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Minerals and Waste Joint Plan
Duty to Cooperate Statement
Introduction
This Statement demonstrates how North Yorkshire County Council, City of York
Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority (‘the Authorities’) have
complied with section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as
amended) in relation to the Duty to Cooperate, during preparation of the Minerals and
Waste Joint Plan (‘the Joint Plan’).
The Statement provides the background context and sets out the local circumstances
within which the Duty to Cooperate is relevant for the Joint Plan. It identifies the key
bodies engaged with and summarises the issues considered and, where relevant, the
outcomes of the interactions undertaken.
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1.

Policy Context

National Planning Policy Framework
1.1

Section 110 of the Localism Act 2011 introduced a statutory Duty to Cooperate in
planning for sustainable development.

1.2

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) addresses requirements for
‘Planning strategically across local boundaries’ (paragraphs 178-190). These identify
what the Duty to Cooperate (DTC) entails and states that;
‘Public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that cross administrative
boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic priorities….. The
Government expects joint working on areas of common interest to be diligently
undertaken for the mutual benefit of neighbouring authorities.
Local planning authorities should work collaboratively with other bodies to ensure
that strategic priorities across local boundaries are properly coordinated and clearly
reflected in individual Local Plans. As part of this process, they should consider
producing joint planning policies on strategic matters and informal strategies such as
joint infrastructure and investment plans.
In two tier areas, county and district authorities should cooperate with each other on
relevant issues. Local planning authorities should work collaboratively on strategic
planning priorities to enable delivery of sustainable development in consultation with
Local Enterprise Partnerships and Local Nature Partnerships. Local planning
authorities should also work collaboratively with private sector bodies, utility and
infrastructure providers.’

1.3

Under the Duty, planning authorities are required to engage constructively, actively
and on a continuing basis where important cross-boundary issues (i.e. issues of
relevance to more than one planning authority) arise. Provision of waste
management infrastructure and provision of minerals and energy are both identified
in national policy (NPPF para. 156) as strategic priorities. Planning for minerals and
waste can, as a result of the operation of markets and the specialised provision
sometimes required, give rise to strategic planning considerations beyond the
boundary of an individual local planning authority. Cooperation may therefore be
required in order to ensure that relevant strategic issues are addressed.

1.4

The Duty to Cooperate is not a requirement to agree on relevant matters, although
planning authorities should take measures to ensure effective cooperation prior to
submission of plans for examination.

1.5

Further guidance on the Duty is provided in the national Planning Practice Guidance.
This identifies matters such as the benefits of joint commissioning and preparation of
evidence and the potential need for engagement with planning authorities beyond
immediate neighbours.

Relevant and prescribed Cooperation Bodies
1.6

In addition to cooperation between relevant local planning authorities and county
planning authorities, the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012 identifies a number of prescribed bodies for the purposes of the
Duty. Of those listed in the Regulations it is considered that the following bodies are
most relevant1 for the purposes of preparing the Joint Plan:

1

The Regulations also identify the Mayor of London, Transport for London and Integrated Transport Authorities as
prescribed bodies but these are not considered relevant for the purposes of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan.
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1.7

The Environment Agency
The Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (formerly
English Heritage, now known as Historic England)
Natural England
Civil Aviation Authority
Homes and Community Agency
each Clinical Commissioning Group established under section 14D of the
National Health Service Act 2006
Office of Rail Regulation
Transport Authority
Each Highways Authority within the meaning of Section 1 of the Highways Act
1980
Marine Management Organisation

The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 also
contains a requirement to treat Local Enterprise Partnerships and Local Nature
Partnerships as statutory prescribed bodies.

Duty to Cooperate and planning for minerals and waste
1.8

More specific policy or guidance relevant to implementing the Duty for the purposes
of planning for minerals and waste is also provided in the NPPF and national
Planning Practice Guidance.

