance 
and improvement of existing plant and equipment. Footnote 78 states that these reserves should 
be at least 15 years for cement primary (chalk and limestone) and secondary (clay and shale) 
materials to maintain an existing plant and for silica sand sites where significant new capital is 
required; and at least 25 years for brick clay, and for cement primary and secondary materials to 
support a new kiln.  
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This application is not for a new kiln, nor does the application propose any new buildings save for a 
new gatehouse/security building.  
 
The Applicant’s justification for a longer period is based on major investment in the new access road 
and ‘likely’ carbon capture technology in coming years. None of these matters relate to new/existing 
plant or the maintenance and improvement of existing plant and equipment. 
 
Furthermore, on review of what the Government classify as new plant and machinery (in relation to 
claim capital allowances), structures for example bridges, roads and docks do not count. Whilst it is 
recognised that there is a current shortfall of the minimum 15-year requirement, we do not believe 
that the justification put forward by the Applicant is sufficient to warrant an additional 25-30 years of 
reserves being required.  
 
Highways and Traffic 
We have undertaken a review of the Transport Assessment (TA) and there are several 
inconsistencies in the numbering/lettering of Appendices. In particular, Appendix E is listed as 
showing four different sets of data throughout the TA namely, Para 4.3.2, site access proposals, 
Para 4.3.8, vehicle swept path analysis, Para 5.1.4, traffic flow diagrams and Para 6.2.1, details of 
current HGV/staff travel movements. Appendix E actually shows the site access proposals not the 
other information referred to. 
  
Notwithstanding Paragraph 4.3.8 of the submitted TA, which states that vehicle swept path analysis 
is provided at Appendix E, this is incorrect and there is no swept path of the proposed junction 
included within any of the Appendices to the TA. As such, it is not possible to confirm that the 
proposed roundabout on the A606 is appropriate to accommodate large vehicle movements. 
 
The Applicant has provided details of the ‘current’ HGV distribution within Paragraph 6.5.1 of the 
submitted TA, however, it is considered that this could change given the proposals for the new main 
access is to be provided on the A606 and not utilising the existing access. Paragraph 4.3.9 states 
that the existing retained accesses to the south will likely be only used for staff and visitor movements 
when the new A606 access is operational. As such, it is reasonable to consider that the HGV 
distribution set out at Paragraph 6.5.1 will be significantly different following the construction of the 
new access. 
 
Paragraph 6.8.1 sets out that the impact on the village of Empingham has been assessed using the 
‘current’ HGV distribution. However, there are no restrictions proposed to limit the amount of traffic 
through the village and given that the new main access is to be proposed onto the A606 directly to 
the east of the village, it is reasonable to consider that without any restrictions in place, the number 
of vehicles travelling through the village of Empingham could be considerably higher than that 
proposed. 
 
Paragraph 6.7.1 states that, due to the provision of the new access, an additional 77 HGVs and 145 
cars and 77 HGVs will travel east on the A606 from the site access to the A1 in the AM and PM peak 
hours respectively. Based on the data provided, this could equate to an increase of 177 Passenger 
Car Units (PCUs) (1 HGV  = 2.3 PCU) in the AM Peak and 322 PCUs in the PM Peak. The ATC data 
provided in Paragraph 3.8.1 and 3.8.2, identify that this could lead to a 38% and 70% increase in 
eastbound PCU movements in the AM and PM peak hours respectively. This is very significant and 
could have a material impact on the operation of the A606/A1 junction. Changes in operation or 
delays at the A1 junction could lead the re-routing of traffic west on the A606 to avoid the A1 junction.  
 
This would increase traffic through Empingham. In addition, the TA does not include capacity testing 
at the A1 junction therefore it is not possible to establish if the significant increase in traffic will impact 
on its operation.  
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Within Page 79 of the ES Scoping Response (Appendix B of TA), Rutland Local Highways Authority 
state that ‘The LHA require further assessments to be carried out to identify the impact on the A1 
and A606 junctions and the villages of Empingham and Whitwell. Depending on what the figures are 
and traffic generation, the assessment may need to go further afield. Once a trip distribution pattern 
has been agreed, the applicant will need to assess any junctions or link roads which have an impact 
of 30 two-way trips’. This has not been completed. 
 
The Planning Statement outlines that the haul road forms part of phase 1 of the NW Land and it is 
anticipated this will commence in 2030 but will not be available until the limestone in this phase has 
been excavated. It is unclear on the implications on traffic movements until the haul road is available 
and how long it will take for the limestone to be excavated. We seek clarification on whether the 
routing of vehicles, until such time the haul road is available, will be via the existing access.  
 
Heritage/Landscape Impacts 
Whilst our concerns previously submitted to the Applicant (DLP letter dated 10th August 2023) have 
been acknowledged and identified in the LVIA report, Planning Statement and Environmental 
Statement, our concerns have not been referenced in the Heritage Report and this report remains 
unchanged since the consultation draft. We pointed out at that time the assessment should be 
extended to consider the potential impact on other heritage assets.  Given the conflict in evidence 
between the heritage report and landscape report and the absence of any assessment of impact the 
proposed development would have on Prebendal House or the Empingham Conservation Area the 
report should be afforded little weight in the decision-making process. 
 
Background Evidence 
Relevant to the heritage matters associated with this application is the more recent planning history 
to the site. In 2002 a planning appeal (ref. APP/A2470/A/02/1081518) (Appendix 2) against the 
refusal of planning permission for the extension of the quarry working was allowed.  The main issues 
the inspector raised included: 
 

• Landscape  
• Setting of a listed building (Wytchley Warren Farmhouse) 
• Alternatives 
• Cumulative Impact 

 
Landscape 
The Inspector identifies the quarry as part of the gently undulating Cottesmore Plateau, situated 
between the River Gwash to the north and River Chater to the south and east (Paragraph 38), 
describing the general landscape as consisting of mainly of arable fields, hedgerows and woodland 
blocks (Paragraph 39).  
 
The 2002 proposals involved restoring a mix of arable, pasture, grassland and woodland, but at 20 
metres below pre-existing levels.  
 
The Inspector comments at Paragraph 40: 
 

‘I am not aware of any naturally occurring steep banks or limestone cliffs in the area..[…].. To 
my mind long lengths of cliffs would be quite out of keeping with the natural appearance of this 
plateau landscape.’ 
 

And concludes in Paragraph 45 ‘Despite the beneficial effects on the restoration of the existing 
quarry, it seems to me that the overall effect of the proposals would be harmful to the natural 
landscape of the area.’ 
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In Paragraph 53 the Inspector discusses the nature and impact of bunding commenting ‘It seems to 
me that such a screen (bund) should be very effective in preventing views into the quarry but, unless 
carefully designed, could cut off the desirable long distance views of the countryside.’ 
(emphasis added). 
 
Setting 
Historic England (then English Heritage) commented that the proposed quarry extension would harm 
the setting of the listed farmhouse and the Inspector in paragraph 65 concluded that: 
 

‘the proposed changes to the setting of the listed building must be considered contrary to 
Environment Policy 2 of the Structure Plan, Policy 2 of the Minerals Local Plan and Policy 
EN12 of the Rutland Local Plan all of which aim to protect the settings of historic or listed 
buildings…’ 
 

Alternatives  
As a form of sequential testing the Inspector considered a range of alternative site for quarrying, put 
forward by the appellant to allow continued cement product. In Paragraph 165 he comments: 
 

‘The appellants have mineral rights to some land to the north-west,(i.e., the site the subject 
of this application) in which there is limestone, but a lack of clay..[…].. I would be most 
concerned about the landscape impact as such an extension in this north-westerly direction 
because it would break through the gentle ridgeline giving extensive views of the workings 
from the busy A606 Oakham to Stamford Road.’ (emphasis added) 
 

Cumulative Impact:  
The Mineral Planning Authority’s reasons for refusal referred to cumulative impact of the appeal 
proposals (the cumulative impacts on the landscape, ecological habitats, visual amenity and noise.  
Although the Inspector did not accept the Authority’s interpretation of the relevant policy, they did 
agree that proposed extensions to the quarry would result in an increased cumulative impact 
(Paragraph 180). 
 
Comment 
The proposed quarry extensions and other land owned by the quarry formed part of the agricultural 
landscape that was intrinsically linked, historically, functionally, visually and by ownership with the 
rural communities within it. The evidence in the heritage report (WA, August 2023) identifies that the 
agricultural landscape around Normanton Park, Ketton and Empingham was a resource for rural 
pursuits, not simply an ‘agricultural landscape’.  The incidence of ‘warrens’, ‘copses’, closes’ and 
‘lodges’ is evidence of the recreational use of the countryside around these historic settlements.  The 
quarrying activity has already erased some of the evidence of this and the proposed extension will 
add to the cumulative impact, to the point where the last link between the history of the historic places 
and their rural setting and context will be lost. 
 
