Agenda Item No: 5

Importation, storage, processing including use of trommel, picking and
recycling of incinerator bottom ash (IBA) and construction and demolition
(C&D) waste, for exportation for use as incinerator bottom ash
secondary aggregates (IBAA)

Informative: S73 planning application to vary conditions 5 (Approved
plans & documents); 6 (Hours of operation); 15 (Vehicle movements); 21
(Annual throughput of waste); and 25 (Stockpile heights) of planning
permission CCC/21/024/FUL to increase: the quantity of waste imported
to the site, number of HGV movements, stockpile heights and hours of
operation within building 1; make changes to the layout of plant; and to
crush and screen IBA/IBAA and C&D waste

At: Former Saxon Brickworks, Peterborough Road, Whittlesey, PE7 1PD

Applicant: Johnson Aggregates & Recycling Ltd

Application Number: CCC/24/091/VAR

To: Planning Committee

Date: 4 March 2026

From: Head of Planning

Electoral division(s): Whittlesey North

Purpose: To consider the above planning application
Recommendation: That permission is granted subject to the conditions set out in

paragraph 12.1

Officer contact: Helen Wass

Post: Team Leader (Principal Planning Officer, Development Management)
Email: helen.wass@cambridgeshire.gov.uk

Tel: 07771 972694
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Introduction / background

Saxon Pit is a former quarry that supplied clay for brickworks which closed in the early
2010s and the kilns were demolished. The chimneys were demolished in 2021. Some of
the former brickworks buildings have been used for waste management since 2013. East
Midlands Waste Management Ltd (EMWM) owns all of Saxon Pit and have aspirations to
bring more of it into commercial use (see paragraph 4.14 below). There are three existing
and authorised waste management operations within Saxon Pit; they are:

(1) Johnsons Aggregates & Recycling Ltd (Johnsons) - use two buildings and the
surrounding yards to process incinerator bottom ash (IBA) to create incinerator bottom
ash aggregate (IBAA) under planning permission CCC/21/024/FUL. The permission
also allows the processing of construction and demolition (C&D) waste to create
recycled aggregate. This report relates to an application to vary 5 of the planning
conditions, primarily to increase the throughput of the facility.

(2) EMWM - have planning permission (reference CCC/24/048/FUL) to change the use of
the largest building and the adjacent yard from a plastics recovery facility and
recycling automative shredder residue (ASR) to a metal recycling facility which would
process metal from the adjacent Johnsons site. The requirements of 6 pre-
commencement planning conditions must be fulfilled before this permission can be
implemented. An application to discharge 5 of those pre-commencement conditions
was approved on 7 November 2025 (planning reference CCC/25/079/DCON). An
application to discharge condition 15 was approved on 2 January 2026 (planning
reference CCC/25/127/DCON). An application to discharge condition 24 relating to the
establishment of a site liaison group was submitted on 22 January 2026 (planning
reference CCC/26/006/DOCN) and is being considered by the County Council.

(3) EMWM - have been importing inert construction and demolition waste to buttress the
eastern pit face since 2013, most recently under planning permission
CCC/25/006/VAR which requires the importation of fill material to cease by 31
December 2025 and for the site to be restored by 1 August 2026. In March 2025
EMWM were granted planning permission to import inert waste to stabilise part of the
southern pit face (reference CCC/24/078/FUL).The requirements of 6 pre-
commencement planning conditions must be fulfilled before this permission can be
implemented. An application to discharge those conditions was submitted on 9
October 2025 and is being considered by the County Council (planning reference
CCC/25/118/DCON).

The relevant planning history of (1) and (2) is set out in section 4 below.

This application relates to the existing recycling of non-hazardous IBA from incinerators
which is brought to the Johnsons site in articulated and 8-wheel rigid HGVs. After going
over the weighbridge the IBA is stored in a walled area for at least 6 weeks during which
time the moisture content is reduced from around 20% to around 10%. It is then moved
using a front-loading shovel and placed on a conveyor belt via a hopper through a
trommel/screener into Building 1 where it is processed. Most of the processed material is
sorted into various sizes to produce secondary aggregate (IBAA) which is either taken
from the building to storage bays or loaded directly into HGVs for export off site. The
remainder (less than 10%) is taken to Building 2 where it is further processed. The metal
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content is separated out and sold on to smelting companies. When planning permission
CCC/24/048/FUL has been implemented, the metal may be processed at the EMWM site
before being exported from Saxon Pit.

Johnsons also accept construction and demolition (C&D) waste which is deposited,
stored, crushed and screened at the west of the site on a campaign basis. The site
operates a sealed drainage system and surface water is collected in wedge pits at the
southwest and northeast corners of the site where it is treated. The treated water is kept in
tanks and re-used within the site.

In February 2024 Johnsons asked the County Council as the waste planning authority
(WPA) for pre-application advice on a number of proposed changes to the site and
operations. It was agreed that some of those changes could be the subject of an
application to vary the conditions of the existing planning permission, but others would
need separate full planning applications. The WPA assessed that the proposed
development would not fall within Schedule 1 of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (the EIA Regulations) where the
provision of an Environment Statement (ES) to accompany the application is mandatory,
but Johnsons undertook to prepare and submit an ES voluntarily. The ES sets out the
impact of the development, under key topic headings, and what mitigation would be
necessary. Although Johnsons did not ask for a formal scoping opinion, to agree what
matters should be covered in the ES, the WPA recommended that it should include:

- Transport assessment;

- Air quality assessment including of the proposed increase in vehicle movements on
human and natural environment receptors; and

- Noise impact assessment including of the proposed increase in vehicle movements.

The Johnsons application has been brought before members at the request of the local
elected member because of the level of public interest in the site and the concerns raised
about the cumulative impact of existing waste operations within the wider Saxon Pit site.

Public Health risk assessment

The County Council’'s Public Health team convened a multi-agency Incident Management
Team (IMT) to review the available monitoring data from Saxon Pit in relation to emissions
to air, water and land. The IMT included the Animal and Plant Health Agency (APHA),
Cambridgeshire County Council Public Health, Fenland District Council, and UK Health
Security Agency (UKSHA). The County Council as the WPA and the Environment Agency
provided data which related to current operations only. The IMT did not assess any
impacts on health from the processing of IBA for which nationally set standards are in
place, or the principle of doing so at the site which has been established. The report was
published on 13th January 2026 and can be found at:
https://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/residents/public-health/saxon-pit-risk-assessment. The
findings of the IMT review informed Public Health’s comments on the planning application,
the conclusions of which are set out in paragraphs 6.25 — 6.34 below.

Planning application type: Section 73 variation of conditions as opposed to full application

Saxongate, which is a non-political residents’ group concerned with the impact of the
operations within Saxon Pit on the town of Whittlesey, have submitted correspondence to
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the Council setting out why they consider that these proposals should not be considered
under section 73 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) which allows
for variations to the terms of existing permissions to be made and should instead be the
subject of a full planning application. Pathfinder Legal Services were asked to provide
advice on whether the Council’s decision to accept a Section 73 variation was correct and
confirmed that the legislation has been applied correctly and there is no legal or other
justification for the application type to be changed. The Government’s Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG) states that: “an application made under section 73 of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990 can be used to make a material amendment by varying or
removing conditions associated with a planning permission. There is no statutory limit on
the degree of change permissible to conditions under s73, but the change must only relate
to conditions and not to the operative part of the permission.”

The PPG goes on to say that “Planning permission cannot be granted under section 73 to
extend the time limit within which a development must be started or an application for
approval of reserved matters must be made. Section 73 cannot be used to change the
description of the development.” The description of the development from the existing
planning permission (CCC/21/024/FUL) is: “Importation, storage, processing including use
of trommel, picking and recycling of incinerator bottom ash (IBA) and construction and
demolition (C&D) waste, for exportation for use as incinerator bottom ash secondary
aggregates (IBAA)”. Therefore, the development that has already been permitted is the
processing of the IBA and whilst this specifically includes the use of a trommel, picking
and recycling, it does not exclude other methods of processing such as crushing. The
proposed changes to the development and planning conditions that would be affected are
set out in section 3 below.

The section 73 planning application has followed the same environmental impact and
other assessments and the same consultation and determination process that would be
undertaken for a full planning application. The consultees (as the subject matter experts)
have commented on all of the proposed changes and there is no difference in what has
been taken into account or the decision making process. Officers are satisfied that the
application has been correctly made and processed.

The site and surroundings

Whittlesey is the westernmost town in the Fenland District Council area, approximately 4
kilometres from the eastern outskirts of Peterborough. Saxon Pit is at the western edge of
the main built-up area of Whittlesey, to the south of the A605 Peterborough Road and to
the north of the Ely to Peterborough railway line. The pit extends from the roundabout
junction of the A605 and Ralph Butcher Causeway (the King’s Dyke bypass) in the west to
Snoots Road and Priors Road in the east. It has an area of approximately 70 hectares
which is mostly 20 - 26 metres below original ground level and includes a large body of
water to the southwest of the access. The northern and north-eastern faces of the pit have
been buttressed with waste bricks and quarry waste and restored. Works to complete the
buttressing of the eastern face with imported waste are nearing completion and planning
permission has recently been granted for the buttressing of the southern face.

Vehicular access to Saxon Pit is from the A605 adjacent to no. 203 Peterborough Road
and the haul road down into the pit serves the three waste management operations
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described in paragraph 1.1 above and a self-storage business. The access route runs
behind the rear of the houses forming the terrace 193 to 203 Peterborough Road then
east for approximately 500 metres to the base of the pit.

The Nene Washes is 940 metres north of the access onto the A605. It is a Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI) and RSPB reserve and also internationally important designated
as a Special Area of Conservation (SAC), a Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar
site. Kings Dyke Nature Reserve County Wildlife Site (CWS) is north of the A605 opposite
the site access and is also a Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Local Geological Site.
Common Wash CWS is adjacent to southern extent of the Nene Washes.

The nearest listed building to the site is the grade Il Tower Windmill approximately 800
metres to the northeast. There are numerous listed buildings within the Whittlesey
Conservation Area. The nearest scheduled monuments to the site are Whittlesey Butter
Cross approximately 1.2 km to the east and a Roman field system and trackway located 2
km north west.

The site, apart from part of the access road, is located within flood zone 3 and is an area
which benefits from flood defences. It is not within a groundwater protection zone. Byway
256/2 runs along the southern bank of Kings Dike.

Most of the Johnsons site is identified on the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals
and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) as the former Saxon Brickworks Waste Management
Area (WMA) around which there is a Consultation Area (CA). All of the site is within a
Mineral Safeguarding Area (MSA) for sand and gravel and part is within an MSA for brick
clay.

The proposed development

Condition 21 of planning permission CCC/21/024/FUL limits the annual throughput of IBA
to 250,000 tonnes and of C&D waste to 50,000 tonnes. The principal element of the
current planning application is the proposal is to vary condition 21 to increase the
throughput of IBA to 460,000 tonnes per annum (tpa) and of C&D waste to 154,000 tpa.
This would increase the total throughput from 300,000 tpa to 614,000 tpa and as a
consequence would increase the number of HGVs serving the site and create a need for
larger stockpiles.

Condition 15 of planning permission CCC/21/024/FUL limits the number of HGV
movements to 92 per day (46 in and 46 out). The application proposes that condition 15
be varied to allow the daily HGV movement limit to be increased to 332 (166 in and 166
out).

Condition 25 of planning permission CCC/21/024/FUL limits the height of the stockpiles of
waste to 6 metres when measured from the base. The application proposes that condition
25 is amended to increase this to 6.7 metres. The stockpiles are within a walled area and
to allow for the Environment Agency’s recommended minimum freeboard, the wall would
need to be increased by two blocks (1.6 metres) to a height of 7.2 metres. Details of the
location and structure of the stockpile wall is shown on drawing number C3432 011 Rev
C1 ‘IBA Stockpile Wall Layout’ which is one of the approved documents referred to in
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condition 5 of planning permission CCC/21/024/FUL. The application proposes that this is
replaced by drawing number GPP/JA/SB/P/24/03 Rev 1 to reflect the proposed increase in
height of the stockpile wall and of the stockpiles of waste material.