Minerals
1.9

Section 13 of the NPPF: ‘Facilitating the Sustainable use of minerals’ sets out
requirements for minerals planning authorities in preparing their local plans. In terms
of the duty to cooperate the NPPF states that:





Mineral planning authorities should plan for a steady and adequate supply of
aggregates by: preparing an annual Local Aggregate Assessment, either
individually or jointly by agreement with another or other mineral planning
authorities…
Participate in the operation of an Aggregate Working Party
Plan for a steady and adequate supply of industrial minerals by cooperating with
neighbouring and more distant authorities to co-ordinate the planning of
industrial minerals…

Waste
1.10

National Planning Policy for Waste (October 2014) states that in preparing local
plans, waste planning authorities should:



1.11

Work jointly and collaboratively with other planning authorities to collect and
share data and information on waste arisings, and take account of (i) waste
arisings across neighbouring waste planning authority areas…..
When identifying need for waste management facilities waste planning
authorities should…‘work collaboratively in groups with other waste planning
authorities, and in two-tier areas with district authorities,.. to provide a suitable
network of facilities to deliver sustainable waste management;

Section 4 of the national Planning Practice Guidance also provides guidance relating
to waste planning matters, including on how waste planning authorities can comply
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with the Duty to Cooperate during the local plan making process. Whilst there is no
definitive list of actions provided on what constitutes effective cooperation, the
national Planning Practice Guidance identifies the following examples:






gathering, evaluating and ensuring consistency of data and information required
to prepare local plans, including the joint commissioning and preparation of
evidence base studies;
actively engaging in dialogue on those types of wastes or waste management
facilities necessary that impact most on neighbouring authorities;
active engagement, where necessary, with planning authorities wider than just
immediate neighbours;
Joint monitoring of waste arisings and capacity;
Integrated working between county and district planning authorities.

1.12

Later sections of this Statement summarise how, through the Duty to Cooperate, the
Authorities have worked with relevant bodies, organisation and groups in preparing
the new policies within the Joint Plan. The content of the Statement draws upon
information already published by the Authorities in October 20152 as part of
consultation on a preferred options draft Plan, which was produced in order to help
provide transparency to parties interested in development of the Joint Plan about the
work already carried out and how it was helping to shape the Plan.

1.13

In order to provide context for the remainder of the Statement, the following section
summarises the strategic context for the Joint Plan area and the local strategic
priorities that have been identified during preparation of the Plan.

2

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Duty to Cooperate Summary Document for Preferred Options stage, October
2015
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2.

Joint Plan area Strategic Context

Overview of the area
2.1

The Joint Plan covers the combined area of the three minerals and waste planning
authorities of North Yorkshire County Council, (NYCC), the City of York Council
(CYC), and the North York Moors National Park Authority (NYMNPA) (see Fig 1).

Figure 1: The Minerals and Waste Joint Plan area
2.2

The three authority areas form the major part of the North Yorkshire sub-region, the
remainder comprising land within the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park
Authority (YDNPA) area. A separate local plan, including minerals and waste issues,
was adopted by the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority in December 2016.
Although the majority of the NYMNPA area lies within North Yorkshire, a small part in
the north of the National Park falls within Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council.
The NYMNPA is the planning authority for the whole of the area of the National Park
but Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council remains the Waste Management
Authority for the part of the National Park within Redcar and Cleveland, with
responsibility for the collection and disposal of waste (see Fig 2).

2.3

There are seven District or Borough Councils within the NYCC area (see Fig 3)3.
These are all producing or updating a local plan for their area. The decisions by
these Councils in respect of their own plans have implications for the wider area in
terms of housing growth and economic development. In turn these provide relevant
context for the policies in the Joint Plan. The area of Craven District which lies
outside the Yorkshire Dales National Park (and hence falls within the Plan area) is
partly separated from the remainder of the Plan area, in administrative terms, by the
National Park. However, in functional terms (for example in relation to waste

3

These are Craven, Hambleton, Richmondshire, Ryedale and Selby Districts and the Boroughs of Harrogate and
Scarborough.
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management arrangements) it is closely linked to the remainder of the area, as well
as to other parts of the Leeds City Region located to the south-east.

Figure 2: Waste Disposal Authorities covering the Joint Plan area

Figure 3: Planning Authority areas covered by the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan
2.4

The total extent of land covered by the Plan area is 6,718 square kilometres – this is
a particularly large and diverse area. The NYCC area is largely rural containing a
number of small market towns and numerous villages, along with the larger urban
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areas of Scarborough and Harrogate. The CYC area is focussed upon the historic
city of York and is mostly urban, with a rural hinterland. The NYMNPA is very rural
and sparsely populated. It was designated as a National Park due to its ‘intrinsic
merits as an area of beautiful and unspoilt country and magnificent coast with a
wealth of architectural interest.’
2.5

A total of about 829,0004 people live within the Plan area. At an average of 123
people per km2 it is more sparsely populated than many English counties, even
taking account of relatively high population density in York. Most of these live within
the NYCC area whilst 204,400 live in York and 23,200 live in the North York Moors
National Park. It is forecast that the population of the Plan area will grow to around
874,3005 by 2030. York is a fast growing city with a population increase of 9.2%
between 2001 and 2011. It is forecast that this relatively high growth will continue
with the population of York reaching around 228,900 by 2030. Relatively high growth
is also projected for Selby District, whereas growth in other parts of the Plan area is
expected to be more modest. Increase in population is expected to be accompanied
by a proportionately higher increase in the number of households, as a result of an
expected decline in average household size. Correspondingly high rates of housing
growth are proposed in some parts of the Plan area in response to these expected
changes.

