
Greetham Parish Council objection to:

Greetham Quarry North West Extension Planning Application
Reference 2020/0297/MIN
Regulation 25 Further Information Submission dated 21 October 2020

The objection is in three parts:
1. An introduction which lays out our objections in broad terms.
2. Detailed technical objections to the submission information.
3. A spreadsheet which summaries all the issues which have been raised and which we believe 

have not yet been adequately resolved. This is submitted as a separate document

1.  Introduction

Greetham Parish Council does not believe that the information supplied by the applicant meets the 
criteria for planning permission to be granted.

Our primary objective is to ensure the health and safety of our residents who will be living very 
close to the proposed quarry workings.  The Community Centre and playing fields will be 
extremely close.

This demands a very high standard of operational practice and examination of the proposals.

The prerequisites for this are:

 The theoretical calculations which show that dust and noise levels generated by the 
quarrying activity will not result in hazards to health must be rigorously scrutinised and truly
reflect real life operational practices.

 Effective controls must be in place to ensure that the actual working practices are the same 
as those used specified in the above calculations.

 Continuous real-time monitoring to ensure that high levels of dust and noise are detected 
before they do any harm.

There are a number of reasons to challenge the reports so far presented:

Dust
 The dust assessment is based on the assumption that “Best Available Techniques” will be 

followed.
However:

 The Dust Management Plan submitted specifies techniques well below this standard. 
 There is evidence to demonstrate that the applicant has not operated to this standard at 

either Greetham or Wakerley quarries.
Noise

 The consultants did not used correct procedures for noise measurement as identified by the 
RCC Senior Environmental Officer.
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We understand from discussions which have taken place between the planners and the Residents’ 
Team of the Quarry Liaison Group that the person upon whose judgement decisions will be made 
on the acceptability of the dust and noise assessments will be RCC’s Senior Environmental Officer.
He has placed great emphasis on the need for monitoring to ensure that both the dust and noise 
modelling is reliable and that harmful levels of dust and noise, above those specified, are 
immediately detected so that appropriate action can be taken.

The proposals from the applicant do not meet this standard.

It is evident that the applicant is not willing to accept this judgment and is presenting consultant 
reports with a biased point of view.

Furthermore, it has been established that the Minerals Authority currently used by Rutland County 
Council have neither the staff nor equipment to adequately enforce the planning conditions which 
will be necessary to ensure the health and safety of Greetham Residents.

The applicant has singularly failed to recognise that the operation of a quarry so close to a 
residential area demands a higher level of scrutiny and standards than would normally be the case.  
At the very start of the application process, a Quarry Liaison Group meeting was called to seek a 
satisfactory way forward with the application. The applicant declined to be involved.

We also have a major concern about the restoration of the quarry.  The applicant has failed to restore
the existing quarry as specified in the planning conditions. We believe that a bond or escrow 
arrangement must be enforced with phased restoration steps to ensure that any future quarry 
extension is restored. We draw attention to Rutland County Council’s Minerals Core Strategy & 
Development Control Policies Policy (2010), specifically MDC Policy 12 – Restoration and 
Aftercare.

We believe that either the application should be refused or it should be made very clear to the 
applicant that approval will only be given if the criteria described above are fully met.

2.  Detailed Technical Objections to the submission information

Annex K.  Dust Assessment Addendum

General:

Although the applicants proposal to establish actual background levels of PM10’s by monitoring 
over a 3 month period is welcomed, their proposal for the siting of the equipment in proximity of 
the community centre is deemed inappropriate.  
Village receptors most likely to be at affected by elevated background levels of these particulates 
are considered to be at locations SW-S-SE of the proposed site.

Although the applicant has now given focus to levels of PM 10 emissions, which is welcomed, it is 
disappointing they have not made similar proposals for monitoring background levels of PM 2.5 
emissions, which have additional potential risks as detailed in government guidance.  
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It is imperative the concerns of PM2.5 emissions are addressed in a similar manner to that of 
PM10’s to give clear understanding of the potential risks posed by the proposed operations.

Specifics:

Para 4.2. The recent use of the ADMS 5.2 dispersion modelling tool is welcomed as this provides 
robust methodology for predicting potential impacts from emissions to air. 
It is considered good practice for the mineral industry and as stated in para 4.13.2 is commonly used
for air dispersion modelling.

It is noted that the applicant acknowledges the real potential for fugitive emissions from the various 
aspects of quarrying operations and the real risk associated with such emissions.