Condition 6 of planning permission CCC/21/024/FUL restricts the hours during which
different operations can take place at the site. Processing IBA within Building 2 is
permitted 24 hours a day, 7 days a week except Christmas Day. Processing IBA within
Building 1 is limited to 06:00 to 22:00 Monday to Friday including bank holidays and 08:00
to 18:00 on Saturday. Johnsons are proposing that condition 6 be amended so that the
hours of operations within Building 1 are the same as within Building 2 i.e. all day, every
day except for Christmas Day. The restrictions on other operations within the site would be
unchanged i.e. external crushing and screening 08:00 to 18:00 Monday to Friday
(excluding bank and public holidays); delivery of IBA and C&D waste and despatch of
product 06:00 — 18:00 Monday to Friday and 08:00 to 13:00 on Saturday; and external
movement and loading of material around the site 06:00 to 22:00 Monday to Friday and
08:00 to 18:00 on Saturday.

The application seeks to amend some of the planning conditions of an existing planning
permission and so members are not being asked to consider the acceptability of the
processing of IBA and C&D waste which has already been approved and established at
the site. The proposed increase in throughput is expected to result in 20 new jobs at the
site and up to 20 more HGV drivers employed by Johnsons or their contracted haulier.

Planning history

The planning permissions that relate to the former brickworks are set out below.
F/0690/86/F — Erection of a blocking shed (Granted 2 December 1986)

F/1004/87/F — Extensions to existing building (Granted 8 February 1988)

F/0981/93 — Proposed construction of industrial building for mixing of additives with brick
clay and erection of three chalk and pulverised fuel ash storage silos (Granted 15 July

1994) (Johnsons Building 2)

F/0802/95 — Erection of green brick storage building and repositioning of blocking shed
(Granted 14 May 1996)

F/0413/97 — Proposed green brick storage/dryer building (Granted 6 November 1997)
(Johnsons Building 1)

F/02011/12/CW — Determination whether prior approval is required for the demolition of
brick kilns and lean-to buildings (Not required — 21 June 2012)

F/02019/12/CW — Change of use of brickworks to plastic recovery facility (PRF) and
erection of trommel to import automotive solid residue (ASR) for sorting and shredding into
component parts suitable for exportation for use as refuse derived fuel (RDF) (Granted 9
November 2012)
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F/02007/13/CW — Variation of conditions 4, 10 and 11 of F/02019/12/CW to allow other
shredder residue waste from mixed waste types to be brought to and processed at the site
(Granted 20 February 2014)

CCC/21/028/PRIO — Determination whether prior approval is required for the demolition of
two 85m brick-built chimneys, segregation, crushing, processing, grading of demolition
material on site and exportation of demolition material (Not required — 25 March 2021)

CCC/21/024/FUL - Importation, storage, processing including use of trommel, picking and
recycling of incinerator bottom ash (IBA) and construction and demolition (C&D) waste, for
exportation for use as incinerator bottom ash secondary aggregates (IBAA) (Granted 22
April 2022)

CCC/23/044/FUL - A lean-to extension to Johnsons Aggregate and Recycling existing
main recycling building to house the operational trommel (Granted 14 September 2023)

CCC/24/048/FUL - Metal Recycling Facility for the storage, sorting, separation, grading,
sheering, baling, compacting, crushing, granulating and cutting of ferrous metals or alloys
and non-ferrous metals (Granted 17 February 2025)

F/YR24/0903/0 - Erect up to 65,000 sq m floor space consisting of E (b)(d)(f) (amenity
buildings) and E (G)(i)(ii)(iii) (office, laboratory and manufacturing) including renewable
energy infrastructure, parking, country park and other associated infrastructure (outline
application with matters committed in respect of access and layout). On 19 November
2025 Fenland District Council’s Planning Committee resolved to grant planning permission
subject to the completion of a S106 agreement.

Publicity

The application was advertised in accordance with Article 15 of the Town and Country
Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 by means of a
notice in the Fenland Citizen on 11 September 2024 and notices erected at the site
access on Peterborough Road and at on Snoots Road on 1 September 2024. Notification
letters were sent to properties on Peterborough Road between number 211 and Snoots
Road; Snoots Road and Priors Road with gardens backing onto Saxon Pit.

Consultation responses from Peterborough City Council, the County Council’'s Transport
Assessment Team, the Fenland District Council Environmental Health officer, and the
County Council’s Public Health team highlighted the need for additional environmental
information to be provided which the applicant was asked to provide under Regulation 25
of the EIA Regulations. This information was received on 30 April 2025 and (in line with
the EIA Regulations) was advertised by means of a notice in the Fenland Citizen on 14
May 2025, with notices erected at the site access on Peterborough Road and at on Snoots
Road on 7 May 2025. Individuals who had made representations about the application
were also notified about the further environmental information.
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Consultation responses

The following section contains a summary of the consultation responses received and
where the position of the consultee changed, following the submission of further
information, they reflect the consultees’ most recent position. The summary of each
comment is preceded by an indication of whether the consultee has specifically stated that
they have raised an objection and full consultee responses are available on the Council’s
public access planning webpages.

Fenland District Council (Planning) — No objection

The local planning authority requests that the matters raised by Whittlesey Town Council
are thoroughly investigated and considered prior to the determination of this application.
The local planning authority has no further comments to make at this time.

Fenland District Council (Environmental Health officer) (EHO) - No objection

Fenland District Council have been in receipt of complaints about noise, odour and air
quality from activities in Saxon Pit and have been made aware of the impacts of traffic
noise, pollution and spillages onto the highway. This has included officers witnessing the
odour of the IBA from residential premises in Whittlesey. These complaints are ongoing,
and investigations are continuing.

Noise

The Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) demonstrates that the increased hours of operation
can theoretically be undertaken with a no more than 3dB increase in daytime background
noise levels and below nighttime background noise levels at Snoots Road and Priors
Road, and a 4dB increase on nighttime background noise levels on Peterborough Road.
The increased haulage will have a predicted increase of 3dB above background noise
level. The properties on Peterborough Road will be more vulnerable to any increases of
HGV noise during the day and also background noise during the evening.

Mitigation measures to reduce the impact of noise have been proposed and although the
level of noise reduction it will achieve has not been quantified, the measures are
reasonable and will contribute towards ensuring the noise increase remains at levels
below 3dB above background noise level and for the site to meet the insignificant noise
increase as predicted in the noise report. The mitigation measures specified in the NIA
should be secured by planning condition to be fully implemented prior to increased
operation or activity and validation testing undertaken with the findings made available and
agreed with the authority. On completion of the mitigation measures and validation report
a site boundary noise level should be agreed that can be periodically checked by the
operator to ensure the noise impact of the operations are not adversely impacting on the
nearby residential properties. Recommended conditions are provided.

The updated Noise Management Plan (30/04/25) did not include all the mitigations
detailed in the NIA: raising height of the stock area wall; raising the height of wall around
Trennsos 1 and 2 or limiting it with noise absorbing material; and restricting mobile plant
movements between building 1 and building 2 overnight. The operator undertaking routine
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sound monitoring to ensure that daily site trigger levels are met is welcomed. However,
the trigger level of 65db has been estimated and this does not include daytime and
nighttime monitoring sessions. To demonstrate that the trigger level is appropriate it
should be calculated using a distance attenuation calculation, this should be calculated to
ensure it meets the daytime and nighttime noise levels as determined in Chapter 6 of the
NIA and the units of measurements must be specified. This may result in a slightly
different trigger level for each monitoring position due to the variation in distances of the
receptors and noise sources. It needs to specify if this trigger level is a maximum noise
limit, a L90 or a LAeq,T. The monitoring should be undertaken by a competent person with
an appropriately calibrated sound level meter and the sample results recorded and made
available on request to the relevant authorities. Periodic noise monitoring is welcomed and
the monitoring parameters set out in the report are agreed. Investigation of complaints
looks robust but would benefit from a sound level being undertaken at the time of the
complaint, and a record of the weather and wind direction to help identify a cause or
circumstances that lead to impacts to residential receptors.

The updated Noise Management Plan has considered the additional noise impacts of the
increased vehicle movements when passing the residential properties at the entrance of
the site on Peterborough Road. The proposal to provide additional fencing, improved road
surfacing and adjusted road layout are all reasonable methods to control noise but are not
in the control of the applicant, and dependent on the landowner undertaking these works.
A further draft Noise Management Plan (Version 3 dated 30/01/2026) incorporates the
recommended improvements and will support compliance on the site and provide a better
outcome for the operators along with protecting the residents.

Air quality — vehicle movements

The air quality impact assessment considered the increase of NO2 as a result of
increased haulage to and from the site. The increased haulage detailed in the report does
not raise concerns that the national air quality objective levels will be exceeded but this is
due to the Fenland District having good air quality which should be preserved.

Accumulation of mud and aggregate on the highway results in dust and increases the
amount of particulate matter. Due to the complex nature of multiple activities using this site
and other nearby industries it is essential that each industry take responsibility to ensure
that when leaving the site, especially via unmade roads, that no material is tracked onto
the highway. Prior to additional HGV movements commencing the operator should be
required to implement measures to ensure that material is not tracked out from the site.
The measures in the Dust Management Plan to prevent dust from vehicles should be
secured by condition.

Air quality - processing

A subjective assessment has been undertaken which has concluded that the impact of
odour from this site will be insignificant. Although the source is considered to be of
medium significance of odour and the receptors could be highly susceptible, due to the
distance of the identified receptors and prevailing wind direction reported to be away from
the properties the risk assessments considers there to be an ineffective pathway between
the source and the residents and therefore the impact would be insignificant. Whittlesey
does not have local weather data and the report has relied on the nearest met office data
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provider. The reports from nearby residential properties conflict with the weather data
therefore the proposal to install a Mcert weather station to consider local weather
conditions is supported and it should be operational prior to the increased capacity being
processed and to be maintained onsite during any operations. The data being made
available on request to the WPA and EHO to support the investigation of impacts and
complaints should be secured by condition.

The Dust Management Plan details visual and quantitative dust monitoring to assess for
nuisance. Three Frisbees would be installed to monitor the monthly dust deposits to
calculate if a daily limit of 200mg/m2/day is being exceeded. Although this is the level
stated in the IAQM guidance on air quality monitoring for construction and demolition
purposes, those activities are transient and temporary in its nature, whereas the Johnsons
site is permanent. A more robust standard is therefore needed and in addition, this level
does not take into account the nature of IBAA. The use of the Frisbee gauge will not
determine directionality of deposit type of the material and therefore would be a
combination of all dust sources from that geographical area leading to ambiguity in
assessing exceedances and raising public concerns. Also, this is not in line with the site’s
environmental permit DP3131NM which requires continuous monitoring using MCerts air
quality monitors to measure ambient air quality levels, along with directional dust gauges
with weekly measurements and a trigger level of 70ug/m3 and an action level of 25 ug/ma3.
Although Frisbee gauges are an ideal piece of equipment to identify average deposits over
a four week period, they will not support the identification if there are fugitive emissions of
IBA from the site, or if the activities on the site are exceeding national air quality objectives
for pm10 or pm2.5 for short term periods.

It is proposed to crush and screen IBA using a mobile crusher within the concrete block
walled area. The crusher or screener would be regulated through an environmental permit
and prohibited from operating until an environmental permit and all dust mitigation
measures are in place.

The Odour Management Plan (V9 dated 02/05/2025) is a proactive plan of monitoring and
investigation and should be conditioned to ensure that it is maintained in place and
updated as required.