2.6

Although large parts of the Plan area are subject to major environmental constraints,
other areas are subject to growth pressures, including as a result of pressures arising
in the adjacent urban areas to the south. A non-statutory spatial plan for the North
Yorkshire, York and East Riding area indicates that future growth in the Plan area is
expected to be concentrated in the Harrogate, York and Selby areas and a corridor
extending north eastwards to Scarborough, as well as in the Richmond, Catterick,
Northallerton and Thirsk areas further to the north.

2.7

The area is also closely related to its more urban neighbours – including Tees Valley
to the north and the Leeds City Region to the south. The Districts of Craven,
Harrogate and Selby, along with York, are all part of the Leeds City Region. The
economies of the Tees Valley and Leeds City Region are particularly relevant to
North Yorkshire as commuter patterns cross into these areas. Population and
household growth in adjacent urban areas is also expected to be relatively high,
particularly in West Yorkshire, and population and economic growth in these areas
may have implications for minerals demand in North Yorkshire.

2.8

There are extensive minerals resources in the Plan area, as well as the NY Subregion and these have been worked extensively in the past and are the subject of
continuing pressure for development. The strategic significance of the mineral
resources in the NY sub-region, particularly high quality construction aggregates, is
reflected in the role of the area in the supply of these materials to adjacent areas,
particularly to other locations in Yorkshire and the Humber and to the North East,
including the Tees Valley, where availability of similar resources is more constrained.

2.9

Waste collection and management authorities in the area covered by the Joint Plan
collaborate via a municipal waste partnership and a major new residual waste
treatment contract has recently been procured jointly by City of York Council and
North Yorkshire County Council, leading to the delivery of new waste management
infrastructure for Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW). Management of other
wastes is influenced by a range of factors including market forces and cross border
movements taking place, including with the Tees Valley and West Yorkshire areas.

4
5

ONS 2014 mid-year estimate
ONS 2014 based sub-national projections
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2.10

In relation to minerals and waste planning, the Plan area is directly bordered by 12
other Minerals and Waste Planning Authorities, with a thirteenth, Cumbria County
Council, located in close proximity to the boundary. These authorities also operate
within their own regional or sub regional contexts (see Fig 4 below). In some cases
evidence relevant to preparation of the Joint Plan is only available at these wider
spatial levels.

Figure 4: Wider spatial context for the NY Sub-region

Decision to prepare a Joint Minerals and Waste Plan
2.11

As a strategic planning authority for minerals and waste, NYCC was involved in
discussions on cross-boundary matters prior to commencement of work on the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, in 2013. This included participation in Yorkshire and
Humber area minerals officer meetings on aggregates in June and July 2012.
Agreement was reached on a coordinated approach to preparation of Local
Aggregates Assessments in Yorkshire and Humber and on joint mineral planning
authority and minerals industry participation in a marine aggregates supply evidence
study for the Yorkshire and Humber area.

2.12

The decision to prepare a Joint Plan was itself a response to existing or emerging
issues of cross boundary significance between the three authorities and the
introduction of a formal requirement for cooperation on relevant matters. In particular
the relevant issues at that time were:



the existence of a joint arrangement between NYCC and CYC for the
management of Local Authority Collected Waste through the North Yorkshire and
York Waste Partnership;
known cross-boundary issues relating to the development of onshore gas
resources between NYCC and the NYMNPA area;
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potential cross boundary issues relating to the proposed development of potash
resources in the NYMNPA area; and
dependencies in aggregates supply as a result of imbalance in resources across
the area

2.13

In recognition of these issues discussions took place, commencing in June 2012, on
the potential to prepare a sub-regional minerals and waste plan for the North
Yorkshire sub-region (i.e. the four minerals and waste planning authorities of NYCC,
CYC, NYMNPA and the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority area). These
discussions were concluded around the end of 2012 with agreement in principle from
City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority with regard to
preparation of a Joint Plan (Appendix A), leading to the production in 2013 of an
updated Local Development Scheme for each of the three Authorities, confirming the
decision to produce a Joint Plan6.