The significance of the memories embodied in the physical fabric of Empingham, as a farming 
community, with its social, religious and administrative heart focussed on the church and Prebendal 
House, relies on an understanding and experience of this agricultural setting. There is the potential 
for the contribution the setting of Prebendal House makes to its significance to be diminished by the 
quarry extension as currently proposed.  
 
The NPPF (December 2023) makes clear in paragraphs 200 – 201 and 205 - 208, that any harm to 
designated heritage assets should be avoided and great weight given to their conservation. The 
more important the asset the greater the weight. Any harm must be justified and deliver 
counterbalancing public benefits. To be able to identify the nature and extent of impacts requires 
applicants and the local planning authority to understand an assets significance and the contribution 
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its setting makes to significance. It is clear from the technical information provided that this 
understanding is missing and, therefore, that the analysis of impacts is flawed. Potential impacts 
include:  
 

• Erosion of the historical links between places and our understanding and appreciation of 
those interrelationships;  

• The proposed quarrying will change the character of this agricultural setting;  
• The rural route serving the historic towns and villages (Empingham and Stamford) will lose 

those ‘rural’ qualities;  
• The quality of the views out from the village, as one moves through it will be diminished;  
• The designed views out from Prebendal House over the wider landscape will be interrupted 

by the proposed works (quarrying and screening);  
• The long views across the plateau will be foreshortened and uncharacteristic features 

introduced; and  
• The continued extension of the quarry will have a cumulative impact on the setting of nearby 

heritage assets, potentially severing a last link with the agricultural setting to the south.  
 

Historic England guidance explains (Setting of Heritage Assets, GPA3, 2017), the contribution 
setting makes to the significance of a heritage asset is not defined just by the degree of intervisibility 
but by other environmental effects and by our understanding of the historic relationship between 
places. As identified in our preliminary research there is a clear historic and functional relationship 
between the Normanton Estate, Empingham, Prebendal House and the surrounding landscape.   
This is an important in considering the assessment and conclusions in the LVIA. It is also relevant 
to consider the views of the 2002 Appeal Inspector. 
 
Table APP3-2 of the LVIA identifies the factors influencing landscape value. Under ‘Cultural Heritage’ 
it suggests that there is limited interest in the site or its setting, though it identifies a range of heritage 
assets in the vicinity. Importantly, the analysis fails to place any value on the contribution the setting 
makes to the significance of these assets or the surviving evidence of the historic use of the wider 
agricultural landscape of rural pursuits.  Similarly, under ‘Associative’ value in the same table there 
is no recognition of the links to the Normanton Estate and the associated activities of the principal 
house Normanton Park. 
 
The LVIA identifies a number of negative or adverse impacts, during the ‘construction’ phases and 
after restoration.  It suggests that these impacts can be mitigated by allowing hedgerows to grow, 
reinforced with additional tree planting alongside and on earth screening bunds. 
 
A characteristic of the agricultural landscape in the area and as illustrated in the LVIA viewpoints 
(VP 6 and 11a, for example) are managed stock proof hedgerows alongside the public highways.  In 
some cases, they are shaped with battered tops.  It is a characteristic that is familiar, designed and 
has a purpose that people understand, connecting with the historic use of the land.  They are lines 
in the landscape also marking boundaries and ownership adding further to our understanding of rural 
life.  Allowing them to grow unchecked in order to provide a visual barrier ‘a screen’ in a thin mask 
that is unconvincing and uncharacteristic. 
 
As the 2002 Appeal Inspector has pointed out supplementing such hedgerow management with 
earth ‘bunding’ that, by physically restricting views, would be in conflict with the existing landscape 
characteristics of open views over a gently rolling landscape – the prevailing rural characteristic 
context for the variety and range of heritage assets in the area. 
 
As a part of the restoration works, it is proposed to reinstate the agricultural landscape, with 
hedgerows and reversion back to agricultural use, but at a new level 20 metres below the existing 
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surroundings.  The change to the current historic context would be irreversible. Remediation by re-
invention has the risk of being completely unauthentic and unconvincing.  Furthermore, the Appeal 
Inspector noted that the cliff edges and steep slopes (resulting from quarrying) are not characteristic 
of the landscape.  The extent of quarrying proposed is such that the operator is having to rely on 
bunds and reinforced planting belts to hide the scars and resultant profiles, rather than increasing 
the depth of standoffs and grading the edges more convincingly, to better integrate the new 
landscape with the old. 
 
In discussing the landscape strategy under section 3.3.7 the LVIA report advises that by working the 
land from the south northwards ‘would retain the central ridge line and helps to conceal views as 
long as possible’ (emphasis added). This is worrying as it contemplates a very noticeable change 
to the character and appearance of the ridge line. The report also identifies a vulnerability to view of 
the exposed faces on the western boundary (that are clearly visible from the house and grounds of 
Prebendal House). The report continues stating that ‘the land along and to the north of the west-east 
orientated ridge is more visually exposed towards visual receptors to the north’ and confirms our 
concerns about the adverse impact on the setting of Empingham and Prebendal House.  This is all 
the more so as the 2002 Appeal Inspector makes clear his concerns about extending the quarrying 
activities into this area, precisely because of the vulnerability of the ridge line to views.  This suggests 
further good reason to reduce the extent of quarrying works currently proposed. 
 
The Heritage Assessment accompanying the application and the non-technical summary chapter on 
Cultural Heritage in the Environmental Statement does not address the potential of ‘offsite works’ on 
the historic and rural context and setting of the heritage assets in the area. The A606 Stamford Road 
will be redesigned to accommodate a new roundabout with street lighting.  That this new junction is 
to be lit (in contrast to the remainder of the rural route and its dark skies) will change the sense of 
travelling through a rural landscape and diminish the contribution the setting makes to the 
significance of the heritage assets identified, including Prebendal House.  
 
The extent to which the setting of the affected designated heritage assets in the area will be affected 
has been underplayed.  It is necessary to explore ways in which the harm that will result can be 
eliminated or minimised. These steps are clearly set out in Historic England’s ‘Setting of Heritage 
Assets’ (GPA3), 2017. Once these options have been explored then it is necessary to consider the 
justification for any residual harm and identify the public benefits that it is claimed would be delivered 
to counterbalance that harm.  
 
As presently proposed it would be reasonable to conclude that the quarry seeks to maximise the 
extent of the quarry workings, without consideration of how to effectively minimise or eliminate the 
heritage impacts. The introduction of planting belts and bunding may provide a visual barrier but of 
themselves will present as alien features within this agricultural landscape where hedgerows and 
long views over a network of fields defines the character of the area. The proposed screening will 
do nothing to mitigate the visual and heritage impacts of the highway works. The location of the 
screening and planting has omitted to address the flank views of the quarry working when viewed 
from Empingham, Prebendal House and the views from the network of routes around. 
  
The perception and understanding of the huge extent of the quarry workings will be very real and a 
narrow bund/tree planting belt will be completely inadequate at mitigating that impact. The objective 
must be to preserve or enhance the contribution the setting makes to the significance of the affected 
heritage assets. This requires a more meaningful demonstration of how the existing character and 
appearance can be retained in views where it matters to the setting of heritage assets.  
 
Existing permissions for quarrying were made, presumably, in accordance with relevant policy and 
advice at that time. It is clear from the 2002 Appeal that the way in which we manage the historic 
environment, and in particular identifying and sustaining the contribution that the setting of heritage 
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assets makes to their settings has advanced.  
 
Current policy and advice have extended our understanding of the historic environment and our 
competency to successfully manage it; to sustain significance for the benefit of present and future 
generations. Whether or not earlier decisions took account of the potential impact on settings of 
designated heritage assets what matters now is the extent to which the opportunity to understand 
and enjoy the historic environment and the contribution it makes to the setting of designated heritage 
assets will be compromised irrevocably by the present proposals. Assessed against the current 
policy framework for the management of the historic environment we are concerned that it will not 
achieve the objectives of preservation or enhancement.  
 
It is also of note that a cross section has been prepared which identifies our client’s property and the 
proposed excavation of the north-west land in years 10, 15 and 25. However, we do not believe this 
thoroughly reflects what the LVIA outlines in respect of the landscaping along the western edge of 
the quarry with no change identified in terms of landscaping over the 25 year period. This would 
suggest that the landscaping proposed is minimal or non-existent and this raises significant 
concerns, particularly as the LVIA states that along the western boundary there will be additional 
tree and shrub planting within the 10m standoff along the western boundary which would provide 
further screening as it matures.  
 