Peterborough City Council (PCC) — Object

PCC have commented in their role as the highway authority in whose area the proposed
increase in HGV traffic would travel to and from the site. They consider that the applicant’s
transport assessment did not comply with the Transport Assessment Guidelines because
the assessment period requirements were in place long before June 2025 when it was
submitted. The main issues that remain to be addressed are:

- In respect of modelled and inferred queuing, further information is required to
demonstrate that the model is a reasonable representation of typical average weekday
traffic conditions;

- There remains highway safety and capacity concerns at the A605 / Milk and Water Drove
priority junction. Banning right turning movements out of Milk and Water Drove would help
reduce queueing and delay but would not stop the development from causing the junction
to operate above theoretical capacity. The junction would operate above practical
capacity. There would be an increase in U-turning traffic at the A605 / Whittlesey Road /
Toll Road roundabout but this has not been considered in any modelling.
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- There is a known issue with the A1139 Fletton Parkway westbound on-slip in the AM
peak hour. This issue involves queueing back from the A1139 on-slip and back onto
Stanham Way, which causes capacity and safety concerns with those travelling
northbound on Stanham Way. This will not have been accounted for within the presented
LinSig modelling. An increase in HGVs on this merge will likely worsen the blocking back
queueing back onto Stanham Way.

- The January 2020 data pre-dates the completion of Ralph Butcher Causeway (July
2022).

The applicant’s proposal to limit the number of HGV movements during the morning and
evening peaks does not address concerns about the impact of HGV movements outside
those hours. There is concern that this may result in a concentrated, significant surge in
the number of vehicles immediately after the peaks. The applicant’s proposed Traffic
Mitigation Strategy (December 2025) was not robust enough to give confidence that peak
hour limits could be monitored and enforced.

Environment Agency — No objection

An application has been made to vary the environmental permit related to this site which is
currently with the Permitting Team. The granting of planning permission does not
guarantee the granting or variation of an environmental permit. The company must use
incinerator bottom ash (IBA) in accordance with Regulatory Position Statement 247.

Natural England — No comments to make.
CCC Transport Assessment Team — No objection

Objected to the application until sufficient survey data and the results of junction modelling
had been submitted. The modelling that was provided showed that the Ralph Butcher
Causeway eastern and western roundabouts would be over capacity in the near future
resulting in queues at peak times. The team then concluded that the applicant’s proposal
to limit the increase in HGV movements during peak hours to 12, which is equivalent to 29
passenger car units would acceptably limit the impact of the development.

CCC Highway Development Management Engineer — No objection.
Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) - No objection

The proposals do not impact the existing impermeable area of surface water drainage
therefore there is no change in the already agreed surface water drainage scheme as
agreed under permission CCC/21/024/FUL. Informatives on ordinary watercourse
consent, pollution control and maintenance of surface water infrastructure are provided.

Middle Level Commissioners (MLC) — No objection

Except for the access road the surface water is managed within the Johnsons site. A small
amount of surface water discharges into the lagoon used for dewatering Saxon Pit and
operated by EMWM. Water from the lagoon is pumped into the MLC’s King’s Dyke but no
records are kept of when the pump is running. The MLC has no means of systematically
analysing water quality or the amount of potentially hazardous IBA fines or residue,
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leachate or fines from the EMWM site entering the lagoon. The MLC is working with
EMWM.

CCC Climate Change & Energy Services — No objection

The main aspects of this proposal that are relevant to climate change and greenhouse gas
(“carbon”) emissions are the increase in the quantity of throughput of waste materials, the
increase in vehicle movements, the increase in operating hours (meaning an increase in
energy and fuels used on site), and the embodied carbon from construction materials (e.g.
to increase the stockpile wall height).

There is no doubt that there is an environmental benefit from recycling IBA and C&D
waste, which arises from the use of the end product (recycled aggregates), when
compared to using virgin quarried materials. The question is therefore whether or not this
benefit outweighs the harm done from the other aspects of the development such as the
transport emissions. The figures provided by the applicant (primarily from the Addendum
to Sustainability and Climate Change Statement) indicate that overall, the beneficial
impact of avoided emissions elsewhere as a result of use of the recycled products
(compared to new products) is likely to be greater than the additional emissions resulting
from the proposed variation (primarily from vehicle movements).

However, there are a few caveats which mean that the balance of increased carbon
emissions vs carbon savings is not completely certain. In particular:

- The vast majority (over 98%) of the avoided emissions are as a result of the recovered
metals in the IBA. (It is unclear how many of the vehicle movements relate to the metals
recovery but it is likely to be a small proportion of the total.) This means that the
processing of IBA into recycled aggregate by itself (without metals recovery) would be
unlikely to deliver a net reduction in carbon emissions;

- The carbon emissions from HGV movements could be reduced in future if diesel was
replaced with alternatives such as biofuels or electric vehicles; and

- There are some aspects of the proposals where the carbon impact (either emissions or
savings) is unknown or has not been quantified.

CCC Public Health — Object

The findings of Johnsons’ health impact assessment are based on the assumption that no
residents have complained about potential health impacts of this site which is incorrect.
This is a complex site with multiple operators who will all be generating to a greater or
lesser extent, noise, odour and dust because of their industrial processes and in the
future, this may also include the proposed science park [see paragraph 4.14 above]. From
a public health perspective, it is the cumulative impact of all processes on residents that
matters to their health and wellbeing. It is wholly insufficient to only consider the impact of
the expansion of Johnsons’ operation in isolation of existing and potential future
operations.

Two aspects are specifically relevant: concentration of development and period of
exposure. The WPA needs to consider whether this site has already reached the “tipping
point” of cumulative impacts — i.e. the cumulative impacts are at an unacceptable level for
the community - or if not, if the expansion of operations by JARL (particularly the 24 hour
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working) will mean the tipping point is reached. While Saxon Pit has been an industrial site
for a very long time, residents have complained that dust, noise and odour have got worse
in recent years. They are facing the prospect of this not only continuing, but expanding.

There needs to be more work with the community of Whittlesey to better understand the
cumulative impacts on their health and wellbeing, including their mental health, from
activities at Saxon Pit and that operators need to take this more seriously, including those
in the wider vicinity. There is a need to understand the scale of impacts from dust, noise
and odour. At the moment there is only complaints data which does not provide a
systematic way to understanding this.

There is a lack of contemporaneous and site-specific evidence in the environmental
assessments which support the application. With the exception of the air quality report, the
monitoring and modelling data in Johnsons’ assessments (noise and geo-environmental)
submitted as part of the environmental permit application are from around 2020/21/22 and
the current operations undertaken by Johnsons and the actual data from these operations
(e.g. noise, dust) have not been factored into the assessments. There is inconsistency
between the assessments in respect of sensitive receptors. The WPA need to consider
whether there is suitable baseline from which to assess the current planning application.

The response from the Senior EHO on noise is supported. They have concerns about the
adequacy of the assessment and proposed practices. More than half of complaints from
Whittlesey residents are due to noise and complaints from residents have intensified in
more recent years. While it is not always possible to identify the source of the noise it is
the cumulative impact on residents that matters for health and wellbeing. In terms of the
proposed expanded hours of site operation 06:00 is too early. 07:00 am is the accepted
cut-off for statutory noise nuisance overnight on weekdays and 08:00 — 13:00 on
Saturdays. The noise analysis has used averages which may be standard practice, but
from a public health perspective is a flawed approach to assessing the impact of noise on
the ability to sleep because a single loud noise will wake you up.

There are no identified risks to public health from emissions to water via King’s Dyke from
current operations at Saxon Pit. Public Health has no specific concerns around emissions
to water (and which includes rainwater run-off from across the site) as long as there is
adequate monitoring through the environmental permit which will be held by EMWM for
the water discharge, and that if issues arise that they are promptly addressed by operators
and the Environment Agency, as the regulator of this discharge.

Dust and its potential impacts have been a key concern for residents. While for the most
part, complaints from residents are not attributed to a specific operation at Saxon Pit and
may even be due to dust from other sources (e.g. nearby fields; other operators outside of
the pit), residents have been complaining of dust for a number of years, and some
residents are very concerned about dust containing IBA. The findings of the public health
risk assessment were that there are no identified risks in the vicinity of Hallcroft Road
(where FDC have an air quality monitor) but further evidence is needed to assess air
quality close to Saxon Pit. The large increase in operations at Saxon Pit seems likely to
generate more dust, including through HGV movements. While some clarification was
provided by the applicants in the Air Quality addendum, a broader, more holistic
perspective where cumulative impacts from all sources, including HGV movements
which are going to contribute to poorer air quality should be taken.
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In conclusion:

- Contrary to the applicant’s view and based on available evidence to date, the community
are concerned about the health impacts of this site (and their specific operation) and feel
that their quality of life and therefore their health and wellbeing is being impacted. The
applicant has therefore, failed to demonstrate that they have met the requirements of local
planning policy.

- The community is reporting cumulative health impacts from a concentration of
development over a long period of time, and there needs to be explicit consideration of
where the “tipping point” was or is before levels are unacceptable to the health and
wellbeing of the community. The assessment of this individual operation without
consideration of the cumulative impacts from the current and proposed operations within
and around Saxon Pit (including the proposed science park) fails to meet the requirements
from the NPPF on cumulative impact.

- The modelled data in some of the assessments submitted for this application does not
align with the real-world evidence, including on dust, noise and health impacts and does
not always consider cumulative impacts. Environmental Health, who are specialists in the
assessment of noise, are particularly concerned about the quality of the noise
assessment.

- Noise at night is a specific concern for health and wellbeing, including the applicant
shifting the standard daytime / nighttime hours to enable people to get a good night’'s
sleep.

Public Health does not believe that the proposed expansions of operations at Saxon Pit
are aligned to the Cambridgeshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan Objective 11 that states
that the County Council will “protect and enhance the health and wellbeing of
communities” and have concerns that current activities are not either. While fully
supportive of the need to process waste, this site (which appears to have poor relationship
with its residential neighbours) is too near to people’s homes for such a large increase and
24-hour working. Residents have been subject to cumulative impacts from the site for a
long time now.

Strongly recommend that the application be refused because it does not protect or
enhance the health and wellbeing of the community of Whittlesey.

CCC Ecology Officer — No objection

There is no reason to refuse the application on ecology grounds provided the conditions
on planning permission CCC/21/024/FUL relating to biodiversity are complied with. The

information on air quality demonstrates that the proposed development will not have an

adverse impact on wildlife sites.

Active Travel England — No comment to make.

Network Rail — No objection

Whittlesey Town Council — Strongly recommends refusal

Nuisance from dust, noise and odour would have a significant adverse effect on local

residents across a large part of Whittlesey. The amount of IBA and IBAA to be
transported, processed and moved on the site would double. There have been over 600
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dust, odour and noise complaints to the Environment Agency, FDC environmental health
and CCC in the last two years which demonstrates that the applicant’s control systems for
their current operations are ineffective with an extreme effect on residents’ amenity
occurring at the current levels of processing. The effectiveness of the applicant’s control
measures is further undermined by the lack of transparency over the results from the
monitoring that is claimed to be carried out. It has proved virtually impossible to get
information from the applicant or the overseeing agencies about measured levels of noise,
of dust, and of the type and levels of pollutants recorded. The application should be
refused until such time as the applicant can demonstrate that adequate and effective
controls are in place for the current operations and that suitable assurance can be given
that any future variation to the conditions would be properly controlled.

There are errors in the applicant’s Statement of Community Involvement (Environmental
Statement section 1.5). No member of Whittlesey Town Council’s Planning Committee
was present at the liaison committee meeting on 2 February 2024 at which the applicant
presented their proposals. It is therefore incorrect for them to state that the planning
representative was “happy with the way the business operates on site with no noise,
odour, dust or transport issues attributable to the operations”.

Councillor Chris Boden (CCC local member for Whittlesey North Division) - Objects

The proposed extended hours of operation and volume of material throughput will
exacerbate the existing nuisances of dust, odour, noise and traffic created by the existing
operations and which are the subject of complaints from local residents. The residues may
potentially be toxic or hazardous so could pollute the water that builds up within the Saxon
Pit ‘bowl’.

