FAO: Mr Andrew Waskett-Burt
Principal Planning Officer
Rutland County Council
Oakham
Rutland LE15 6HP
[Please insert YOUR NAME & ADDRESS]
19 February 2026
Dear Mr Waskett-Burt 
Reference: 2024/0066/MIN – Formal Objection to revised plans and documents dated 9th January 2026.
I am writing to formally object to planning application 2024/0066/MIN relating to the proposed development at Castle Cement Ltd, Ketton Works, Ketco Avenue, Ketton, Rutland PE9 3SX.
I strongly urge the Council to refuse this application for the reasons set out below:
The amended submission clarifies that the applicant no longer seeks to make a carbon substitution argument in favour of development t (i.e. that imported cement would have a greater carbon effect than Ketton), because case law has established in order to make such an argument within an Environmental Statement requires all of the possible substitution alternatives to be assessed. This weakens the benefits case in favour of the development because it cannot be definitively asserted that the proposal would be less carbon intensive than an imported or alternative source of cement. It is therefore not clear that the benefits of development would outweigh its harms, not least its very significant environmental impact in terms of carbon emissions. 
· No substantial further supporting works have been submitted in relation to ecological, landscape, heritage or lighting matters, to which objections have previously been raised. Therefore it would be reasonable to object on the basis that concerns previously raised in respect of these matters have not been adequately addressed. Specifically this is likely to include concerns in relation to detail specified within the submitted biodiversity net gain assessment, harm to wider landscape character as identified within the 2002 appeal decision, flawed and inadequately detailed heritage assessment that does not give sufficient consideration to wider contextual features and settings, and a lack of supporting information in relation to lighting arrangements and their potential impacts. 
· Supporting text of Policy 4 of the adopted Minerals Core Strategy states that “Any application will be subject to a full consultation with the local community”. As previously highlighted the consultation process undertaken by the applicant was insufficient to enable representative feedback from the local community to be provided prior to the application.
Excessive Scale and Duration
· The scale of the application is far more than what is required under mineral planning policy and at a time when concrete/cement demand in the UK is presently at a 75 year low – no explanation or justification is offered for tis in the Application.
· Quarrying will last until 2060 (over 35 years) – more than double the 15-year supply required under the mineral planning policy. 
· There is no planned increase in production, so the existing routes are already adequate and require no additional capacity. 
· Considering the ever evolving and increasingly urgent need to adapt to climate change and environmental challenges this presents an avoidable inflexibility which cannot be good for Rutland.
Traffic and Highway Safety
· There is no operational requirement to divert quarry traffic from the Ketton Processing site on the A6121 to the A606 in Empingham. This diversion appears to serve only to generate support for the Applicant among nearby residents, without delivering substantive benefits. Instead, it simply relocates an existing problem to a different area.
· This proposal does not mitigate harm; it merely displaces it, impacting Empingham and numerous other small villages negatively. It imposes extra noise, safety risks, vibration and congestion on our community from before dawn until the evening. 

· The proposal will lead to a significant increase in HGV and car movements east of the site, placing unacceptable pressure on the A606/A1 junction. There is insufficient evidence to demonstrate that the proposed roundabout can safely or effectively manage the volume of traffic generated. To cope, the A606 would need the significant investment that the A6121 has had to bring it to the same road safety standard, which would be a huge cost to RCC and is not justified when the A6121 route is already very well established.
· The A606 has footpath crossings, a bridleway crossing and many precarious right-hand turns on unrestricted stretches with poor onward visibility due to elevations, dips and bends. It has soft verges, lacks kerbs and has no suitable HGV laybys. There would also need to be considerations made for the speed restriction zones to be expanded.
· The revised application confirms that proposed quarry HGV movements through Empingham will double from the original proposal. 
· Heavy HGV traffic is wholly inappropriate for the local road network with the narrow roads, lack of pedestrian crossings, traffic islands and historic properties directly abutting the roadside.
· No adequate assessment has, as yet, been provided on the cumulative impact of this increased traffic on Empingham village or the wider area.
Serious Environmental Impact and Climate Change 
· The applicant acknowledges that the proposal has huge adverse carbon emission impacts. There is no plan of mitigation, and the approach is in direct contravention of local, national and international obligations and commitments to reduce CO2 emissions.
· There is an enormous environmental cost to this proposal: Loss of natural carbon sinks, destruction of habitats, eradication of biodiversity, impacts from blasting, vibrations, noise, dust and damaging air pollution. 
Ecology and Noise 
Rutland Water lies approximately 2km from the site and is designated as a RAMSAR wetland of international importance, as well as a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). The application raises serious concerns regarding:
· Impacts on protected habitats and wildlife
· Disruption to migratory species
· The effects of increased lighting and noise
The proposed biodiversity net gain is unacceptably low for a development of this scale and represents a missed opportunity to enhance, rather than degrade, the natural environment.
Visual Impact and Heritage – The Irreversible Harm to our Landscape
· The stunning views across the landscape will be permanently ruined by the highly visible, massive deep quarry pit. This destruction contradicts RCC planning policies that are designed to protect and enhance our natural, historic rural landscape – central to Rutland’s identity. 
· The proposal would cause clear harm to the setting of our heritage assets, which is not adequately recognised or addressed in the submitted heritage assessment.
· The quarry should not be permitted to excavate over the ridge, as this would permanently damage the character of the area. In the 2002 appeal documents, the Planning Inspector reported “(they) would be most concerned about the landscape impact of 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. He would also be concerned about the possible effects on the Shacklewell Hollow SSSI”.
For the reasons outlined above this application should be refused.
Yours sincerely,