Ecology/ Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) 
The Applicant’s DEFRA Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment is proposing a net gain in biodiversity of 
13.8% in habitat units, 14.91% in hedgerow units and 84.24% in water units. However, this is 
disappointing for a site of this scale where it is expected that much healthier scores would be 
achieved particularly given that the extensive timescales for BNG to be achieved.  
 
The excel version of the biodiversity metric assessment has not been provided on the public access 
for the application therefore we have been unable to properly scrutinise the baseline data and the 
subsequent impacts. This should be made available to the public to thoroughly understand the 
baseline situation.  
 
Page 68 of the Environmental Statement (Ecology) sets out that a wintering bird survey was 
completed in 2021/2022, however, this was some time in advance of the application being submitted. 
As such these raises concerns over the validity of the findings and more up-to-date surveys would 
be beneficial to understand whether the same conclusions apply today.  
 
The lighting impacts on Rutland Water do not appear to have been assessed therefore it is not 
possible to consider the impacts of this on the any wildlife habitats or migratory patterns. 
 
Landscaping 
Details are required on the mix of planting and the maturity of planting stock and this information has 
not been provided with the application. 
 
We would expect to see a gradation of planting stock maturity incorporated within the proposals and 
would strongly oppose the sole reliance of immature whips. It is expected that from day one of 
planting there should be a mix of whips and 2m saplings. Failure to provide this will mean that the 
proposals are not in keeping with the surrounding landscape, creating an unnatural monospecies 
plantation and uniform level of maturity that is not characteristic of the rural landscape. 
 
A 10-year landscape management scheme should be provided with the application. 
 
Noise 
Page 12 of the Noise Assessment sets out an extract of the Scoping Response as follows: ‘RCC 
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recommends that the methodology and choice of noise receptors should be discussed and agreed 
with the relevant Environmental Health Department of RCC.’ However, there is no evidence within 
the submitted Noise Assessment that the methodology and choice of noise receptors were discussed 
and agreed with the relevant Environmental Health Department of RCC. Further, there has been no 
acknowledgement of our letter submitted during the pre-application public consultation notably as 
there have been no noise receptors identified within the village of Empingham. 
 
Table 13 of the Noise Assessment sets out the significance of the noise impacts generated from 
Temporary Operations (i.e., activities such as soil-stripping, the construction and removal of baffle 
mounds, soil storage mounds and spoil heaps, construction of new permanent landforms and 
aspects of site road construction and maintenance), demonstrating that 4 out of the 14 assessment 
locations would suffer adverse noise impacts. Mitigation measures have not been identified within 
the report to offset these impacts, which is of concern.  
 
The Noise Assessment (Page 44) concludes that there will be reduced noise impacts on Pit Lane 
and Ketco Avenue, however, it does not include an assessment of the potential noise impacts on 
the receptors from the new access road therefore it is unclear what these impacts would be. 
 
Page 69 of the Environment Statement (Ecology) sets out that ‘the impact on noise towards Rutland 
Waters (RAMSAR and SPA) during the proposed extraction is considered to be negligible.’ However, 
there is not a detailed methodology on how this evidence has been obtained.  
 
The Noise Assessment confirms that a detailed assessment for vibration has not been undertaken 
yet the Environmental Statement includes a Vibration Assessment. Again, a clear disparity between 
the reports/submission and it is not clear whether the Noise Assessment has taken into consideration 
the findings of the Vibration Assessment.  
 
Page 42 of the Noise Assessment sets out that there will be some out of hours deliveries to the 
cement works site at night using the new access road. It further sets out ‘these will be comprised of 
occasional HGV movements from the access on the A606 with the movements off the public highway 
at the nearest point to any dwellings being in the cutting within the quarry and therefore less 
significant in terms of noise at those locations than the normal traffic movements on the A606’.  
 
However, the noise impacts of the new access have not been assessed therefore it is unknown what 
impacts the HGVs will have on nearby residential properties, particularly when occurring out of hours. 
Again, this raises concerns.  

 
The Non-Technical Summary of the Environmental Statement includes a Vibration Assessment. We 
would like to request that should the application be approved, the limits on blasting outlined in the 
assessment are be conditioned.    
 
Lighting  
The application is not supported by a Lighting Assessment and therefore the full impacts cannot be 
understood.  

 
Paragraph 8.181 of the Planning Statement states that the new access road will be unlit for “most of 
its length” and that lighting will be provided on the A606 “consistent with highway design guidelines”. 
However, none of the submitted plans identify the proposed location of lighting columns and 
therefore the full extent of impact cannot be considered. Clarification is therefore required on what 
sections of the haul road will be lit.  
 
At present, the A606 has no lighting between Empingham and Stamford, and it is considered that 



 

10 
 

new lighting columns would introduce a permanent light source into what can be characterised as a 
relatively rural landscape with no urbanising features.  
 
Furthermore, without an assessment of lighting, no consideration has been given to impacts of 
lighting on the rural landscape and potential ecology features. It is expected that for a development 
of this scale, given the rural location, there would be an assessment of the lighting impacts on the 
night sky views and we would request the Applicant provides such assessment.  
 
Public Consultation and Community Statement 
Our client would like to raise concerns over the lack of communication from Heidelberg Materials UK 
(formerly Hanson UK) prior to the submission of the application.  
 
Public Consultation 
Public consultation has been referred to as ‘informal consultation’ within Paragraph 13.5 of the 
Planning Statement. We would like to iterate that consultation with the public is in fact a formal part 
of the pre-application consultation process. During the COVID-19 pandemic, the Council adopted a 
revised approach to Statements of Community Involvement which encouraged all means of 
communication to be used when consulting with the public on planning related issues and the 
principles remain the same now. As such, any form of consultation with the public should be 
considered a formal part of the process. 
 
Our client notes that the only correspondence received in advance of the application submission was 
a leaflet through the letterbox notifying neighbours on a single public exhibition event that was held 
on Thursday 13th July from 12pm - 9pm, referenced in Paragraph 13.18 of the submitted Planning 
Statement. Our client was unfortunately unable to attend on this date and no other dates or times 
were available. Further, no details have been provided within Section 13 (Community Consultation 
Statement) of the Planning Statement in relation to exactly which addresses the leaflets were 
distributed to and how many were delivered.  
 
Paragraph 13.18 of the Planning Statement also states that the exhibition was advertised in the local 
press. We would like to request confirmation on how long the exhibition was advertised. We are 
aware that industry best practice for local media marketing is 2 consecutive weeks, including online 
and in print, as well as use of public notice boards and community social media forums where 
possible. 
 
Given the strategic nature of the proposals, it was expected that there would have been more 
frequent communication between the Applicant and neighbours of the Site. Further it is expected 
that the Applicant would have several public exhibitions on various dates to allow for all neighbours 
and Interested Parties to attend. Our client would have benefitted from attending an in-person 
consultation event such as a public exhibition.  
 
Following the public exhibition, options to provide feedback on the proposals were limited to 4 weeks 
for online and hard copy comments which was not a sufficient amount of time for all members of the 
public to prepare and submit their responses. The public consultation website was not considered to 
provide clarity over the proposals and required further research into the Scoping application to fully 
understand the extent of the proposals. 
 
Further, Paragraph 13.22 of the Planning Statement comments that ‘A small number of people 
expressed the view that insufficient notice had been given of the exhibition or that a single day 
exhibition conflicted with their availability to attend and that further consultation should be 
undertaken.’ Despite the Applicant receiving this feedback, they did not undertake further 
consultation.  
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Ketton Liaison Committee 
Confirmation should be provided on whether the Applicant provided the Ketton Liaison Committee 
any feedback from the public exhibition.  
It would be useful for the public to have sight of minutes of meetings with the Ketton Liaison 
Committee. 
 
Sustainability 
Approval of this development will only hinder Rutland County Council’s (RCC) progress in achieving 
carbon reduction targets. 
 
As previously stated in our consultation response to the Applicant (dated 10th August 2023), cement 
is not a sustainable building material, and the cement production industry is widely known to 
contribute very heavily to global carbon dioxide emissions (approx. 7-8%). The proposed extension 
will only allow for the continued use of the material, thus directly conflicting with national and local 
targets to achieve Net Zero by 2050.  
 
We are aware that RCC have declared a climate emergency in addition to several LPAs bordering 
the boundary of RCC, including Peterborough City Council (2019), South Kesteven District Council 
(2019), North Northamptonshire Council (2021), Melton Borough Council (2019) and Harborough 
District Council (2019).  
 
In this context and given that cement production contributes very heavily to carbon emissions in the 
UK, it is clear that approval of the proposed extension would work against RCC’s objectives to reduce 
impacts of climate change and achieve Net Zero 2050 targets. 
 