If the application is approved conditions should be imposed:

- requiring monitoring stations to be sited near the top of the northern, northeastern and
eastern slope of Saxon Pit and the results to be made publicly available; and

- the applicant to finance the installation and operation by FDC of a new pollution
monitoring station in the residential area adjacent to Saxon Pit, to provide early warning of
pollution events associated with the applicant’s site.

Working between midnight and 5 am should not be allowed to maintain the amenity of
neighbouring properties when residents are trying to sleep. Existing noise is not
excessive, it is noticeable. The same level of noise that is relatively unobtrusive at 2pm
can (and in this case will) be highly intrusive in the otherwise quite environment at 2am.

The additional traffic burden would be more than Whittlesey can bear given. If approved, a
condition should be imposed stating that no traffic accessing or exiting the site may use
the A605 between the site entrance/exit and Whittlesey, which is in place for the existing
operation. The planning application should not be determined until it is known that the
A605 Kings Dyke bridge will be fully open and unrestricted. If this bridge is unable to take
HGYV traffic it would be a material consideration in whether the local road network could
accommodate the existing HGVs let alone the proposed additional movements.

Much new information has emerged in the last few months. The proposed reliance on
CCTV to monitor vehicle movements is not robust. Peterborough City Council Highways
Authority and Cambridgeshire's Director of Public Health oppose the application. A
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significant inter-agency report produced by nationally renowned experts in their field
throws doubt that existing levels of operation at Saxon Pit are not dangerous to health,
including mental health. Granting of planning permission to the Science & Technology
Park in the adjacent Victory Pit changes any assessment of future capacity on the A605.
Consideration of the application should be deferred until further clarification is obtained on
the all-important health issues but the fundamental change in vehicle capacity as a result
of the recent granting of outline planning permission for the Science & Technology Park
should, by itself, be sufficient reason to recommend refusal.

Representations

Representations have been received from 68 individuals, the Saxongate Residents’ Group
and the Wisbech March and District Trades Council. All object to the application or raise
concerns about the impact of the proposed development on their lives and the local
environment. The reasons for the objections and concerns are summarised in paragraphs
7.2 to 7.5 below. A copy of the full representations will be made available to members of
the Planning Committee one week before the meeting. Saxongate submitted comments
on: 3 October 2024; 8 & 10 May 2025 about the transport assessment; 17 May 2025; 2
September 2025 about closure of doors; 4 & 27 October and 15 December 2025 about the
status of the S73 application; 26 October 2025 about the height of the IBA and IBAA
stockpiles; 30 October 2025 about inconsistencies between the planning and
environmental permit applications; 11 November 2025 consolidating and updating
previous comments taking into account the environmental permit variation application; 14
& 22 November 2025 about Johnsons’ llkeston site; 4 December 2025 about surface
water drainage; 22 December 2025 about the proposed traffic mitigation strategy for
enforcing the peak hours HGV limit; 9 February 2026 about the storage of IBA outside the
permitted area; 11 & 17 February 2026 about water pollution risk; and 18 February 2026
about the noise, odour and traffic management plans.

Impacts of increasing the number of HGVs

Increased congestion having a knock on effect with minor roads being used as ‘rat runs’
The number of vehicle movements is higher than Hanson and EMWM combined
Emissions from vehicles will increase

Damage to roads and bridge including blocked drains

Error in the applicant’s Transport Assessment about the extent of the footway on the A605
In combination impact with traffic serving the science and technology park

New bridge on Ralph Butcher Causeway is being repaired

Should not be permitted until there is a southern relief road for Whittlesey

The proposed means of monitoring vehicle numbers is flawed

Impacts of extending the hours of operation and increasing stockpile height

Higher level of pollution

Dust on houses, cars, washing

Effect of dust on health — harmful properties of IBA
Dust in watercourses — crops, livestock

Effluent into Kings Dyke

Lack of evidence from actual monitoring data/results
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Proximity of houses and a school

Increased odour

Noise - clanging lorry side and tailgates, scraping, warning alarms from 6 am
Impacts on physical and mental health

Better mitigation and control needed

Planning conditions should be stronger requiring timely and technical validation of
monitoring results

More use of CCTV

Mesh to catch dust. Height limit for IBAA as well as IBA

Stronger liaison group required by planning condition

Hourly limit should be based on HGV based on un/loading time

Height of all stockpiles should be restricted

External doors should remain closed except to allow vehicle movement in and out
Surface water may be contaminated with IBA and discharged to King’s Dyke via the
EMWM lagoon

Odour and noise management plans not robust

Representations that are not material planning considerations

Operator’s past performance at this site and elsewhere

Number of complaints made

Application reports commissioned by Johnsons so how reliable are they

Effectiveness of regulators

False information — implied public support and consultation

No benefits to the local community

The changes being sought should be the subject of a full planning application not variation
of conditions

Planning policy

Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) states that “in
dealing with an application for planning permission the authority shall have regard to the
provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the application and any other
material considerations.” Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004 states that “If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any
determination to be made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in
accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.” The
development plan comprises the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste
Local Plan (adopted July 2021) and the Fenland Local Plan (adopted May 2014). The
relevant development plan policies are listed in paragraphs 8.8 and 8.9 below.

National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024) (NPPF)

The NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies and how planning authorities are
expected apply them. It promotes the Government objective of sustainable development.
Paragraph 7 states that “The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the
achievement of sustainable development”. Paragraph 8 sets out three overarching
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objectives: economic, social and environmental. Paragraph 11 gives a presumption in
favour of sustainable development and states:

“For decision-taking this means:

c) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan

without delay; or

d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most

relevant for determining the application are out of date, granting permission unless:
i) the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of
particular importance provides a strong reason for refusing the development
proposed; or
ii) any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits, when assessed against the policies of this Framework taken as a
whole, having particular regard to key policies for directing development to
sustainable locations, making effective use of land, securing well-designed places
and providing affordable homes, individually or in combination.”

Paragraphs 2 and 48 remind us that “Planning law requires that applications for planning
permission be determined in accordance with the development plan, unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.”

Other paragraphs of the NPPF considered to be relevant to the proposal are listed below
and set out in full in Appendix 1.

Paragraph 56 & 57 Planning conditions

Paragraph 85 Building a strong, competitive economy
Paragraphs 109, 115-118 Promoting sustainable transport

Paragraphs 161 Planning for climate change

Paragraphs 181 & 182 Planning and flood risk

Paragraph 187 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
Paragraph 193 Habitats and biodiversity

Paragraphs 198, 199 & 201 Ground conditions and pollution
National Planning Policy for Waste (October 2014) (NPPW)

Paragraph 4 of the NPPF states that the NPPF should be read in conjunction with the
Government’s planning policy for waste, the NPPW. Paragraph 1 of the NPPW includes
the following as playing a role in delivering the country’s waste ambitions through:

- delivery of sustainable development and resource efficiency, including provision of
modern infrastructure, local employment opportunities and wider climate change benefits,
by driving waste management up the waste hierarchy;

- ensuring that waste management is considered alongside other spatial planning
concerns, such as housing and transport, recognising the positive contribution that waste
management can make to the development of sustainable communities;

- providing a framework in which communities and businesses are engaged with and take
more responsibility for their own waste, including by enabling waste to be disposed of or,
in the case of mixed municipal waste from households, recovered, in line with the
proximity principle;
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- helping to secure the re-use, recovery or disposal of waste without endangering human
health and without harming the environment; and

- ensuring the design and layout of new residential and commercial development and
other infrastructure (such as safe and reliable transport links) complements sustainable
waste management, including the provision of appropriate storage and segregation
facilities to facilitate high quality collections of waste.

Paragraph 7 states that “When determining planning applications, waste planning
authorities should:

* only expect applicants to demonstrate the quantitative or market need for new or
enhanced waste management facilities where proposals are not consistent with an up-to-
date Local Plan. In such cases, waste planning authorities should consider the extent to
which the capacity of existing operational facilities would satisfy any identified need;

* recognise that proposals for waste management facilities such as incinerators that cut
across up-to-date Local Plans reflecting the vision and aspiration of local communities can
give rise to justifiable frustration, and expect applicants to demonstrate that waste disposal
facilities not in line with the Local Plan, will not undermine the objectives of the Local Plan
through prejudicing movement up the waste hierarchy;

« consider the likely impact on the local environment and on amenity against the criteria
set out in Appendix B and the locational implications of any advice on health from the
relevant health bodies. Waste planning authorities should avoid carrying out their own
detailed assessment of epidemiological and other health studies;

* ensure that waste management facilities in themselves are well-designed, so that they
contribute positively to the character and quality of the area in which they are located;

» concern themselves with implementing the planning strategy in the Local Plan and not
with the control of processes which are a matter for the pollution control authorities. Waste
planning authorities should work on the assumption that the relevant pollution control
regime will be properly applied and enforced;

« ensure that land raising or landfill sites are restored to beneficial after uses at the earliest
opportunity and to high environmental standards through the application of appropriate
conditions where necessary.

Appendix B of the NPPW states that in determining planning applications, waste planning
authorities should consider the following factors:

a. protection of water quality and resources and flood risk management;
b. land instability;

c. landscape and visual impacts;

d. nature conservation;

e. conserving the historic environment;

f. traffic and access;

g. air emissions, including dust;

h. odours;

i. vermin and birds;

j. noise, light and vibration;

k. litter; and

|. potential land use conflict.

Where relevant to the current proposal, these matters are covered later in this report.
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The development plan

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (adopted July 2021)
(MWLP)

Policy 1 Sustainable Development and Climate Change

Policy 17 Design

Policy 18 Amenity Considerations

Policy 22 Flood and Water Management

Policy 23 Traffic, Highways and Rights of Way

Appendix 3: The Location and Design of Waste Management Facilities

Fenland Local Plan (adopted May 2014) (FLP)

Policy LP1 A Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

Policy LP2  Facilitating Health and Wellbeing of Fenland Residents

Policy LP14 Responding to Climate Change and Managing the Risk of Flooding in
Fenland

Policy LP15 Facilitating the Creation of a More Sustainable Transport Network in
Fenland

Policy LP16 Delivering and Protecting High Quality Environments across the District

Other relevant planning documents
Whittlesey Neighbourhood Plan (made May 2023) (WNP): Policy 7: Design Quality

Cambridgeshire Flood & Water Supplementary Planning Document (adopted 14 July
2016) (the FWSPD)

Planning considerations
Principle of the development and sustainability

Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 85 & 161
MWLP Policy 1
FLP Policy LP1

The principle of importing and processing IBA and C&D waste to enable it to be used as
secondary aggregates (IBAA) and recycled aggregates within part of the former
brickworks at Saxon Pit was established when planning permission CCC/21/024/FUL was
granted in April 2022 and is therefore not a consideration in the determination of this
application. If the current planning application is not approved, the existing permission will
remain in force and Johnsons will be able to continue to process IBA and C&D waste in
the currently permitted quantities. NPPF paragraph 85 states:

“Planning policies and decisions should help create the conditions in which
businesses can invest, expand and adapt. Significant weight should be placed on
the need to support economic growth and productivity, taking into account both
local business needs and wider opportunities for development. The approach taken
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should allow each area to build on its strengths, counter any weaknesses and
address the challenges of the future. This is particularly important where Britain can
be a global leader in driving innovation, and in areas with high levels of productivity,
which should be able to capitalise on their performance and potential.”

The proposed increased annual throughput would be consistent with the policy aims of the
NPPF in terms of supporting business expansion and productivity. It would also be
consistent with national and local policy aims of promoting sustainable development by
processing IBA and C&D waste to create recycled products which can be used instead of
virgin aggregate which is acknowledged by the CCC Climate Change & Energy Officer
(see paragraph 6.23 above). The majority of additional emissions would be from the use of
diesel fuelled vehicles to transport the IBA which could in theory be reduced if the IBA
were processed at source. This would require processing facilities to be established at a
number of sites where IBA is produced and would result in embodied carbon from
construction materials whereas the Johnsons’ operation reuses existing buildings. It is
considered that increasing the capacity of an existing site with the need for very little
additional physical infrastructure would be more sustainable than establishing a new
facility.