The applicant recognises that, although the ADMS 5.2 modelling tool is suitable for this 
determination, its predictions are dependant upon the accuracy and reality of the many different 
input parameters.
This is of particular importance as various aspects of the modelling are very subjective.  For 
example, in para 4.12.14 the applicant acknowledges the determination of significance relies 
on,’professional judgement and reasoning to be provided as far as practicable’

Throughout the report the applicant purports the use of conservative figures to allow for worst case 
scenarios. Given the close proximity of the the proposed development to the village of Greetham 
such an approach is considered appropriate and necessary
One key input parameter required by the modelling is that of emission rates.  As detailed in para 
4.5, the applicant has selected using the data from CEPMEIP.

In para 4.5.3, it is stated the proposed development will be ‘a new modern facility employing BAT’ 
and thus the CEPMEIP ‘low to medium' emission rates were considered most appropriate for use in 
the assessment.
Although the applicants proposal of employing BAT is very much welcomed, there is no other 
reference or evidence of this in any of the other supporting documents.  Indeed, the detail of the 
dust management plan shows the proposal to be anything but the employment of BAT principles to 
prevent or minimise emissions.

To commit to employing BAT is an easy promise, but very much more difficult to achieve in 
practice and impossible to measure and enforce. 
It is imperative the Planning Authority fully understand whether the proposals from Mick George 
Ltd do actually meet BAT. This will enable the imposition of effective, measurable and enforceable 
planning conditions thereby ensuring operations are to BAT standards as the applicant purports.

Should the applicant fail to adopt BAT at the facility at any time, it would invalidate the modelling 
and, worse, is likely to lead to levels which breach Government standards.  This would compromise
the health and well being of nearby residents.

As assumptions used for the modelling should be based on science and reality rather than hope and 
intent then it is considered the applicants modelling is fundamentally flawed. 
The principles of BAT are enshrined in law and seek to specifically prevent or minimise emissions. 
Based on actual evidence of current operation activities at site, which are considered to be far 
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removed from the principles of BAT it is considered that high / high medium emission rates are 
more appropriate?  This would provide consistency of approach in using conservative figures and 
allowing the worst case scenario.

As it stands the results from modelling with the principles of BAT do show low levels of 
exceedences of emissions at certain receptors although the numbers of days the exceedences occur 
(6) are below the Government permitted target of 35 days. 
Should the high / high medium levels be used, it is very likely the predicted emission levels would 
rise significantly, as would the number of days exceeding the the Government target.
The applicant should therefore undertake further iterations of the model using these high and high - 
medium inputs to determine the potential worst case impacts on the receptors.

Annex L:  Dust Management Plan.

Para 3.4.5 states the prevailing wind to be from SW and the applicant proposes specific mitigation 
measures for receptors lying to the North of the site (White House), which are welcomed.
Less specific measures are proposed for receptors to the West and South of site, despite this being 
where the majority of villagers live and the winds toward these areas being recorded for nearly 25%
of the time.
The selected meteorological data does not show the duration of such winds.  It is known that over 
recent years changing patterns have resulted in winds from the N-NE lasting for up to 4 weeks at 
any one time, and has resulted in unacceptable dust depositions in the village throughout this 
period.

Despite the applicants claims of employing BAT, para 3.5.6 states the measures to be employed to 
mitigate nuisance around this area to ‘comprise of initial visual inspection by the site manager to 
determine the intensity of any emissions, should this indicate significant releases then dampening 
using a water bowser will be undertaken to reduce dust. If this process is not sufficient, operations 
will cease until suitable meteorological conditions return.’

Their proposals also suggest that during critical periods, the following measures will be undertaken:

Speed limit reduced to 5mph on internal haul roads;
• Site activities will be moved to an alternative location further from Greetham Village
until suitable weather conditions return;
• Additional bowsers will be used to dampen materials and road surfaces; and,
• Cessation of operations causing dust generation

These are purely reactionary measures and do not constitute BAT. They are unlikely to prevent 
nuisance from occurring. These proposals fall very short of the representations made by the 
Environmental Health Office in their response to the original Regulation 25 submission.

Para 3.8.1 details a weather station to be installed outside of the quarry basin in order to provide a 
quantitative analysis of weather patterns throughout the lifetime of the scheme. The unit will 
measure real-time wind speed, temperature and humidity data and act as a trigger for the Site 
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Manager to take appropriate action should adverse conditions, defined as wind speeds of greater 
than 5m/s from the north-east during operational hours on dry days, develop.  