The application has not considered the proposal in terms of its Scope 1, 2 and 3 emissions, despite 
our request for this within our consultation response to the Applicant. As previously set out in our 
response: 
 
‘The proposals to extend this quarry will directly facilitate the increase in carbon dioxide emissions 
(Scope 1), in addition to the indirect emissions from the traffic movements to the Site, and operation 
of the quarry works, including machinery and lighting (Scope 2). Further, in light of the Finch v Surrey 
County Council (Finch On Behalf of the Weald Action Group, R (On the Application Of) v Surrey 
County Council & Ors [2022] EWCA Civ 187 (17 February 2022)) Supreme Court case, we would 
also expect the Applicant to consider their downstream emissions (Scope 3) following the extraction 
of cement from the quarry and its eventual use within the EIA.  
 
The market is shifting to less carbon intensive cement production; however, the Applicant has not 
indicated that the proposal seeks to produce a less carbon intensive product and there is no mention 
of a lower quantum of gypsum. We therefore consider that the Applicant is missing an opportunity 
for this and require clarification on gypsum quantities and carbon emissions associated with the 
development.  
 
Further, several developers are now shifting use towards more sustainable building materials and 
construction methods, such as timber and prefabricated homes, therefore we question the demand 
for cement in the context of local climate emergencies and the Government’s commitment to achieve 
Net Zero by 2050.’ 
 
The Applicant has failed to support the proposals with an assessment of the impact of the carbon 
dioxide emissions over the lifetime of the extension of the quarry, and against national and local 
carbon reduction targets and the context of the total volumes of Rutland’s output of carbon 
emissions.  
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We request confirmation on whether the Applicant has considered sustainable means of extraction 
and mitigation measures to overcome the carbon emissions associated with the proposed 
development. 
 
Furthermore, part of the Applicant’s justification for additional reserves is ‘the likely investment in 
carbon capture technology in coming years’. There is nothing within the submission which indicates 
what this carbon capture technology is nor is there a full commitment to delivering such technology 
with the word ‘likely’ used.  
 
Restoration 
Our client has concerns over the restoration commitments for the proposals. Paragraph 16 of the 
Executive Summary in the Planning Statement confirms that 'by 2060, most of the site will already 
be well restored with only the final phases remaining.’  
 
This completion of the restoration works is therefore anticipated to be completed very far into the 
future. Whilst Heidelberg Materials UK is a very profitable company, we note that it operates in a 
highly challenging market and a time of economic fluctuation where it is vulnerable to regulatory 
change and rising costs associated with the extraction of the materials at the quarry and restoration 
works. Other risks in the market include carbon capture financial requirements and significant 
dislocation as new technologies emerge to replace current cement manufacturing techniques. Given 
this information, and the nature and history of the site, there is a strong precedent over the last 100 
years which suggests that the quarry will change hands in ownership multiple times (ownership 
history since 1928 has been Heidelberg, Hanson, Scancem, Castle Cement, Rio Tinto Zinc, Thomas 
Ward, Walkers Ketton Stone Co.). Our client therefore has concerns that the LPA will not have 
certainty over who will be responsible for future obligations such as the restoration of the quarry site.  
 
We would therefore request that any restoration works are incorporated within the section 106 
agreement for the site to ensure these works are secured for the long term. We also would like to 
confirm whether the LPA has considered any financial obligations/ penalties should this work not be 
completed.  
 
Conclusion 
We have significant concerns on some of the discrepancies that have been identified in this letter 
and that a number of key technical studies have not been prepared in support of this application.  
 
It is clear that the proposed extension works would bring significant degradation to the local 
environment on multiple levels and we have significant concerns on the reserves that this application 
is seeking permission for. Our client would expect these impacts to be addressed by the application 
to ensure that the harms identified are sufficiently mitigated against, however, our client strongly 
objects to the proposals and should suitable mitigation measures not be identified, would urge the 
Council to refuse the application for the reasons identified. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Hannah Albans MRTPI 
Director 
 
Encl - Appendix 1 – Public Consultation Letter (DLP, dated 10th August 2023) 
 Appendix 2 – 2002 Appeal Decision (ref. APP/A2470/A/02/1081518) 



 

Appendix 1 

Public Consultation Letter  
(DLP, dated 10th August 2023) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

Hanson UK - HeidelbergCement Group 
Grange Top Quarry 
Ketton Works 
Ketco Avenue 
Ketton 

 

By e-mail only to: kettoncement@hanson.com 
 
 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 

Re: Feedback to public consultation on the proposed extension to Grange Top Quarry, Ketton 
Works, Ketco Avenue, Ketton, Stamford, Rutland. 

 

We write on behalf of our client, Mr Eatough, in response to the current public consultation on the 
proposed northwest and southern extensions to Grange Top Quarry, Ketton Works, Ketco Avenue, 
Ketton, Stamford, Rutland (‘the Site’). 

 
Our client is the owner of the Grade II* listed property and associated 50 acres of land known as 
‘Prebendal House’, Crocket Lane, Empingham, Rutland, LE15 8PW which is located approximately 
0.7km to the northwest of the boundary of the proposed quarry extension identified as the ‘Northwest 
Land’. The higher rating at Grade II* puts the building, in terms of significance into the top 10% of all 
listed buildings in England. It also sits in a designated conservation area. 

 
We have some significant concerns regarding both the transparency of the public consultation and 
the potential proximity of the quarry extension to our client’s property and potential impacts from 
future quarrying operations. 

 
Our client would like to raise concerns over the lack of communication from Hanson UK to date, 
particularly given their close proximity to the Site. The only correspondence to date has been a leaflet 
through the letterbox notifying neighbours on a single public exhibition event that was held on 
Thursday 13th July which our client was unable to attend. Given the strategic nature of the proposals, 
it is expected that there would be more frequent communication between the Applicant and 
neighbours of the Site, in addition to several public exhibitions to allow for all neighbours and 
Interested Parties to attend. 

 
The proposals seek to extend the existing extraction area to the northwest, known as ‘Northwest 
Land’, as well as to the southwest, known as ‘Field 14’. The extension to the northwest encroaches 
on land towards the village of Empingham and will have knock on effects for villages further beyond 
such as Whitwell. The village of Empingham is rural in character and contained by open countryside 
with large fields on all sides. In contrast, the character of the village of Ketton has been altered by 
the presence of the quarry works to the northwest of the village. 

 
We note that Hanson UK have submitted both an Environmental Impact Assessment Screening 
request (ref. 2023/0132/SCR) and Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping request (ref. 
2023/0133/SCO) to Rutland County Council (RCC) and it has subsequently been determined that 
an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is required. It is noted that the submissions contain 
additional information that does not appear to have been made publicly available as part of the 
current public consultation exercise which is concerning. 

Ref: AB/HA – LE5235 
Date: 10th August 2023 

mailto:kettoncement@hanson.com


 

 

Thus, to help inform our response, we have undertaken independent historic research and analysis 
about the history and heritage significance of Prebendal House and its setting, (individually and as 
part of a designated conservation area). This material is summarised below with full details enclosed 
at Appendix 1. 

 
We have also undertaken a preliminary and inexhaustive review of the technical information that is 
available as part of the EIA Screening and Scoping exercise and the limited information available on 
the consultation website. We have outlined our concerns on each respective element below. 

 
Highways and Access 

 

We have significant concerns in relation to increased traffic levels on the surrounding highways 
network, particularly on the A606 (Stamford Road) and through the village of Empingham on Main 
Street and Church Street. 

 
The A606 is presently a single carriageway road subject to the national speed limit near the site. It 
is presently not lit and provides a key link between Stamford to the east and Empingham to the west. 
It also provides access to the A1. 

 
The proposal has the potential to significantly increase the number of HGV’s using the A606 which 
at peak times, already has existing, significant two-way traffic movements (754 and 821 during 8.00 
– 9.00am and 16.00 – 17.00pm respectively). 

 
The submitted assessment does not identify any potential impacts on the A1 and A606 junctions nor 
does it assess any impacts on Empingham and Whitwell. Whilst the proposal reduces the impact of 
the quarry on Ketton, it will increase traffic through Whitwell and Empingham which are more 
constrained villages with no formal pedestrian crossing points. 

 
The consultation website states that, once the new access is constructed, all HGV’s will use this new 
route, with 95% of traffic travelling east along the A606 to the A1, however, there is no clear evidence 
supporting this statement and within the submitted Access Feasibility Study, trip generation and 
distribution flows have been based on 80% of HGV movements to/from the east (i.e. the A1) and 
20% to/from the west, therefore there is a clear discrepancy between these figures. 