The only physical change to the site that is being proposed is to increase the height of the
stockpile area walls by 1.6 metres to 7.2 metres to enable IBA to be stockpiled up to 6.7
metres. Therefore, the main planning issue that needs to be considered is the impact of
the increasing the volume of IBA and C&D waste that would be processed at the site: i) on
the highway network in terms of capacity and safety (traffic and access); and ii) on the
amenity of local residents and other sensitive receptors in terms of air quality, dust, noise
and odour. Other matters that are considered below are water quality and flood risk, visual
impact and nature conservation.

Traffic and access

Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 109, 115 - 118
MWLP Policies 18 & 23
FLP Policies LP2, LP15 & LP16

These policies seek to ensure that the traffic and highway implications of development are
properly assessed, and that highway capacity and safety are not compromised and that
the environmental and amenity impacts of traffic are acceptable. Planning permission
CCC/21/024/FUL was considered and approved on the basis of there being a maximum of
92 HCV movements per day (46 in and 46 out) and planning condition 15 was imposed
accordingly. This figure was based on the IBA being brought to the site in articulated
vehicles but in reality, both articulated vehicles and tipper trucks with a smaller capacity
have been used. The applicant acknowledges in the Transport Assessment submitted in
support of the current application that the permitted number of HCV movements has been
exceeded with an average of 140 per day. The application proposes that the annual
throughput of the site increases to 460,000 tpa of IBA and 154,000 tpa of C&D waste
which would result in an increase in HGV movements to 332 per day (166 in and 166 out).
This could potentially have an impact on highway capacity and safety and on air quality.

Having reviewed the applicant’s July 2024 Transport Assessment, CCC’s Transport
Assessment (TA) Team and Peterborough City Council (PCC) required further information
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for them to be able to properly assess the highway impact of the proposed substantial
increase in HGV movements. That information was submitted in the April 2025 Transport
Assessment Addendum and further information was submitted on 23 June, 24 September
and 13 October 2025 and in response to the CCC TA Team’s comments. The advice from
the CCC TA Team and PCC is set out in paragraphs 6.18 and 6.14 - 6.15 above.

MWLP Policy 23 is set out below and the criteria will be addressed in turn.
“POLICY 23: TRAFFIC, HIGHWAYS, AND RIGHTS OF WAY
Mineral and waste management development will only be permitted if:

(a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be, or
have been, taken up, to the degree reasonably available given the type of
development and its location. If, at the point of application, commercially available
electric Heavy Commercial Vehicles (HCVs) are reasonably available, then
development which would increase HCV movements should provide appropriate
electric vehicle charging infrastructure for HCVs;

(b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users of the
subsequent development;

(c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms
of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated
to an acceptable degree;

(d) any associated increase in traffic or highway improvements would not cause
unacceptable harm to the environment, road safety or residential amenity, and
would not cause severe residual cumulative impacts on the road network; and

(e) binding agreements covering lorry routing arrangements and/or HCV signage for
mineral and waste traffic are agreed, if any such agreements are necessary and
reasonable to make a development acceptable.”

Use of HCV Route Network

Where mineral and/or waste is to be taken on or off a site using the highway
network, then all proposals must demonstrate how the latest identified HCV Route
Network is, where reasonable and practical to do so, to be utilised. If necessary,
arrangements ensuring that the use of the HCV Route Network takes place may
need to be secured through an appropriate and enforceable agreement. Any non-
allocated mineral and waste management facility in Cambridgeshire which would
require significant use of the highway must be well related to the HCV Route
Network.

....... ” [Section on Public Rights of Way that is not relevant].

In relation to criterion (a) - appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport
modes;

In their Sustainability and Climate Change Statement the applicants say that they use
electric vehicles on site and for their staff wherever possible and are currently investigating
a trial for their full fleet. If electric HCVs are available, the development, which proposes an
increase in HCV movements should provide electric vehicle charging infrastructure for
HCVs which can be secured by recommended condition 30.
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Criterion (b) - safe and suitable access to the site for all users;

The access to Saxon Pit from the A605 Peterborough Road was used to serve the former
brickworks and was considered by the highway authority to be safe and suitable for the
waste management operations described in paragraph 1.1 above when planning
permissions were first granted. The access remains safe and suitable for the proposed
increased volume of HCVs that would be generated by the Johnsons’ site.

Criterion (c) - any significant impacts from the development on the transport network, or on
highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated;

Remedial work on the A605 Ralph Butcher Causeway (King’'s Dyke bridge) started in July
2025 and, at the time of writing this report is scheduled to be completed by the end of
February 2026. The CCC TA Team'’s residual concern was queuing at the roundabouts at
both ends of Ralph Butcher Causeway / Kings Dyke bridge during the morning and
evening traffic peaks. Johnsons have proposed restricting the number of HGVs which
would access the site between 08:00 and 09:00 and 17:00 and 18:00 to 18. This would be
12 more than the current baseline and equates to 29 additional passenger car units (PCU)
which is below the +30 PCU movements per hour for which highway authorities would
require wider junction capacity analysis. A Traffic Monitoring Plan has been submitted
which sets out how the HGV movements will be managed. Johnsons operate a pre-
booked time slot system to schedule the arrival of company owned and third party HGVs
which would be capped at 18 movements for each of the peak hours. The departure of
HGVs from the site would be within Johnsons’ control. HGV arrivals and departures would
be recorded by the existing CCTV system which is in place at the access from the public
highway. Vehicles would also be recorded in the weighbridge log. This has addressed the
CCC TA Team’s concerns and they have no longer object to the application.

As set out in paragraphs 6.14 and 6.15 above, PCC require the impact of the development
on the highway network outside peak hours to be assessed which the applicant’s proposal
to limit the number of HGVs during the morning and evening peaks does not address.

Criterion (d) - any associated increase in traffic or highway improvements would not cause
unacceptable harm to the environment, road safety, residential amenity or cause severe
cumulative impacts on the road network;

As part of the approval of planning application reference CCC/24/078/FUL (for the
Southern buttressing), improvements to the access road to the rear of the houses on
Peterborough Road were proposed in order to reduce the impact of noise and dust from
HGV movements on the occupiers and this had been secured by a condition of that
planning permission. It is acknowledged that this is a matter for the landowner, EMWM,
and is a requirement of planning permission CCC/24/078/FUL but would not be installed if
the planning permission is not implemented. Condition 20 of the current permission
requires all loaded HGVs leaving the site to be sheeted and the dust management plan
includes vehicle cleaning and road sweeping which address the first point and these would
be conditioned on this application, if it is approved. The conversion of the HGV fleet to
lower/zero emission vehicles is aspirational and is not something that could reasonably be
required by planning condition.
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CCC Public Health have recommended that the cumulative impact of the traffic
movements from all the developments in Saxon Pit be considered. Planning application
CCC/24/078/FUL for the southern buttressing (see paragraph 1.1 (3) above) once
implemented would result in fewer HGV movements per day than was permitted for the
eastern buttressing (45 per week instead of 100 per day). Planning permission
CCC/24/048/FUL (see paragraph 1.1 (2) above) allows EMWM to process the metal that
Johnsons recover from the IBA which would otherwise go off site for processing. There
would be no net increase in HGV movements if EMWM process the metal from Johnsons
and vehicle movements would be less than the previous waste management operation at
the site (plastic recovery facility and recycling of automotive shredder residue) which was
determined on the basis of there being 36 HGV movements per day. The southern
buttressing will only generate an average of 7 HGV movements per day which is
insignificant compared to the 332 per day that is proposed by Johnsons.

Planning permission for the proposed science park is dependent on the completion of a
S106 agreement and its implementation would require reserved matter applications to be
approved and many planning conditions to be discharged. It is considered that that there is
insufficient certainty that the proposed science park will go ahead for its impacts to be
taken into account in an assessment of the cumulative impacts of development within
Saxon Pit.

Criterion (e) - agreements covering lorry routing arrangements and/or HCV signage, if any
such agreements are necessary and reasonable to make a development acceptable.

Conditions 17 and 18 of planning permission CCC/21/024/FUL place restrictions on the
direction from which HCVs serving the site may enter and exit the site.

“HCV Access and Egress

17 All HCV’s accessing to and from the Site in connection with the use hereby
approved shall be from a westerly direction only, turning right into the site and left
out of the site only and using the existing access onto the A605 (Peterborough
Road), as specified on Traffic Routing Agreement Plan Ref JAR -024-01 received
on 22 March 2022 and from no other point whatsoever.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety in accordance with Policy 23 of the
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and
policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan 2014.

HCV Routing Agreement

18 The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out except in accordance
with the Traffic Routing Agreement received on 22 March 2022 and Traffic Routing
Agreement Plan Ref JAR -024-01 received on 22 March 2022. The Traffic Routing
Agreement and Traffic Routing Agreement Plan shall be issued to all drivers and a
copy prominently displayed at the Site weighbridge.

Reason: In the interests of limiting the impact of the development on the amenity of
local residents in accordance with Policy 18 of the Cambridgeshire and
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Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and policy LP16 of the
Fenland Local Plan 2014.”

The application does not propose to change these conditions and therefore if planning
permission is granted, the HCV routing agreement would apply to all sources of IBA and
C&D waste and would need to be taken into account by the company when entering new
contracts.

MWLP Policy 23 requires, where possible, use of the HGV Route Network. The A605
through Whittlesey, from which the site is accessed is part of the network of HGV Advisory
Routes on the Cambridgeshire Advisory Freight Map. The site has direct access onto the
A605 Peterborough Road. This road has therefore been deemed suitable in principle for
HGYV traffic. Conditions 17 and 18 would limit the HGV movements to the west of the site
with access through Whittlesey precluded.

Conclusion on traffic

The CCC TA team and PCC highways have different requirements for the scope of
transport assessments. The proposed limit on HGV movements during the morning and
evening peaks has addressed the CCC TA team’s objections and they are of the opinion
that the proposed level of traffic would not adversely affect the safety or capacity of the
highway network in Cambridgeshire. PCC’s concerns about the impact of off-peak traffic
movements at junctions at the eastern end of Peterborough have not been fully
addressed.

NPPF paragraph 116 states that:

“‘Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there
would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative
impacts on the road network, following mitigation, would be severe, taking into
account all reasonable future scenarios.”

PCC'’s objection is based on the uncertainty about the impact of the proposed increase in
traffic at junctions outside peak hours. The CCC TA team’s advice is that it would not be a
strong position to defend this in the event that the permission is refused and an appeal is
lodged with the Planning Inspectorate and so it is not recommended that the application
be refused on the basis of PCC’s objection. It is considered that for the reasons set out
above the proposed development would not have an unacceptable impact on highway
safety and the residual cumulative impact on the road network would not be severe. The
proposed development would comply with NPPF paragraphs 109 and 115 - 118, MWLP
Policy 18 and Policy 23 and FLP policies LP2, LP15 and LP16.

The impact of noise and dust from HGVs on the occupiers of the houses on Peterborough
Road adjacent to the access could be mitigated by the measures described in paragraph
9.11 above.

Air quality (including dust and odour)

Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 199 & 201
MWLP Policy 18



9.19

9.20

9.21

9.22

9.23

FLP Policies LP2 and P16

The community are greatly concerned about the impact of the processing of IBA on air
quality and that inhaling particulate matter is harmful to health. Dust on houses and cars
has been raised and there is concern that this, and odour from the site is detrimental to the
amenity of local residents who are concerned that a higher throughput of IBA and C&D
waste will exacerbate these issues. Public Health’s concerns about the potential impacts
on human health from the collective operations at Saxon Pit resulted in a public health risk
assessment and IMT as described in paragraph 1.6 above.