2.14

The YDNPA confirmed in December 2012 that they did not intend to participate in
production of Joint Plan (Appendix B), as work on a new Local Plan for the Park had
already commenced and in view of the fact that minerals movements from the YDNP
area are mainly to the North West rather than into the remainder of the North
Yorkshire sub-region. Nevertheless, the YDNPA indicated an intention to cooperate
positively, including through the production of joint evidence where relevant, in the
preparation of minerals and waste plans relevant to both areas. Dialogue has
continued between the Joint Plan authorities and the YDNPA during preparation of
the respective Plans, and a Memorandum of Understanding was completed in 2016
on relevant issues (Appendix C). Further information on relevant issues is referred to
later in this Statement.

2.15

Throughout work on preparation of the Joint Plan and supporting documents, close
liaison has been maintained between the three Authorities, including through an
officer steering group. A formal Joint Committee was not established, with each
Authority utilising pre-existing member structures to give formal approvals at key
stages of the work. However, coordinated informal member input has been provided
through a Joint Member Working Group, which was established in 2014.

6

NYCC and CYC approved a LDS in February 2013; NYMNPA approved a LDS in May 2013.
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3.

Main consultation stages in developing the Minerals
and Waste Joint Plan

3.1

The Minerals and Waste Joint Plan has been prepared in accordance with the Local
Development Schemes and Statements of Community Involvement of the three
Authorities. Production of the Joint Plan has included both statutory and nonstatutory stages of plan making, resulting in extensive opportunities for stakeholders
to contribute to, or influence the content of, the Joint Plan. The overall timetable for
the main consultation stages, together with a brief summary of how the stage was
relevant to the identification of strategic matters for consideration under the Duty to
Cooperate, is summarised below:

Date
May 2013

Plan preparation stage
Regulation 18 Consultation:
The purpose of the Regulation 18 consultation was to provide consultees and
members of the public with background information on the Joint Plan (i.e. why
and how it is being prepared and factual information relating to minerals and
waste in the Plan area) and to invite their comments on what should be
contained in the Plan and what issues should be addressed. Responses
received to the Regulation 18 consultation helped in the development of more
detailed issues for consideration in the Plan, as well as the identification of
potential policy responses.
Initial consultation on the Joint Plan was undertaken in May-June 2013 in the
form of a consultation leaflet and accompanying background paper. A number
of evidence papers were also prepared to support the Scoping consultation.
These presented initial information on cross boundary movements of minerals
and waste, where available. The Scoping consultation also identified a
number of key issues it was expected the Joint Plan would need to address,
including cross-boundary movements of minerals and waste. It also sought
views on any other issues that the Plan should cover.

February
2014

Further evidence to support preparation of the Plan was obtained in between
scoping and commencement of an Issues and Options consultation in
February 2014. In particular this included information needed for a review of
the first Local Aggregates Assessment (Jan. 2013, subsequently updated in
2015 and 2016) for the North Yorkshire Sub-region and the commissioning of
a sub-regional waste needs assessment, which was finalised in November
2013 (and subsequently updated in 2015 and 2016). These documents were
made available on the website and the Local Aggregates Assessment was
subject to specific consultation with adjacent MPAs, NY District Councils, the
minerals industry and other relevant bodies. The LAA identified a number of
potentially significant cross boundary movements of aggregates and initial
consultation with the relevant authorities identified took place. Initial liaison
with other WPAs where cross-boundary movements of waste had been
identified also took place at this stage.
Issues and Options:
This consultation presented further information relating to the key issues
identified for the Plan, and provided a range of potential options which could
be used within the Plan to address the issues. The consultation also included
information on sites which had been submitted for consideration for inclusion
within the Plan for future minerals and waste development.
The consultation identified a number of cross-boundary matters that may need
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to be addressed in the Joint Plan. Background information about these was
presented in the Context chapter (Chapter 2) and in Chapter 3 (Issues and
Challenges). Issues identified included ‘Ensuring a continuity of supply of
minerals, particularly once the economy begins to grow, reflecting the likely
levels of growth and future requirements for minerals’ and ‘Developing an
appropriate locational strategy for minerals supply, taking account of crossboundary supply issues where relevant’. For waste, issues identified included
‘Developing an appropriate locational strategy for new waste management
facilities, taking account of cross-boundary movements where relevant’.
Further discussion of cross-boundary issues was contained in sections
dealing with specific mineral types and waste streams, in particular the
sections dealing with the spatial approach to aggregates supply, sand and
gravel provision, overall distribution of sand and gravel provision, overall
provision of crushed rock, silica sand, strategic role of the plan area in the
management of waste, Local Authority Collected Waste, Commercial and
Industrial Waste, and Low level radioactive waste.
Issues raised at this stage, along with further evidence obtained from more
targeted engagement with other MWPAs, were considered during
development of the Preferred Options stage for the Joint Plan and where
relevant fed into the content of the proposed preferred policies.
January
2015