Whilst welcoming the intent for a weather station, it is unclear how the data will be collected by the 
site manager.  Will he/she be required to regularly walk to the station to download data. 
It is considered imperative the data logger have a facility to allow remote downloading with alarms 
being triggered on the site managers mobile phone.
Remote access must also be available to the Environmental Health Team and the Planning 
Enforcement team, to enable them to be aware of potential nuisance concerns.
It is considered that this would constitute BAT at the present time.

3.9. Dust Monitoring

It is noted that the applicant proposes the use of 4 frisbee dust deposition gauges and a trigger level 
of 160mg/m2/day.

It is noted that the applicant accepts the monitoring units for dust deposition to be in mg/m2/day.  

However, to ensure such limits are not exceeded and the monitoring is meaningful, the recording of 
actual deposition needs to be made over a maximum 24 hour period. 
It cannot and must not exceed this.  
As it stands the proposal looks to average a 28 day monitoring period.  This would fail to provide 
the necessary understanding as to whether the operations at site comply with any agreed emission 
limit.  It would fail to provide understanding of actual emission rates in the proposed units of 
mg/m2/day.

It is also unclear how this will be achieved with the proposed equipment to be used for monitoring.

It is essential the equipment continual records both the deposition and the direction to allow the 
operator understanding of potential breaches before they give rise to nuisance.  
This requirement was clearly detailed in representations made by the Environmental Health Office 
in their response to the original Regulation 25 submission.

With regards the acceptable levels of dust deposited, the applicant has chosen to quote from 
construction industry guidance, rather than the extractive industry guidance.

The following document is a more appropriate and definitive guide for the quarrying industry, 
‘AEA Report to The Mineral Industry Research Organisation (MIRO), “Good practice guide: 
control and measurement of nuisance dust and PM10 from the extractive industries” (2011). This 
would constitute BAT

This advises a range of monitoring techniques as being collectively required both in the pre-
application stage and operational phases, which must be reflected in any conditions for the proposed
extension at Greetham.

It quotes figures for dust fall rates in open countryside as:
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103 mg/m2/day at the 90th percentile, and 
140mg/m2/day for the 95th percentile, 
both of which are below the applicants proposed level of 160mg/m2/day.
 
The report suggests that at the 95th percentile, 140mg/m2/day, complaints are likely. This level is 
much less than the 160mg/m2/day and thus it can be reasonable concluded that if the applicants 
proposal is accepted, the proposed operations at site will attract nuisance complaints on a regular 
basis.  
This is neither acceptable to local residents nor does it constitute BAT.

There is no actual monitored data from site to support the application.  Therefore, because of the 
very close proximity of the application site to the village it is necessary to maintain a precautionary 
approach to ensure adequate protection of the villagers.  
Thus it is appropriate to impose the 90th percentile level of 103mg/m2/day as a measure of the 
upper limit of acceptability before complaints are received, rather than the 95th percentile figure of 
140mg/m2/day or even the proposed 160mg/m2/day when complaints would be received.
It is perhaps useful to recognise the precedent for using the 90th percentile approach is that of the 
Governments PM10 target level for the 24-hour mean of 50 μg m-3.

In addition to dust deposition, dust flux monitoring is also required and is part of BAT.  From a 
health perspective it is important to understand the amount of airborne dust as well as that 
deposited.

Dust flux measurements would be invaluable, whichever method is deemed appropriate, and the 
ability to use this data within a ‘dust nuisance risk matrix’ would help the operator, regulator and the
residents fully understand the effectiveness of any proposed mitigation.

Annex H:  Noise Assessment.

We agree with the comments issued by the Environmental Health Department in their capacity as 
noise experts to Rutland County Council in response to the Noise Assessment submission from 
Mick George Ltd.
The only additional comment I would make is that that the latest submission from Mick George Ltd
appears to fall very short of BAT.  As detailed in the paragraphs above, they claim the proposed 
operations at site will operate to BAT however their submissions clearly show the lack of intent to 
this.

Again it is necessary for the Planning Authority fully understand whether the proposals, including 
the proposals for monitoring noise emissions do actually meet BAT. 
This will enable the imposition of effective, measurable and enforceable planning conditions 
thereby ensuring operations are to BAT standards as the applicant purports.
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