 
At paragraph 4.4.1 of the feasibility study, it is stated that Hanson UK have suggested adding a 10% 
uplift for future growth over the next 10 years, but it is unclear how this figure has been arrived at, 
nor whether the trip generation figures are correct. Further clarity and evidence are required to justify 
this assumption. We note that the Local Highway Authority (LHA) has requested for Automated 
Traffic Counts (ATCs) to be conducted over a full week (24 hours a day) to inform the trip generation 
figures and we would like to express our agreement with this request to ensure the figures are clearly 
evidenced and representative. 

 
National Highways have also raised interest on the impacts of the proposals and anticipated traffic 
levels on the A1 trunk road (Strategic Road Network). 

 
We note that there has been no justification provided for the proposed junctions or roundabout and 
would expect this to be provided as part of the Transport Assessment. 

 
Further, Section 2.8 of the Access Feasibility Study discusses Accident History. This sets out that 
the information provided by RCC is limited and does not identify if any collisions involved HGVs or 
slow moving/ turning vehicles. It is concluded that there are no existing road safety issues. However, 
we raise concerns over this conclusion due to the lack of data available. We would expect a future 
Transport Assessment to include more detailed information, particularly in relation to HGVs or slow 
moving/ turning vehicles, to ensure the safety impact can be appropriately assessed and mitigated 



 

 

against. 
 

Furthermore, it is not clear what measures/controls will be put in place to enforce HGVs to head 
eastwards from the site. We would expect confirmation to be provided on how the movement of 
HGVs and other traffic movements associated with the Site will be controlled to ensure that they do 
not travel through the neighbouring village of Empingham. There is, however, a wider question on 
whether this is enforceable by the Local Highways/Planning Authority. 

 
Our client is also aware of frequent speed monitoring along the stretch of the A606 between the 
village of Empingham and the A1 junction to the east, which would suggest there are underlying 
speeding issues that need to be fully considered. 

 
Paragraph 2.6.2 of the Access Feasibility Study sets out that there are 3 Public Rights of Way 
(PRoW) through the northern part of the landholding close to, or where future mineral extraction may 
take place (E226, E227 and E223). We would expect any future application to consider all potentially 
affected PRoW and the impacts on these and the wider area. We would also expect for any mitigation 
measures to be included. 

 
Paragraph 3.2.7 of the Scoping Opinion sets out residential receptors and non- residential receptors. 
We would like to request that the existing PRoWs are included as non-residential receptors. 

 
We would also like to request that further details are provided on the proposed equestrian bridge as 
this looks to be close to the rock face and the bottom of the rock face. In addition, the proposed 
bridge looks to be going either over, or very close to the quarry road. Clarification is required on how 
this will operate in practice alongside the HGVs associated with the development, and the working 
quarry. Confirmation should also be provided on whether the bridleway will remain open whilst the 
bridge is being constructed. 

 
We also note that the current Access Feasibility Study does not identify any committed development 
which could have a significant impact on transport conditions or the layout of the local highway 
network. We note however that in the Council’s Scoping Opinion that the Council state there are 
several planning applications which have been approved in Ketton which should be included and 
additionally, no consideration has been given to Stamford North, a development of 2,000 new homes 
for which a planning application is under consideration. 

 
The inclusion of such committed developments could have the potential to fundamentally impact on 
any capacity assessment and highways designs. 

 
It is also likely that following a Road Safety Audit of the proposed new roundabout that lighting to the 
new access will be required. There are significant concerns on the impact of any proposed lighting 
on what is presently a rural landscape. Consideration will need to be given to any impacts arising 
from any lighting scheme on the surrounding landscape, ecology, and amenity. 

 
We also have significant concerns regarding potential increase in traffic movements traversing the 
northern edge of Rutland Water and potential impacts on this significant environmental feature. 

 
The LHA have also expressed the need for signage details, highways paraphernalia, other 
associated equipment and location to be provided. We would expect the impacts on the surrounding 
heritage assets to also be considered within the signage scheme, particularly our client’s property. 

 
Details should also be provided on proposed mitigation to reduce dust deposition from the movement 
of vehicles from the Site along the access routes, e.g., wheel washing facilities. 



 

 

Landscape 
 

The village of Empingham is located within the Cottesmore Plateau, as stated in the Landscape 
Character Assessment of Rutland (2003). This sets out the recommended landscape objectives for 
this area, including ‘restoring and reinstating distinctive features such as hedgerows, hedgerow 
trees, copses, spinneys, dry stone walls and woodlands’. 

 
Our client raises concerns over the landscaping proposals shown on the Indicative Masterplan – Site 
Preparation (Ref. KE-MASTERPLAN-SITEPREP) particularly in relation to the northwest land where 
new landscaping buffers are limited to the northern and eastern boundary and along the Site’s 
western boundary appears to be reliant on existing trees and hedgerows which are sparse, already 
degraded and sporadic in nature. We would like to request the rationale behind the landscaping 
proposals and whether there is an opportunity for full screening to be extended to the western 
boundary to limit the impact on visual amenity from our client’s property. 

 
Further, it is our understanding that the amount of proposed excavation of the site covers an area of 
some 109 hectares. New landscape buffers equate to only 30 hectares around the perimeter and 
this is somewhat disproportionately small and inadequate to the amount of proposed excavation. As 
such, we request further rationale behind the landscaping proposals. It is also understood that 
restoration works are to be undertaken following extraction of the relevant phase, however upon 
reading the material it appears that parcels surrounding areas of restoration will still be live. We have 
significant concerns on potential impacts that this may have on those areas restored and request 
further information on how this will work in practice. 

 
From the information provided, there does not appear to be any map identifying the viewpoints that 
have been considered and there only appears to be one particular viewpoint which considers views 
from Empingham (viewpoint 14 -Loves Lane north of Empingham at junction with PrOW E218) which 
is a long-distance view. 

 
This particular view looks southwest across the landscape towards the Northwest Land and the 
modelling information that supports the viewpoints identifies that in year 10, views of phase 4 of the 
quarrying will be ‘mostly’ obscured by intervening landform and vegetation and that tree and shrub 
planting within ‘landscape buffers’ around the boundaries will be at 6 metres high. It is evident from 
the existing viewpoint that existing quarry faces are visible, and these are a few 100 metres west to 
where the northwest extension is proposed. We are concerned that as the quarrying progresses 
outwards to the west that this will become more evident in the landscape particularly from 
Empingham and my client’s land which extends just south of the River Gwash. 

 
We would therefore request that any forthcoming application is supported with a map identifying the 
viewpoints considered. We also request that further views are considered, including but not limited 
to views from the following: 

• Exton Road; 
• Crocket Lane; 
• Grantham Lane; 
• Sykes Lane; 
• Normanton Park Road; 
• Empingham Road; 
• Mill Lane; 
• Rutland Water Dam; 
• Rutland Water Beach; 
• St Peter’s Church, Empingham (from the bell tower); 
• Barnsdale Hill (assessing the impact on views from across and adjacent to Rutland Water); 
• Hambleton Peninsula (assessing the impact on views from across and adjacent to Rutland 



 

 

Water); and 
• Southwest of Empingham, looking south of the River Gwash to the western edge of the 

northwest land extension so that impacts can be fully understood. 
 

We would also expect to see modelled viewpoints from areas within the Site for whilst the work is 
occurring, including the fully modelled bunds. 

 
We anticipate that any Zones of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) and Zones of Impact (ZVI) will be agreed 
in advance with the Local Planning Authority (LPA). 

 
It is also expected that any landscape assessment would include any impacts as a result of any 
potential new lighting to the new access onto the A606 and lighting associated with the operations 
of the Site. 

 
Ecology 

 

Rutland Water is located approximately 2km to the west of the Site and is designated as a RAMSAR 
site and a Site of Species Scientific Interest (SSSI) under biological interest, a Local Wildlife Site 
(LWS), Nature Conservation Review (NCR) and Special Protection Area (SPA) and Water 
Framework Directive (WFD). 

 
We would expect any ecological appraisal to fully consider impacts on Rutland Water and associated 
wildlife habitats and migratory patterns. We would also expect any ecological report to consider 
impacts of any potential lighting associated with the proposal. 

 
We would expect for any future application to be accompanied by up-to-date survey plans, ecological 
assessment and details of restoration plans to determine the potential impacts and any proposed 
mitigation to be conditioned and further biodiversity enhancements to be provided by the proposals. 

 
It is expected that more than a 10% net gain in biodiversity would be achieved in accordance with 
the legislation that will become mandatory in November 2023. 