NFFP paragraph 201 states that:

“The focus of planning policies and decisions should be on whether proposed
development is an acceptable use of land, rather than the control of processes or
emissions (where these are subject to separate pollution control regimes). Planning
decisions should assume that these regimes will operate effectively. Equally, where
a planning decision has been made on a particular development, the planning
issues should not be revisited through the permitting regimes operated by pollution
control authorities.”

NPPW paragraph 7 provides the same advice (see 5th bullet point paragraph 8.6 above).
The processing of IBA is subject to an environmental permit issued by the Environment
Agency which will need to be varied (see paragraph 6.16 above). The environmental
permit will be subject to conditions which limit the level of emissions from the waste
processing operations themselves.

The environmental permit does not extend to the use of the access road therefore any
mitigation that it is considered necessary in that area needs to be secured through the
planning permission. Condition 11 of planning permission CCC/21/024/FUL requires the
development to be carried out in accordance with ‘Dust Management Plan Rev 12’ dated
February 2022. The EHO considers that the revised Dust Management Plan submitted
with the application needs to amended to be robust (see paragraphs 6.10 and 6.11
above). An amended Dust Management Plan could be secured by planning condition (see
recommended condition 11). The Dust, Noise and Odour Management Plans refer to
Buildings 1 and 2 being equipped with fast-acting doors which would remain closed except
when vehicles and plant need to enter or leave. Saxongate has asked that this be
specified in a planning condition and this is not unreasonable — see recommended
condition 11A.

Condition 14 of planning permission CCC/21/024/FUL requires the development to be
carried out in accordance with ‘Odour Management Plan Rev 8’ dated 02 February 2022.
The Environmental Health officer considers the revised odour management plan (Version
9 dated 02/05/2025) to be acceptable and this can be referred to in revised condition 14.

For the reasons given above it is considered that the proposed development would comply
with NPPF paragraphs 199 and 201, MWLP Policy 18 and Policy 23 and FLP LP2 and
LP16 in respect of dust and odour.
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Noise

Relevant policies: NPPF paragraph 198
MWLP Policy 18 & Policy 23
FLP Policies LP2 and P16

Concern has been raised from within the local community that the proposed increased
hours of operation in Building 1 will result in an unacceptable level of noise especially
during the night time period. CCC Public Health consider that 07:00 is the accepted end of
the night time period during which sleep should not be disturbed and that 06:00 is too early
for the site to operate. As set out in paragraph 3.4 above, many elements of Johnsons’
waste management operations are already permitted to take place between 06:00 and
18:00 on weekdays and processing in Building 2 may take place 24 hours a day, every
day. The current application is for processing in Building 1 to be undertaken 24 hours a
day. The hours of operation for EMWM'’s metal processing are limited to 07:00 — 17:00
Mondays to Fridays and for the eastern and southern buttressing to 07:00 — 17:00
Mondays to Fridays and 07:00 — 13:00 on Saturdays. The only waste management
operations within Saxon Pit that would take place after 17:00 and before 07:00 would be
Johnsons’. The proposed extension of working hours in Building 1 would not therefore
have a cumulative impact with anything other than the activities in Building 2 which has
been taken into account in the applicant’s noise assessments.

The EHO has reviewed the applicant’s noise assessments and has not raised an objection
on noise grounds subject to conditions being imposed. Conditions 7 and 8 of planning
permission CCC/21/024/FUL require compliance with ‘Noise Impact Assessment Rev | Ref
16426-NIA-01’ dated 11 February 2022. It is proposed that these are replaced by the
conditions recommended by the EHO. Recommended revised condition 7 would set noise
limits and recommended condition 8 would require noise validation to be undertake before
the increase in hours of operation or any new activities are undertaken. The EHO
considers that the most recent version of the Noise Management Plan is fit for purpose
(see paragraphs 6.6 and 6.7 above).

Subject to the controls set out in recommended conditions 7, 8 and 8A it is considered that
the development could be carried out without causing an unacceptable level of noise at
nearby properties and complies with NPPF paragraph 198, MWLP Policy 18 and Policy 23
and FLP LP15.

Protection of water quality and flood risk management

Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 181 & 182
MWLP Policy 22
FLP LP14

These policies seek to ensure that development does not increase the risk of flooding and
to protect the quality and quantity of ground and surface water. The site has a sealed
drainage system as described in paragraph 1.3 above. The properties of the material that
is accepted to the site would not change therefore there would be no greater risk of
pollution to the water environment. For the reasons given in the LLFA’s response
summarised in paragraph 6.20 above, the amount of surface water that is managed would
not change as a result of the proposed increase in throughput of waste therefore there
would be no increased risk of flooding.
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Concern has been raised about polluted water being discharged from Saxon Pit into King’s
Dyke. The Environment Agency has raised no objection to the application and worked with
the Middle Level Commissioners to investigate the effect of water pumped from EMWM’s
lagoon (which is outside of the site area of this application) into King’s Dyke, see
paragraph 6.21 above. On 11 February 2026 the Environment Agency issued a permit for
the discharge of water into King’'s Dyke. Noting that the Johnsons’ site has a sealed
drainage system and is controlled by an environmental permit, there is no reason to
believe that the proposed increase in throughput would affect the water quality of the
lagoon or King’s Dyke. The public health impact assessment identified no risks to public
health via discharges to King’s Dyke and Public Health have no specific concerns about
emissions to water including rainwater run-off from the site subject to the Environment
Agency permit.

For the reasons set out above, the proposed development would comply with NPPF
paragraphs 181 and 182, MWLP Policy 22 and FLP LP14 in respect of flood risk and
water quality.

Visual impact

Relevant policies: MWLP Policy 17
FLP Policy 16
WNP Policy 7

There is currently an inconsistency between the environmental permit which requires the
stockpiles to be no more than 4.6 metres in height and the existing planning permission
which allows them to be up to 6 metres high, there being no land use planning reason to
impose a lower limit. It is proposed to increase in the height of the stockpile area wall by
1.6 metres from 5.6 metres to 7.2 metres to enable the height of stockpiles to be increased
from 6 metres to 6.7 metres. Given the location of the site at the bottom of Saxon Pit, this
would be unlikely to be noticeable from outside Saxon Pit and would have an insignificant,
if any, visual impact and so would comply MWLP Policy 17, FLP Policy LP 16 and WNP
Policy 7. There is no land use planning reason not to allow the increase in height of the
stockpiles and the walls. Notwithstanding the terms of the planning permission, Johnsons
would need to comply with the lower limit in order to comply with the permit.

Saxongate have drawn attention to Johnsons storing IBA outside the designated storage
area whilst repairs are made to the concrete and question whether there would be
sufficient space to contain the increased quantity of IBA proposed in the planning
application. Whilst these concerns are noted, operator performance is not a material
planning consideration. It is a matter for Johnsons to manage the IBA in order to comply
with the terms of the new planning permission, if granted.

Nature conservation

Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 187 & 193
MWLP Policies 19 & 20
FLP Policies LP16 & LP19

WLP Policy 11
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These policies seek to protect areas that have been designated for their nature
conservation value, the ecological interests of the development site itself and, where
relevant, secure biodiversity net gain (BNG). The site’s location in relation to areas that
are designated for their nature conservation value is set out in paragraph 2.4 above. It is
within the SSSI Impact Risk Zone for the Nene Washes but the development is not of a
type where consultation with Natural England is required. Given the separation distance it
is unlikely that that proposed increase in throughput and other changes to the IBA
processing operation would have an adverse impact on designated nature conservation
sites so it would comply with NPPF paragraphs 187 and 193, MWLP Policy 20 and FLP
Policy LP19 in respect of protected sites.

The site itself has no ecological value. The provisions of the Environment Act 2021 in
respect of BNG do not apply because the application has been made under section 73 of
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) and the original permission which
it relates to granted before 12 February 2024 and such section 73 variations are exempt
from needing to provide biodiversity gain. However, the existing planning permission which
the current application seeks to vary, is subject to conditions 22 — 24 which do secure BNG
and the long term management of the ecological enhancement. This is now encapsulated
in an approved ‘Biodiversity Net Gain Proposals & Landscape Ecological Management
Plan’ and would continue to be a requirement of the new planning permission, if granted
(see recommended condition 22).

Planning conditions

NPPF paragraph 57 states that:

“Planning conditions should be kept to a minimum and only imposed where they are
necessary, relevant to planning and to the development to be permitted, enforceabile,
precise and reasonable in all other respects.”

Although Johnsons have sought changes to 5 of the 28 conditions of planning permission
CCC/21/024/FUL some consequential changes to other conditions are necessary and it is
best practice and consistent with NPPF paragraph 57 to review them all.

Planning permission CCC/21/024/FUL was subject to conditions which required the
submission of schemes relating to landscape and ecological management and to surface
water drainage. These were approved and are referred to in reworded recommended
conditions 23 and 27 which make conditions 22 and 28 redundant. Other changes are
recommended to refer more precisely to relevant plans and documents. Condition 5 listed
all the documents that were submitted in support of the original 2021 planning application.
Some duplicate or have been superseded by the requirements of other conditions and
others were to inform the decision-making process and do not contain anything which
constitutes the development itself, for example the HGV tracking drawings. It is
recommended that condition 5 be amended accordingly to refer only to the drawings and
documents that contain information about the development that must be complied with and
is not contained in another condition. Conditions should not be imposed that are not
relevant to the application or fail to meet any of the other tests referred to in paragraph
9.34 above or try to duplicate other regulatory controls. An applicant has the right to appeal
against conditions that they believe to be unacceptable.
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Local Liaison Meeting

There is already a local liaison meeting in place for the Johnsons site but this is not a
requirement of planning permission CCC/21/024/FUL. The terms of reference were agreed
at the meeting that took place on 26 November 2024 and are Appendix 2 of this report.
These show that currently members of the public are not represented at the meeting,
although elected members are invited and can update their constituents and the minutes of
the meetings are made pubilic. It is recommended that a condition be imposed to formalise
the liaison meeting and that the terms of reference be updated to include local residents so
as to be consistent with the liaison group for the EMWM metal recycling site (see
recommended condition 29).

Non-material planning considerations

Some of the objections from individuals are not material to the proposal detailed in the
application (see paragraph 7.5 above) so cannot be taken into account in determining this
planning application. One is the effectiveness of regulators. Both NPPF paragraph 201 and
NPPW paragraph 7, as set out in paragraph 9.16 above, emphasise that where there is a
separate pollution control regime in place (in this case the environmental permit) it must be
assumed that this will operate effectively (in this case by the Environment Agency).

Planning permission relates to the use of the land and not who is using it and so it runs
with the land and not the applicant. Therefore, the operator’s past and current performance
at this site and elsewhere, including compliance with conditions cannot be taken into
account when determining this planning application. The waste operations at Saxon Pit
have been the subject of complaints about noise, dust and odour and the County Council
as the WPA has been working very closely with the Environment Agency and the EHO to
investigate and where necessary ask Johnsons to address non-compliances with the
planning conditions and/or terms of the environmental permit.

The County Council as the WPA is satisfied that the decision to accept and determine the
application made under S73 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 is correct and
there is no legal or other justification to require the applicant to submit an application for
full planning permission. There is already planning permission in place for the processing
of IBA at the site and permission is only being sought for the changes. The processes for
consultation and determination of a S73 application are the same for a full planning
application.

Weight afforded to consultees and to planning matters

Statutory consultees are those organisations which planning law requires be consulted, as
specified in Schedule 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management
Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (as amended). The statutory consultees for this
application are: the local planning authority (FDC), the highway authority, the Environment
Agency and the Lead Local Flood Authority. Owing to their legal status the views of
statutory consultees should be given significant weight. Where there are planning policy
reasons to do so, planning authorities seek the views of other consultees who, whilst not
designated in law, are likely to have an interest in a proposed development or can provide
specialist technical advice. The views of non-statutory consultees should be afforded
appropriate weight. Non-statutory consultees may be internal or external to the
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determining planning authority. The CCC Public Health team are an internal non-statutory
consultee whose reasons for objecting to the application are set out in paragraphs 6.25 to
6.34 above.