Supplementary Sites Consultation:
During the Issues and Options consultation a number of new sites were
submitted to the authorities for consideration in the Joint Plan. In addition
some sites which had previously been subject to consultation had changed.
This supplementary consultation provided stakeholders and interested parties
with the opportunity to comment on this new or revised information.

November
2015

Preferred Options:
The Consultation presented draft policies setting out the Authorities preferred
approach and represented a first full draft of the Joint Plan.
Work towards preparation of Preferred Options focussed on further developing
evidence in relation to relevant matters identified at Issues and Options stage
and engaging on relevant issues. This included preparation of an updated
Local Aggregates Assessment, including a revised approach to demand
forecasting for sand and gravel, which in turn has informed the preferred scale
of provision for the Joint Plan. Other work included liaison with relevant WPAs
to obtain updated information and views on cross-boundary movements of
waste, and the refinement of the approach to safeguarding of minerals
resources in proximity to the Plan area boundary, based on consultation with
adjacent MPAs. Dialogue also took place with District/Borough Councils in
the NYCC area in order to help refine the approach to development of
safeguarding and consultation areas.
Matters raised at this stage were considered during development of the draft
Plan for publication. A Duty to Cooperate Summary Document for Preferred
Options Stage was published on the Joint Plan website as part of this
consultation, to provide transparency on the activity and approach taken so far
towards addressing the requirements of the Duty.

November
2016

Regulation 19 Publication:
Work towards production of the Publication Draft involved consideration of the
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consultation responses received during the Preferred Options consultation,
along with a review of new and updated evidence that had become available,
including the commissioning of an updated Joint Waste Needs and Capacity
study and updated Local Aggregates Assessment. Other work included
liaison with relevant MWPAs to obtain updated information. Liaison with other
relevant organisations continued where necessary to help refine the policy
approach.
The Joint Plan was published for representations on soundness and legal
compliance for a period of 6 weeks, commencing in November 2016.
July 2017

Addendum of Proposed Changes to the Publication Draft:
Following the six week Regulation 19 consultation in November 2016 a
number of Proposed Changes were identified to the Publication Draft of the
Joint Plan. As a result, it was considered necessary to present the changes, in
accordance with regulation 19: Publication of a Local Plan, for representations
on Legal compliance and soundness.
The Addendum of Proposed Changes to the Publication Draft was published
for representations on soundness and legal compliance for a period of 8
weeks, commencing in July 2017.

Table 1: Summary of main consultation stages on the Joint Plan
3.2

This activity has provided an opportunity for input into the preparation of the Joint
Plan from a wide range of interested bodies and individuals. During each formal
stage of consultation the relevant specific and prescribed bodies were consulted, as
well as a wide range of other interest groups, district and parish councils, the
minerals and waste industry, other businesses and individuals. Across the Plan area
the consultation databases of the three Authorities have developed, as work on the
Joint Plan has progressed and stakeholder interest increased, resulting in around
13,000 contacts in the databases at Publication stage. A Statement of Consultation
has been prepared which provides more detail on each stage of consultation
undertaken, including summary information on who was consulted, who responded
and how the responses received have been used to help progress the Plan. The
Statement of Consultation can be seen on the Joint Plan website:
www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwevidence

3.3

In addition to the above main consultation stages on the Joint Plan itself,
engagement with a range of interested parties, including relevant prescribed bodies,
has taken place during development of a number of documents formally required to
be prepared in support of the Joint Plan. These include:





3.4

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) - incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
Local Aggregates Assessment (LAA)

Engagement with prescribed bodies and other relevant stakeholders has taken place
throughout the development of the SA, SFRA and HRA, from initial scoping stage.
Key activity has included an SA scoping workshop to help develop and refine SA
objectives for the Joint Plan, formal consultation on development of the SA and
related appraisals with relevant bodies at key stages in preparation of the Plan; the
holding of a series of ‘Expert Panel’ sessions in relation to assessment of site
allocations, to which representatives of relevant prescribed bodies, including the