 
Heritage 

 

The Heritage Impact Assessment fails to identify appropriate parameters within which to consider 
heritage assets against the potential impacts of the proposals. We would therefore expect any future 
assessment to consider all heritage assets within close proximity of the site, including our client’s 
property at Prebendal House. Any future heritage assessment should consider the significance of 
the identified heritage assets and the impact on the setting of these assets. 

 
The proposed quarry extensions and other land owned by the quarry formed part of the agricultural 
landscape that was intrinsically linked, historically, functionally, visually and by ownership with the 
rural communities within it. The significance of the memories embodied in the physical fabric of 
Empingham, as a farming community, with its social, religious and administrative heart focussed 
around the church and Prebendal House, relies on an understanding and experience of this 
agricultural setting. There is the potential for the contribution the setting of Prebendal House makes 
to its significance to be diminished by the quarry extension as currently proposed. The NPPF makes 
clear in paragraphs 194 - 202, that any harm to designated heritage assets should be avoided and 
great weight given to their conservation. The more important the asset the greater the weight. Any 
harm must be justified and deliver counterbalancing public benefits. To be able to identify the nature 
and extent of impacts requires applicants and the local planning authority to understand an assets 
significance and the contribution its setting makes to significance. It is clear from the technical 
information provided that this understanding is missing and, therefore, that the analysis of impacts 
is flawed.  Potential impacts include: 



 

 
 

• Erosion of the historical links between places and our understanding and appreciation of 
those interrelationships; 

• The proposed quarrying will change the character of this agricultural setting; 
• The rural route serving the historic towns and villages (Empingham and Stamford) will lose 

those ‘rural’ qualities; 
• The quality of the views out from the village, as one moves through it will be diminished; 
• The designed views out from Prebendal House over the wider landscape will be interrupted 

by the proposed works (quarrying and screening); 
• The long views across the plateau will be foreshortened and uncharacteristic features 

introduced; and 
• The continued extension of the quarry will have a cumulative impact on the setting of nearby 

heritage assets, potentially severing a last link with the agricultural setting to the south. 
 

The Draft Heritage Impact Assessment (HCUK Group, 2022), at paragraph 3.3 lists a wealth of 
heritage assets that potentially would be affected by these proposals. Of key concern is the premise 
to its findings; at paragraph 3.4 the report states that there is no visual or historical connection 
between these designated heritage assets and the application sites, (which includes Empingham 
and Grade II* Prebendal House). As a result, these designated heritage assets are discussed no 
further, and the report author has not investigated the potential harm to significance. This is despite 
the inclusion of a topgraphical map at Figure 8 of the report that appears to show exactly the contrary 
and that at least Empingham and Prebendal House would be in view. 

 
In any event, as explained in Historic England guidance, the contribution setting makes to the 
significance of a heritage asset is not defined just by the degree of intervisibility but by other 
environmental effects and by our understanding of the historic relationship between places. As 
identified in our preliminary research there is a clear historic and functional relationship between the 
Normanton Estate, Empingham, Predendal House and the surrounding landscape. 

 
The submitted LVIA (Heatons Planning and Environment Design, 2022), unlike the Heritage Report, 
acknowledges there will be views from within and around Empingham and identifies potential 
aesthetic and perceptual (landscape) effects. 

 
At paragraph 3.3.6 the report acknowledges the potential long-distance views for residents from 
‘within and around Empingham’ and for recreational users the ‘more distant views from footpaths in 
the wider surroundings including around Empingham’. 

 
In discussing the landscape strategy under section 3.3.7 the report advises that by working the land 
from the south northwards ‘would retain the central ridge line and helps to conceal views as long as 
possible’. This is worrying as it contemplates a very noticeable change to the character and 
appearance of the ridge line. The report also identifies a vulnerability to view of the exposed faces 
on the western boundary (that are clearly visible from the house and grounds of Prebendal House). 
The report continues stating that ‘the land along and to the north of the west-east orientated ridge is 
more visually exposed towards visual receptors to the north’ and confirms our concerns about the 
adverse impact on the setting of Empingham and Prebendal House. 

 
In assessing the impact of the proposed development (paragraph 3.4) ‘Potential Sources of 
Landscape and Visual Effect’ it lists the key components (paragraph 3.4.2) as 

 
• Site preparation: clearance (trees, woodlands, hedgerows, cessation of agricultural use), 

highway works and internal routes; 
• Operational phases: overburden stripping, voids, ramps, faces, heaps, mounds, plant; and 
• Restoration: final landform, after use landcover, retention of Stamford Road access. 



 

 

And concludes these changes would have a direct impact on ‘the site’s appearance, aesthetic and 
perceptual aspects and therefore may also have potential effects on landscape character and the 
visual amenity of offsite receptors in the immediately surrounding area’ (paragraph 3.4.3) and indirect 
impact from associated traffic ‘on the scenic quality of local views’ (paragraph 3.5.1). That this new 
junction is to be lit (in contrast to the remainder of the rural route and its dark skies) will change the 
sense of travelling through a rural landscape and diminish the contribution the setting makes to the 
significance of the heritage assets identified, including Prebendal House. 

 
A more thorough analysis and investigation of the nature and extent of heritage impacts will be 
required. Once this is established then it is necessary to explore ways in which that harm can be 
eliminated or minimised. These steps are clearly set out in Historic England’s ‘Setting of Heritage 
Assets’ (GPA3), 2017. Once these options have been explored then it is necessary to consider the 
justification for any residual harm and identify the public benefits that it is claimed would be delivered 
to counterbalance that harm. 

 
As presently proposed it would be reasonable to conclude that the quarry seeks to maximise the 
extent of the quarry workings, without consideration of how to effectively minimise or eliminate the 
heritage impacts. The introduction of planting belts and bunding may provide a visual barrier but of 
themselves will present as alien features within this agricultural landscape where hedgerows and 
long views over a network of fields defines the character of the area. The proposed screening will 
do nothing to mitigate the visual and heritage impacts of the highway works. The location of the 
screening and planting has omitted to address the flank views of the quarry working when viewed 
from Empingham, Prebendal House and the views from the network of routes around. 

 
The perception and understanding of the huge extent of the quarry workings will be very real and a 
narrow bund/tree planting belt will be completely inadequate at mitigating that impact. The objective 
must be to preserve or enhance the contribution the setting makes to the significance of the affected 
heritage assets. This requires a more meaningful demonstration of how the existing character and 
appearance can be retained in views where it matters to the setting of heritage assets. 

 
Existing permissions for quarrying were made, presumably, in accordance with relevant policy and 
advice at that time. Current policy and advice have extended our understanding of the historic 
environment and our competency to successfully manage it; to sustain significance for the benefit of 
present and future generations. Whether or not earlier decisions took account of the potential impact 
on settings of designated heritage assets what matters now is the extent to which the opportunity to 
understand and enjoy the historic environment and the contribution it makes to the setting of 
designated heritage assets will be compromised irrevocably by the present proposals. Assessed 
against the current policy framework for the management of the historic environment we are 
concerned that it will not achieve the objectives of preservation or enhancement. 

 
Further supporting information is included at Appendix 1 of this letter. 

 
Noise 

 

We expect the full application on the site to be accompanied by a Noise Impact Assessment that will 
provide details on noise and vibration during the construction and operation phases. Details should 
be provided on the proposed noise and vibration impacts on the types of vehicles and plant to be 
used during the construction phase, and the HGV movements along the access routes. 

 
Due to the close proximity to the Site, our client’s property is considered a sensitive receptor and 
should be acknowledged as such in any future planning application. As such, we would expect any 
noise assessment to provide details on the noise impacts from the proposed quarry operations, 
including the effects of blasting and ground vibration, on our client’s property. Details are also 
requested on the frequency of the blasting operations. 



 

 
 

It is also expected that any noise assessment will detail noise monitoring measures and monitoring 
locations, in addition to hours of operation and other appropriate mitigation measures to secure 
appropriate noise standards and limits. The measures should be secured by way of condition. 

 
We would also expect the cumulative impacts of noise to be considered in any forthcoming noise 
assessment. 

 
Air Quality and Dust Impacts 

 

The construction and operation activity associated with the proposed quarry works, in addition to the 
increase in HGV movements, will present air quality impacts and lead to increased dust deposition. 
It is anticipated that the increased dust deposition would cause visual impacts regarding visibility for 
passing traffic along the A606. 

 
Given the site’s close proximity to sensitive receptors such as the property at Prebendal House and 
Rutland Water, it is expected that any future application for extension works would be accompanied 
by a Dust Assessment, Dust Management Plan and an Air Quality Impact Assessment. It is 
anticipated that this would seek to control any potential impacts with air quality and dust monitoring 
which we would expect to be conditioned. 