In the absence of any objections from the statutory consultees and other non-statutory
technical specialists such as the EHO, it is necessary to consider how much weight should
be given to the objection from the CCC Public Health team. The Director of Public Health
has statutory duties to promote and protect the health and wellbeing of the people of
Cambridgeshire, including protection from environmental hazards. While both statutory
functions are within the same local authority, the statutory duties of the Director of Public
Health are distinct from the statutory duties of the WPA. One of the statutory duties of the
WPA is to determine planning applications for waste management development. As set out
in paragraph 8.1 above they should do so in accordance with planning law which requires
the determination to be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise. The weight that should be applied to material considerations is a
planning judgement that has to be made, having reviewed all of the application documents,
the relevant consultee and other responses and considered all these in the planning
balance.

Public Health’s objection is based on residents’ concerns about their own health and the
impact on their lives from exposure to the (actual, perceived and potential) effects of the
waste management operations that have been undertaken over a number of years and this
has been expressed in the number of complaints received about the Saxon Pit site. It has
been noted that the modelled data in some of the assessments relating to dust, noise and
health submitted with the application do not align with the real-world experience. Where air
quality monitoring data was available it showed that there were no identified risks (in the
vicinity of Hallcroft Road) but Public Health considers further evidence is needed to assess
the risks in residential streets closer Saxon Pit. This suggests that the impact on public
health is at this stage a perception of harm rather than an objectively assessed and
evidenced issue. The Saxon Pit Public Health report dated 13 January 2026, although it
identifies issues which need further work, does not arrive at an objectively evidence-based
conclusion that there are effects on public health arising from works at Saxon Pit as a
whole.

It is accepted that concerns about potential harm to physical health can affect well-being
and mental health and that the CCC Public Health team in their duty to promote and
protect the health and wellbeing of residents consider this to be a matter which the
decision-makers should take into account. There have been a number of decisions made
by the Planning Inspectorate which have concluded that in the absence of objective
evidence of harm, perception of harm to public health is a material consideration which
should be taken into account but the weight to be attributed to it in the overall planning
balance should be limited. Whether Public Health’s objection, is a reason to refuse the
application is a matter for the planning balance, set out in the section 11 below.

Public Sector Equality Duties (PSED)

Section 149 of the Equalities Act 2010 places a statutory duty on all public bodies to
consider the needs of all individuals in their day-to-day work, including those with
protected characteristics. The protected characteristics under PSED are: disability, gender
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reassignment, pregnancy, maternity/ paternity, race, religion or belief (including non-
belief), sex and sexual orientation. In May 2023, elected members of the Council agreed
that those leaving care (care leavers) must be treated as having a protected characteristic.
The Council, in the exercise of the planning functions, must have due regard to the need
to the following aims in their decision-making: eliminate discrimination, harassment and
victimisation and any other conduct that is prohibited by or under the Act; foster good
relations between people who share a relevant protected characteristic and those who do
not share it; and advance equality of opportunity between people who share a relevant
protected characteristic and people who do not share it. Furthermore, consideration must
be given to removing or minimising disadvantages suffered by people due to their
protected characteristics; meeting the needs of people with protected characteristics; and
encouraging people with protected characteristics to participate in public life or in other
activities where their participation is low. The proposed development is to increase the
throughput of an existing waste management site and the associated increase in traffic. It
is considered unlikely therefore that this particular development would have any negative
impact on those with protected characteristics and there would be no known implications
of the proposal in relation to the council’s PSED duties under the 2010 Act.

Conclusion

It is considered that the proposed increased throughput of waste at the Johnsons’ site
would be consistent with broad Government and development plan policy aims which
support business expansion and productivity and promote sustainable development by
processing IBA and C&D waste to create recycled products which can be used instead of
virgin aggregate.

The main impact of the proposed increase in the quantity of IBA and C&D waste
processed at the site would be from the associated significant increase in HGV
movements. This has been assessed by Cambridgeshire County Council’s highway and
transport officers who are satisfied that there would be no unacceptable impacts on
highway safety or capacity. PCC maintain an objection based on the impact of HGV
movements outside peak hours.

With revised noise, dust and odour management plans in place which require validation
and take on board advice from the EHO, together with the controls which are part of the
environmental permit it is considered that the increased throughput, including the
operation of Building 1 24/7, could be carried out without unacceptable adverse impacts
on local residents and other sensitive receptors.

Planning balance

It is considered that there is enough information before the WPA to enable it to make an
informed decision on whether or not the proposed development is acceptable in land use
planning terms. The following judgements have been reached taking into account the
effect of mitigation which could be secured by planning conditions or would be in place
through the environmental permit.




11.6

11.8

It is considered that the following aspects of the development are positive and weigh in
favour of the application being approved:

* Processing IBA and C&D waste to create recycled products (moderate-significant)
* Employment opportunities and contribution to the local economy (little)

It is considered that the following aspects of the proposed development are neutral:

* Dust (moderate)

* Odour (moderate)

* Noise (moderate)

» Water quality (moderate)

* Flood risk (little)

 Nature conservation (little)
* Visual impact (little)

It is considered that the following aspects of the proposed development are negative:

* Increased traffic on the local highway network (moderate)
* Perception of health impacts particularly from pollution to air (little).

There are two factors that weigh in favour of the proposed development: Government’s
general policy aims of supporting the recycling of waste which has been afforded
moderate - significant weight in the planning balance and the creation of employment and
contribution to the local economy which is considered to be a benefit that should be
afforded a little weight. As set out in paragraph 11.6 above the majority of factors are, with
mitigation where necessary, considered to be neutral, and afforded moderate or a little
weight in the planning balance. The factors that have been identified as being negative
aspects of the proposed development include the impact of the increase in traffic on the
highway network in the PCC area outside peak hours which has been afforded moderate
weight and the perception of health impacts which in accordance with relevant Planning
Inspectors’ decisions on the same subject, has been afforded a little weight.

The Public Health report and objection should be considered alongside the views of other
consultees with relevant technical expertise. The Environment Agency has raised no
objection and referred to the application to vary the environmental permit. The applicant
has addressed the EHO’s concerns about the robustness of the odour, dust and noise
management and monitoring plans and subject to these being secured by appropriate
planning conditions does not object to the application. The need for an environmental
permit is significant: as set out in paragraph 9.20 above national planning guidance is
quite clear that where there is a pollution control regime in place, the WPA should assume
that this is properly applied and enforced. Johnsons’ application to vary their
environmental permit includes noise, air quality and nuisance and amenity environmental
risk assessments and noise and dust management plans which will be assessed by the
relevant specialists in the Environment Agency’s permitting team. If the relevant standards
of protection for the human and natural environments cannot be met, the permit variation
would not be issued and Johnsons would need to operate under the terms of their existing
environmental permit. It is considered that that significant weight should be given to the
Environment Agency’s position and the national guidance that effectively requires WPAs
to rely on the principal environmental regulator.



11.10 CCC’s TA team do not consider that they could robustly defend refusal of planning
permission based on PCC’s position in respect of the increase in HGV movements outside
the peak hours. Together with the limited weight which is being afforded to the Public
Health team’s objection, it is considered that the overall balance is in favour of approving
the application. For the reasons set out in section 9 and paragraphs 11.1 — 11.9 above it is
considered that the proposed amendments to 5 conditions of planning permission
CCC/21/024/FUL are acceptable. The details of the amendments are:

Condition 21 would allow the annual throughput of the site to be increased to 460,000 tpa
of IBA and 154,000 tpa of C&D waste.

Condition 15 would allow the number of HGV movements to be increased to 332 (166 in
and 166 out) per day with a maximum of 18 between 08:00 and 09:00 and 17:00 and
18:00.

Condition 25 would allow the height of the stockpiles to be increased to 6.7 metres and the
containment walls to 7.2 metres.

Condition 5 would refer to the drawing which shows the proposed height of the stockpile
containment walls.

Condition 6 would allow Building 1 to operate all day, every day.

12. Recommendation

12.1 Itis recommended that planning permission is granted subject to the following conditions:
Implementation

1. Within 7 days of the commencement of development under this permission the waste
planning authority shall be notified in writing of the date on which the development first

took place.

Reason: To establish when development is taking place under this permission and its
conditions come into effect.

Site area
2. This permission relates only to that part of Saxon Pit shown outlined in red on drawing no.
GPP/JA/SB/24/01 Rev No 2 ‘Site Location Plan’ dated 22/04/24 and referred to in these

conditions as ‘the Site’.

Reason: For clarification and to define the area of development.



Waste types

Only non-hazardous IBA and C&D waste shall be imported to the Site and shall only be
stockpiled within the areas shown as 1, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 15 and 16 on drawing no.
GGG/JA/SB/24/02 Rev No 2 ‘Site Layout Plan’ dated 22/04/24.

Reason: To prevent the risk of pollution to the water environment and to protect local
amenity in accordance with Policy 18 and Policy 22 of the Cambridgeshire and
Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland
Local Plan (May 2014).

Use of Building 1

Processing IBA within Building 1 shown on drawing no. GGG/JA/SB/24/02 Rev No 2 ‘Site
Layout Plan’ dated 22/04/24 shall not take place outside the hours of 06:00 - 22:00
Mondays to Fridays including bank holidays and 08:00 - 18:00 on Saturdays until the
ancillary lean-to building has been constructed in full in accordance with planning
permission CCC/23/044/FUL.

Reason: To reduce noise from the development in the interests of the amenity of local
residents in accordance with Policy 18 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals
and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan (May 2014).

Approved plans and documents

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following
approved drawings and documents, unless otherwise required by the other conditions of
this permission:

Site Location Plan GPP/JA/SB/24/01 Rev No 2 dated 22/04/24

Site Layout Plan GPP/JA/SB/24/02 Rev No 2 dated 22/04/24

Building 1 - Bund Layout C3432 012 Rev C1 dated 06.01.22

Building 1 - Roller shutter door & Exit door locations Rev 4 Johnsons Aggregates and
Recycling Ltd dated 27/07/21

Building 2 - Roller shutter door & Exit door locations Rev 4 Johnsons Aggregates and
Recycling Ltd dated 27/07/21

IBA Stockpile Wall Layout C3432 011 Rev C1 dated 06.01.22 (except Typical Wall
Section)

Typical Stockpile Wall Section GPP/JA/SB/24/03 Rev No 1 dated 26 Jan 2024
Proposed Floorplan & Power Locations [new welfare/office building] Phoenix Modular
Construction dated July 2021

[weighbridge building] GCS023 ‘20x10 jackleg’ dated 26-03-2021

Proposed Lighting Design Reference No. JAR0OO1 v1 dated 29th Jan 2021

Proposed Repainting of Junction Markings SB-HSP-00-00-DR-C-908 Rev C ‘dated
31.03.2022

Proposed Car Park Layout’ SB-HSP-00-00-DR-C-900 ‘dated 10.01.2022

Fire Safety Plan received 10 June 2021

Workplace Travel Plan HSP Consulting Ref C3432 dated May 2024



Reason: To define the permission and protect the character and appearance of the locality
in accordance with Policy 18 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste
Local Plan (July 2021) and Policies LP2 and LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan (May 2014).

Working hours

No operations, including the delivery and removal of materials shall take place outside the
hours specified below:

External crushing and screening C&D waste 08:00 -18:00 Mondays to Fridays excluding
bank and public holidays;

External movement, loading and repositioning IBA, IBAA and C&D material within the area
shown edged red on Site Layout Plan’ GGG/JA/SB/24/02 Rev No 2 ‘dated 22/04/24: -
06:00 - 22:00 Mondays to Fridays and 08:00 - 18:00 on Saturdays;

Delivery and removal of IBA, C&D waste, recovered metals, recycled aggregate and IBAA:
06:00 - 18:00 Mondays to Fridays, 08:00 - 13:00 Saturdays and at
no time on Sundays;

Processing IBA within Building 1 (when condition 4 has been complied with) and within
Building 2 as shown on Site Layout Plan GGG/JA/SB/24/02 Rev No 2 dated 22/04/24 and
use of associated machinery: -

24 hours a day, 7 days a week including Sundays and bank and

public holidays (except Christmas Day); and

Essential servicing and maintenance of plant of other similar works of an essential nature:
24 hours a day, 7 days a week including Sundays and bank and
public holidays (except Christmas Day).