 
We would also expect the cumulative impacts of air quality and dust to be considered in any 
supporting assessments for a future application. 

 
Lighting 

 

It is expected that a future application at the site would be accompanied by a Lighting Assessment. 
 

It is expected that any proposed lighting would be downward facing and below the working rim of the 
quarry, so as to minimise any adverse impacts to surrounding sensitive receptors and wildlife. In 
addition, peripheral soil screening mounds may be potential mitigation measures adopted to limit 
light intrusion. 

 
We would expect that any use of floodlighting would be limited due to the potential adverse impacts 
on the surrounding residential properties, highways and wildlife. Should floodlighting be proposed, 
we would expect the Lighting Assessment to include full details of the hours of operation, frequency 
of use and the extent of the light spill area. 

 
We would also anticipate a thorough review of any lighting required to light the proposed new access. 

 
Sustainability 

 

The consultation website published by Hanson UK states that at current extraction rates, existing 
mineral reserves at Grange Top quarry will run out by the early 2030s. As such, the extension is 
required to extend the lifespan of Ketton cement works and secure its viability. 

 
Cement is not a sustainable building material, and the cement production industry is widely known 
to contribute very heavily to global carbon dioxide emissions (approx. 7-8%). The proposed 
extension will only allow for the continued use of the material, thus directly conflicting with national 
and local targets to achieve Net Zero by 2050. 

 
In addition to Rutland County Council (RCC), we note that the following LPAs bordering RCC have 
declared a climate emergency: 

• Peterborough City Council (2019) 



 

 

• South Kesteven District Council (2019) 
• North Northamptonshire Council (2021) 
• Melton Borough Council (2019) 
• Harborough District Council (2019) 

 
Given that cement production contributes very heavily to carbon emissions in the UK, we question 
how permission can be granted for proposals for cement production when RCC are actively working 
to reduce impacts of climate change and achieve Net Zero 2050 targets. 

 
In the context of Greenhouse Gas reporting, we request that the EIA submitted in support of the 
future application considers the proposal in terms of its Scope 1, 2 and 3 emissions. 

 
The proposals to extend this quarry will directly facilitate the increase in carbon dioxide emissions 
(Scope 1), in addition to the indirect emissions from the traffic movements to the Site, and operation 
of the quarry works, including machinery and lighting (Scope 2). Further, in light of the Finch v Surrey 
County Council (Finch On Behalf of the Weald Action Group, R (On the Application Of) v Surrey 
County Council & Ors [2022] EWCA Civ 187 (17 February 2022)) Supreme Court case, we would 
also expect the Applicant to consider their downstream emissions (Scope 3) following the extraction 
of cement from the quarry and its eventual use within the EIA. 

 
The market is shifting to less carbon intensive cement production; however, the Applicant has not 
indicated that the proposal seeks to produce a less carbon intensive product and there is no mention 
of a lower quantum of gypsum. We therefore consider that the Applicant is missing an opportunity 
for this and require clarification on gypsum quantities and carbon emissions associated with the 
development. 

 
Further, several developers are now shifting use towards more sustainable building materials and 
construction methods, such as timber and prefabricated homes, therefore we question the demand 
for cement in the context of local climate emergencies and the Government’s commitment to achieve 
Net Zero by 2050. 

 
We therefore request an assessment of the impact of the carbon dioxide emissions over the lifetime 
of the extension of the quarry, and for the proposals to be considered against national and local 
carbon reduction targets and the context of the total volumes of Rutland’s output of carbon 
emissions. Our client would also like to request that the Applicant considers sustainable means of 
extraction and mitigation measures to overcome the carbon emissions associated with the proposed 
development. It is expected that the future application at the Site would address this concern. 
Proposals should also consider the health impacts of long-standing carbon emissions on local 
residents over the lifetime of the quarry works. 

 
Land Bank 

 

We have not seen sufficient evidence for the need of this type of development and would expect for 
this information to be provided in a future application at the Site. 

 
Application Boundary 

 

Figure 3 of the Council’s Minerals Core Strategy and Development Control Policies (September 
2010) document identifies that the area for the extraction of cement goes further west than the 
Indicative Masterplan – Site Preparation (Ref. KE-MASTERPLAN-SITEPREP) is currently 
proposing. 

 
We therefore request confirmation on whether it is the intention for the Applicant to further extend 
the quarry in the future, the impacts of which would be more severe as it encroaches further towards 



 

 

our client’s property and the village of Empingham. As previously noted, the landscaping proposals 
do not extend along the western boundary, suggesting the potential for a further extension of the 
quarry works to the west which will inevitably worsen the impacts on our client’s property, Rutland 
Water and Normanton Park, in addition to the villages of Empingham and Whitwell. Further 
clarification for the rationale is sought from the Applicant and we would like to emphasise further the 
request for full screening along the western boundary. 

 
Conclusion 

 

It is clear that the proposed extension works would bring significant degradation to the local 
environment on multiple levels, some of which are of national importance, and bring the quarry 
operations closer to sensitive receptors, including our client’s property and Rutland Water whilst 
having the potential to have significant impacts more generally on the villages of Empingham, 
Whitwell and Barnsdale Hill. 

 
We have significant concerns on the technical studies prepared to date and reserve our position to 
comment on these further once a formal planning application is made. We do however believe that 
both our client’s site and the village of Empingham have not been thoroughly considered or assessed 
within submissions and as such any mitigation is limited. 

 
The consultation website published by Hanson UK provides limited information to the public and we 
are concerned on the transparency of the consultation. The website does not provide a link or 
documents associated with the Screening or Scoping applications submitted to Rutland County 
Council. As this is a strategic site of significant importance, we would expect for this information to 
be made publicly available as part of the consultation. 

 
Our client would welcome a discussion with the applicant to discuss their concerns and we look 
forward to hearing from you in due course. 

 
Yours faithfully 

 
 

 
Hannah Albans 
Director 

 
Encl. Appendix 1 – Initial Heritage Overview 
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EMPINGHAM AND ITS SURROUNDINGS 
 

This illustration of 1818 gives some sese of the scale of the park and the nature of its rural surroundings 

 
 

The History of the County of Rutland, Volume 2, Victoria Country 
History, London, 1935 (VCH) and the Empingham Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal, June 2014 (CAA) provides a detailed history on 
the development of the village. 

 
Both comment that Empingham is a large and compact rural village, 
set in attractive and unspoilt countryside. 

 
The history of the village is intrinsically linked with the Normanton 
Estate located to the south of the Stamford Road and the farming of 
the land around the village. 

 
The Heathcote family acquired the Normanton Hall estate in 1729. 
The house was rebuilt between 1730 and 1740, and it is known that 
some re-modelling was carried out between 1763 and 1767. 1764 
is often quoted as being the date when Sir Gilbert Heathcote, 3rd 
Baronet, removed the villagers of Normanton to his model village of 
Empingham to create a park. 

 
In 1794 4,000 acres of Empingham (the largest village in Rutland 
outside Oakham and Uppingham) were enclosed by Sir Gilbert 
Heathcote. In 1795 there were 18 tenant farmers, each cultivating 
between 100 and 500 acres. Also, land was let in smaller lots to 23 
cottagers in Empingham 
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Extract from one-inch Ordnance Survey map, with topographical shading, showing relationship of Empingham and Normanton Park to Ketton 

 
 

Historic maps show that there was a tree lined avenue from the 
Stamford Road leading up the house. This must have been the 
primary approach. Evidence of this avenue survives today. Beyond 
the park boundaries the landscape is predominantly farmed, 
interspersed with a. series of warrens and copses, suggesting that 
this wider agricultural landscape was a source for rural pursuits 
– hunting. The number of lodges also add evidence of such rural 
activities and suggest that the wider estate landscape was managed 
to control access. 

 
From this it can be concluded that not only was the village of 
Empingham linked by employment to the wider agricultural 
landscape (managed by farmers in the village and worked by 
agricultural labourers in the village) but also linked by ownership and 
management to the Normanton Estate. 

 
Empingham is largely the result of the building work undertaken 
by the 6th Baronet, Gilbert Henry Heathcote – the “Building Earl”. 
The village was noted as being in a dilapidated state at the time 
he inherited the Normanton estate in 1867. Over the next 30 years, 
properties were modernised, and new houses built to a distinctive 
pattern that characterise Ancaster estate properties throughout 
Rutland. 

 
The Heathcote family also provided social facilities within the village, 
including the Free School in 1838 and donated land for the Methodist 
Chapel on Main Street. Empingham was sold off in 1924, the village 
being divided into some 90 lots. It gradually changed from being 
a self-sufficient village mainly occupied by tenant farmers, farm 
labourers and others employed by the Ancaster Estate to mainly 
privately owned residencies. 
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OLD PREBENDAL HOUSE 
 

Formal arrangement of the walled garden contrasts with the informal landscape beyond with the hillside as the backdrop 

 
 

The Old Prebendal House is included in the National Heritage List for 
England (‘NHLE’) grade ii*. Within the curtilage is a cottage, dovecote, 
and Tithe Barn, all separately included in the NHLE. The whole site, 
including a walled garden is included in the Empingham Conservation 
Area. 

 
Evidence suggests the site with a house and service ranges adjacent 
to the church was established in the 13th century. The site was 
leased from 1522, demonstrating buildings on the site, with the 1552 
lease requiring that houseroom be provided for the prebend whenever 
he came to visit. 

 
In January 1650 a survey was made of the “manor and prebend” 
of Empingham Prebendal House is described as consisting of 12 
bays. There was a granary with a wash house, containing six bays, 
a dove house ‘well stored with pigeons’ a barn and other buildings of 
12 bays. A stone stable of two bays was partly thatched and partly 
slated. The site covered was one acre and one rood. 

 
Robert Mackworth, related to the owner of Normanton Hall, seems to 
have leased the house from 1665. On 24th February 1696/7 consent 
of the Prebendary to Robert Mackworth’s taking down a “uselesse 
and chargeable High Building”, part of the premises of Empingham 
rectory, and using the materials for repairs to the rectory. 

 
The historic and physical evidence shows that the current house 

 
dates from the late 17th century with 15th and 16th century fabric in 
the cellars. 

 
In 1723 the Heathcote family of Normanton House, acquired the 
site, and in 1794 as part of the enclosure of the parish swoped the 
Prebend house, for a house west of St Peter’s church, with the site 
being called the Old Prebend House. It was a house of considerable 
status standing in large grounds. 

 
From 1794 it was leased at various dates to land agents of Normanton 
House. 

 
In 1835 the Bishop of Lincoln placed at the disposal of the Church 
Commissioners the Empingham Prebend. In June 1845 it was 
awarded to Sir Gilbert Heathcote. It comprised 113 acres 3 roods of 
land in the parish. 

 
A local Surgeon and family occupied the house and grounds between 
1835 and 1871, and two spinster sisters, relatives of the Victorian 
author Anthony Trollope between1897 and1917. 

 
It was sold in 1924, with the breakup of the Normanton House estate. 

 
In 1955, ‘The small period residence Prebendal House, Empingham’ 
the whole standing in 24¾ acres’ was sold. The land included the 
meadows, laid out in the 18th century as informal parkland, to the 
south and south-east. 
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A circa 1790 print of a view taken from Bunker Hill to the south shows the house with an adjoining cottage standing in grounds running down to the river 

 
 

A circa 1790 print of a view taken from Bunker Hill to the south shows the house with an adjoining cottage standing in grounds running down to the river 
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INTITIAL HERITAGE OVERVIEW 
 

 
The way the village is experienced, in views from the south, and 
recorded in history give those viewing places and their contexts 
significance in their own right. It is clear from these images that 
travellers and other visitors through history have been able to 
experience and enjoy this view of Empingham and Prebendal House 
when approaching from the Stamford (one of the first conservation 
areas designated in England) direction. People would be moving 
through an essentially agricultural landscape that provides the 
sensory backdrop and sense of place, the views of the church and 

the village’s principal buildings presenting that iconic composition of 
the English village. 

 
The house and this land is shown on maps dating from the early 19th 
century. 

 
The house and grounds and relationship to the site is shown on a 
series of six-inch maps dating from 1884, 1902 and 1949. 

 

  
Circa 1811-15 map showing the location of the Old Prebendal House and parkland to the south down to the river Gwash and relationship to the proposed Grange Top Quarry site. 

 

Six-inch OS map 1884 showing the Old Prebendal House and grounds in relation to the river valley and the agricultural fields to the south and south-west and proposed quarry extension 
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Six-inch OS map 1902 showing the Old Prebendal House and grounds in relation to the river valley and the agricultural fields to the south and south-west and proposed quarry extension 

 
 

Six-inch OS map 1949 showing the Old Prebendal House and grounds in relation to the river valley and the agricultural fields to the south and south-west and proposed quarry extension 
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INTITIAL HERITAGE OVERVIEW 
 

 
Several 1946 aerial photographs show Empingham village in its 
broader landscape setting and the Old Prebendal House, its garden 
and its grounds, still in arable use at this date. 

 
During WWII the parkland was given over to agriculture to help the 
‘war effort’ but re-established soon after as part of the setting to the 
house and formal grounds, including two walled gardens. 

 

EAW002770 ENGLAND (1946). The village, Empingham, 1946. Looking east with St Peters 
church and Old Prebendal House on the southern side of the village overlooking the river 
Gwash 

While the 1650 survey of the house and grounds gives a 
measurement of 1 acre 1 rood, it is clear that the land to the south 
has always formed part of the Prebendal House holding, which in 
1845 comprised 113 acres 3 roods of land in the parish, and in 1955 
had been reduced to 24¾ acres. It is historically and aesthetically 
significant setting to Old Prebendal House. 

 
 

EAW002773 ENGLAND (1946). The village, Empingham, from the east, 1946 showing St 
Peter’s church, the Old Prebendal House and grounds and the parkland to the south, partly 
ploughed up and sown with crops. 

 
 

 
View of the meadows to the south and south-west with the land rising to the south on the other side of the river Gwash. The treed skyline in the distance and the sense of the rural, unbuilt 
landscape is part of the ‘borrowed’ view that contributes to the setting of Prebendal House and the conservation area. 
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UNDERSTANDING SETTING 
 

In relation to the setting of a heritage asset the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) Glossary: Setting of a heritage asset, 
defines setting as: 

 
The surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. 
Its extent is not fixed and may change as the asset and its 
surroundings evolve. Elements of a setting may make a positive or 
negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the 
ability to appreciate that significance or may be neutral. 

 
Historic England’s advice in Historic England’s Good Practice Advice 
Note 3 – The Setting of Heritage Assets, December 2017 (GPA3) para 
9) is similar stating: 

 
Setting is not a heritage asset, nor a heritage designation, though 
land within a setting may itself be designated... Its importance lies 
in what it contributes to the significance of the heritage asset or 
the ability to appreciate the significance. 

 
It explains (GPA3 para 10) that the contribution of setting to the 
significance of a heritage asset is often expressed by reference to 
views – a visual impression of an asset. 

 
It comments (page 6) that: 

 
Some views may contribute more to understanding the heritage 
significance than others. This may be because the relationships 
between the asset and other historic assets or places or natural 
features are particularly relevant; 

 
And furthermore, (GPA 3 para 9) that the setting of heritage assets 
will change over time and that this can be a positive element 
in our understanding of places and how we experience the 
historic environment and heritage assets. It cautions that where 
unsympathetic change has affected the setting of a heritage asset 
further cumulative negative changes could sever the last link between 
an asset and its original setting but pointing out that sympathetic 
new development has the potential to enhance setting, successfully 
illustrating the cycle of change that shape our towns and countryside. 

Historic England’s Good Practice Advice Note 3, Part 1- Settings and 
Views, discusses the issue of setting stating: 

 
Setting is the surroundings in which an asset is experienced and 
may therefore be more extensive than its curtilage. All heritage 
assets have a setting, irrespective of the form in which they 
survive and whether they are designated or not. The extent and 
importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual 
considerations. Although views of or from an asset will play an 
important part, the way in which we experience an asset in 
its setting is also influenced by  other  environmental  factors 
such as noise, dust and vibration from other land uses in the 
vicinity, and by our understanding of the historic relationship 
between places. (emphasis added) 

 
Amongst the Government’s planning objectives for the historic 
environment is that conservation decisions are properly informed. 
GPA3 Part 2: Setting and Views – A Staged Approach to 
Proportionate Decision Taking, explains the broad approach to be 
followed: 

 
Step 1: identify which heritage assets and their settings are 

affected; 

 
Step 2: assess whether, how and to what degree these settings 

make a contribution to the significance of the heritage 
asset(s); 

 
Step 3: assess the effects of the proposed development, whether 

beneficial or harmful, on that significance; 

 
Step 4: explore the way to maximise enhancement and avoid or 

minimise harm; 

 
Step 5:    make and document the decision and monitor outcomes. 

 
Historic England explains in ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’ (GPA3) 
that matters such as the asset’s physical surroundings, the history 
and degree of change and how the asset is experienced will define its 
setting’. 
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Appendix 2 

2002 Appeal Decision  
(ref. APP/A2470/A/02/1081518) 

 










































































































































