Reason: To protect the amenity of local residents and minimise the impact on the
surrounding area in accordance with Policy 18 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan
(May 2014).

Noise limits

The rating level of the noise emitted from any of the sources listed (i) to (iv) below located
at the Site shall not exceed the existing daytime background level by 3dB(A) LAeq,T or the
existing nighttime background level at any premises used for residential purposes when
assessed in accordance with BS 4142:2014+A1(2019).

i) Industrial and manufacturing process;

i) Fixed plant and equipment (mechanical and electrical);
iii) Loading and unloading of material; and

iv) Mobile plant and vehicles.

Reason: To protect the amenity of local residents and minimise the impact on the
surrounding area in accordance with Policy 18 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
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Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan
(May 2014).

Noise verification reporting

A noise validation report demonstrating compliance with condition 7 shall be submitted to
and approved by the waste planning authority before any increase in operating hours or
additional activities are undertaken beyond the purpose of testing. This assessment shall
be conducted in accordance BS4142:2014+A1(2019).

Reason: To protect the amenity of local residents and minimise the impact on the
surrounding area in accordance with Policy 18 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan
(May 2014).

Noise mitigation and monitoring

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the Noise Management Plan
Version 3 dated 30/01/2026. No changes shall be made to the Noise Management Plan
unless they have been approved by the waste planning authority.

Reason: To protect the amenity of local residents and minimise the impact on the
surrounding area in accordance with Policy 18 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan
(May 2014).

Reversing alarms

No reverse bleeper or warning device shall be fixed to or used by mobile plant unless it is
a “white noise” reversing alarm or “intelligent” alarm.

Reason: To protect the amenity of local residents and minimise the impact on the
surrounding area in accordance with Policy 18 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan
(May 2014).

Maintenance of plant and machinery

All plant and machinery shall be maintained and fitted with appropriate silencers at all
times to meet the manufacturer’s noise rating level.

Reason: To protect the amenity of local residents and minimise the impact on the
surrounding area in accordance with Policy 18 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan
(May 2014).

Dust mitigation and monitoring

No development shall take place until a Dust Management Plan has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the waste planning authority. It shall be based on the Planning
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Dust Management Plan PDMP 1 dated 03/04/2025 and shall include, but not be limited to
details of:

i) where and how all materials will be stored on the Site before and after processing;

ii) how emissions from processing will be controlled;

iii) how the agreed mitigation measures will be maintained and monitored;

iv) how the access road will be kept clean and free from material and measures that will
be taken to ensure that material is not tracked out of the Site;

v) confirmation all loaded vehicles leaving the Site will be covered to prevent the escape of
dust and debris;

vi) the maintenance and operation of the air quality monitoring device that is installed at
Saxon Pit and confirmation that it will be both operational and in good working order;

vii) the frequency of air quality monitoring both generally and also specifically for materials
10 micrometres or less;

viii) how the air quality information will be assessed and confirmation that if the results
indicate a reduction in air quality, mitigation measures will be designed for approval by the
waste planning authority;

ix) confirmation that the Mcert weather station is operational before the increase in
throughput takes place and will be maintained for the duration of the development;

x) how the results of monitoring will be made public.

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved Dust Management
Plan. No changes shall be made to the approved Dust Management Plan unless they
have been approved by the waste planning authority.

Reason: To protect the amenity of local residents and minimise the impact on the
surrounding area in accordance with Policy 18 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan
(May 2014).

Building doors

The roller shutter doors shown on drawings Building 1 - Roller shutter door & Exit door
locations Rev 4 Johnsons Aggregates and Recycling Ltd dated 27/07/21 and Building 2 -
Roller shutter door & Exit door locations Rev 4 Johnsons Aggregates and Recycling Ltd
dated 27/07/21 shall remain closed except to allow vehicles and plant to enter or leave the
building.

Reason: To protect the amenity of local residents and minimise the impact on the
surrounding area in accordance with Policy 18 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan
(May 2014).

Conditions 12 dust mitigation and 13 air quality management and monitoring are now
covered by the Dust Management Plan in condition 11 and are therefore no longer
needed.
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Odour management and monitoring

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the Odour Management Plan
Report version 10 dated 02/05/2025. No changes shall be made to the Odour
Management Plan unless they have been approved by the waste planning authority.

Reason: To protect the amenity of local residents and minimise the impact on the
surrounding area in accordance with Policy 18 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland District
Council Local Plan (May 2014).

Vehicle movements

The total number Heavy Commercial Vehicle (HCV) movements associated with the
development hereby permitted shall not be exceed 332 per day. There shall be no more
than 18 HCV movements between 08:00 and 09:00 and between 17:00 and 18:00. For the
avoidance of doubt an HCV shall have a gross vehicle weight of 7.5 tonnes or more and
the arrival at the Site and departure from the Site count as separate movements. The
development shall be carried out in accordance with the Proposed Traffic Monitoring Plan
(ST/SC/24541-08 Proposed Traffic Monitoring Strategy 2nd February 2026).

Reason: In the interests of highway safety and local amenity in accordance with Policy 18
and Policy 23 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan
(July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan (May 2014).

Record of vehicle movements

A record shall be maintained at the Site of all movements of HCVs associated with the
development hereby permitted. Such record shall contain the vehicles' weight, registration
number and the time and date of the movement and shall be available for inspection within
3 working days of any written request of the waste planning authority.

Reason: To enable the waste planning authority to monitor compliance with condition 15 in
accordance with Policy 18 and Policy 23 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan
(May 2014).

HCV access and egress

All HCVs accessing and egressing the Site in connection with the development hereby
permitted shall be from a westerly direction only, turning right into the Site and left out of
the Site only and using the existing access onto the A605 (Peterborough Road) shown on
Site Location Plan GPP/JA/SB/24/01 Rev No 2 dated 22/04/24 and from no other point
whatsoever.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety and local amenity in accordance with Policy 18
and Policy 23 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan
(July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan (May 2014).
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HCV routing agreement

The development shall be carried in accordance with the CCC/21/024/FUL Johnsons —
Saxon Pit, Whittlesey Transport - Routing Agreement vr3-draft 21/03/22 and
CCC/21/024/FUL Routing Agreement Plan Drawing No. JAR-024-01. The Transport
Routing Agreement and Routing Agreement Plan shall be issued to all drivers and a copy
prominently displayed at the Site weighbridge.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety and local amenity in accordance with Policy 18
and Policy 23 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan
(July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan (May 2014).

CCTV monitoring of vehicle movements

All vehicle movements into and out of the Site from and to the public highway shall be
recorded by a CCTV monitoring system. Recordings from the CCTV shall be retained for a
minimum of 12 months and made available to the waste planning authority at their
request.

Reason: To enable the waste planning authority to monitor compliance with conditions 17
and 18 in accordance with Policy 18 and Policy 23 of the Cambridgeshire and
Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland
Local Plan (May 2014).

HCV sheeting

No loaded HCV shall enter or leave the Site unsheeted.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety and local amenity in accordance with Policy 18
and Policy 23 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan
(July 2021) and Policy LP14 of the Fenland Local Plan (May 2014).

Annual throughput of waste

No more than 460,000 tonnes of non-hazardous IBA and 154,000 tonnes of C&D waste
shall be imported to the Site in any 12 month period. The total quantity of imported waste
arriving at the Site over the preceding 12 months shall be provided in writing to the waste
planning authority within 14 days of a written request for that information.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety and local amenity particularly of the occupiers
of the houses near the Site access in accordance with Policy 18 and Policy 23 of the
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy
LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan (May 2014).

Condition 22 Ecology now covered by condition 23 and so no longer needed
Biodiversity net gain & landscape ecological management plan
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the

‘Biodiversity Net Gain Proposals & Landscape Ecological Management Plan’, Applied
Ecology Ltd Version 1.0 dated October 2022.
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Reason: To secure an increase in biodiversity net gain in accordance with Policy 20 of the
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy
LP19 of the Fenland Local Plan (May 2014).

Maintenance of planting

Any trees, hedge or scrub planted within the Site which dies, becomes diseased or is
removed within a period of 5 years from the date of planting shall be replaced in the next
planting season with others of similar size and species as those originally planted.

Reason: To ensure the approved species are maintained in the interests of visual amenity
and biodiversity in accordance with Policy 20 and Policy 17 of the Cambridgeshire and
Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of the Fenland
Local Plan (May 2014).

Stockpile Heights

There shall be no stockpiles of any material outside the areas shown as Areas 1, 7, 8, 10,
11, 12, 15 and 16 on Site Layout Plan GGG/JA/SB/24/02 Rev No 2 dated 22/04/24. No
stockpile of any material shall exceed 6.7 metres in height when measured from the base.

Reason: To minimise the impact on the surrounding area in accordance with Policy 18 of
the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and
Policy LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan (May 2014).

Fuel storage

Any fuel, oil or chemical storage above ground and refuelling facilities shall be sited on an
impermeable base and surrounded and bunded to at least 110% of tank/drum capacity
with a sealed drainage sump within the bunded area and no direct discharge to any water
course, land or underground strata. All fill, drain and overflow pipes shall be within the
bunded area.

Reason: To protect the water environment in accordance with Policy 22 of the
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy
LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan (May 2014).

Surface water drainage

The development shall be carried out in accordance with HSP Consulting Memorandum
‘Project: C3432 Former Saxon Brickworks Subject: Planning Conditions 27 & 28’ dated
07.06.22.

Reason: To prevent the increased risk of flooding and to protect water quality in
accordance with Policy 22 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste
Local Plan (July 2021) and Policy LP16 of Fenland Local Plan (May 2014).

Condition 28 — maintenance of surface water drainage system now covered by condition
27 and so no longer needed



Site liaison meeting

29.  Within 3 months of the date of this permission a scheme for the inauguration,
implementation and regular convening of a Site liaison meeting shall be submitted to and
approved by the waste planning authority. Once approved, the agreed scheme shall be
implemented from the date of approval and for the duration of the development hereby
permitted.

Reason: To provide a forum in which the operator and representatives of the local
community and regulatory bodies can share information relating to the site in accordance
with the Cambridgeshire Statement of Community Involvement (January 2019).

Electric charging points

30.  Within 1 month of electric HGVs delivering material to or collecting material from the Site
an HCV charging point shall be installed and maintained in an operational condition for the
duration of the development.

Reason: To promote more sustainable modes of transport in accordance with Policy 23 of
the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021).

Informative

Membership of the liaison meeting referred to in condition 29 should include: the applicant
and/or operator, the local County Councillor, the local Fenland District Councillor, 2
representatives from Whittlesey Town Council, up to 3 community representatives, officers
of the waste planning authority, the Environment Agency and the environmental health
officer. All administration for the group will be undertaken by the applicant or operator.

Compliance with paragraph 39 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (December 2024)

The developer asked the waste planning authority (WPA) for pre-application advice and was
given informal advice on the scope of the environmental impact assessment. The WPA has
worked proactively with the applicant and environmental health officer to ensure that the
proposed development is acceptable in respect of monitoring and mitigating noise, dust and
odour. The applicant has responded positively to the advice and recommendations provided and
amendments have been made (where required) to satisfy concerns raised. The proposed
development will allow an established business to expand thereby improving the economic
conditions of the area. The environmental conditions of the area will be protected by the
requirements of the planning conditions and environmental permit.

Source Documents

Link to Fenland Local Plan (May 2014)

Link to Cambridgeshire & Peterborough Minerals & Waste Local Plan (July 2021)