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

12

Duty to Cooperate Statement

Environment Agency, Natural England, Historic England, the Highways Agency,
Local Highways Authority, LEPs and LNPs and District/Borough Councils were
invited; as well as one-to-one meetings with relevant stakeholders to discuss any
specific issues or concerns.
3.5

The Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report was consulted upon from 17th May 2013
to 28th June 2013 and revised in line with the consultation responses received,
consultation (comments can be viewed in a Consultation Outcomes Report (Feb
2014) available on the Joint Plan website), including responses from the three
statutory consultees for sustainability appraisal (Natural England, the Environment
Agency, and Historic England) who are also prescribed bodies for the purposes of
the Duty. At the Scoping stage two workshops were held (7th June 2013 in York and
12th June 2013 in Northallerton). A further issue considered at the workshops was
development of a Sites and Areas Assessment Methodology, to support the
production of the Joint Plan.

3.6

Specific consultation on the Sites and Areas Assessment Methodology took place
between 31st July and 16th September 2013, with the document circulated to industry
representatives, district councils and neighbouring MWPAs, statutory and nonstatutory bodies.

3.7

A revised methodology was produced in early 2014 and made available for comment
alongside the Issues and Options consultation on the Joint Plan. Outcomes of this
exercise were included in a Site Identification and Assessment Methodology and
Scope - Summary of Consultation Findings (Spring 2014 Consultation) report in
January 2015. Responses were received from 3 District Councils and the
Environment Agency and English Heritage, as well as other interested parties.

3.8

Consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal took place alongside the Preferred
Options consultation on the Plan, between 16th November, 2015 and 15th January
2016. The Sustainability Appraisal of Preferred Policies was published across two
documents: a main report (Volume I) in which assessments were summarised, and a
second ‘appendix’ document in which the full sustainability appraisal findings were
presented. The Sustainability Appraisal of Preferred Sites was presented as a
further volume (Volume II) with the full assessment of each site published in a further
series of appendices, each corresponding to a different part of the Plan area. The
documents each contained a number of guide questions (which were reproduced in a
questionnaire).

3.9

These documents were placed on the Joint Plan Sustainability Appraisal webpage
alongside a questionnaire. In addition, copies of the SA documents (including
assessments of sites) and HRA and SFRA documents were made available on the
main Minerals and Waste Joint Plan consultation webpage, again, alongside a
questionnaire.

3.10

In addition to the webpage, a summary leaflet was produced to help publicise the
consultation and a number of drop-in events provided an opportunity for stakeholders
to raise issues.

3.11

Alongside the above activity, direct engagement with relevant bodies took place
during the evolution of the SA, SFRA and HRA, including one-to-one discussions
with the Environment Agency, Natural England and Historic England. In particular,
close liaison was maintained with the Environment Agency in relation to development
of the SFRA and with Natural England in relation to HRA. A meeting took place with
Historic England to discuss and agree a methodology for the assessment of the
potential impact of site allocations on historic assets, following concerns expressed
by Historic England at Preferred Options stage.
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3.12

A paper setting out how health considerations have been addressed through the SA
process was produced in 2016 and was subject of consultation with Public Health
England and the relevant Clinical Commissioning Groups.

3.13

Preparation of a Local Aggregates Assessment, either on an individual MPA basis or
jointly with other MPAs, is a formal requirement of national policy contained in the
NPPF. Consultation has taken place on development of the LAA and subsequent
reviews, including with the minerals industry, adjacent MPAs and with the Marine
Management Organisation. Further opportunity for input has taken place through
consideration of the LAA by the Yorkshire & Humber Aggregate Working Party (YH
AWP), on which officers of all MPAs in Yorkshire and Humber are represented. LAAs
have been published on the Joint Plan webpages.
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4.

Strategic Development Strategy and Priorities

4.1

In overall terms, the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan seeks to set out a positive
strategy towards meeting identified needs for minerals supply and waste
management capacity, whilst recognising the wide range of environmental and other
constraints which exist across the Plan area.

4.2

The Joint Plan identifies the following interconnected priorities, which form the basis
for its vision and objectives:





Delivering sustainable waste management
Achieving the efficient use of minerals resources
Optimising the spatial distribution of minerals and waste development
Protecting and enhancing the environment, supporting communities and
businesses and mitigating and adapting to climate change.

Specifically, the headline objectives of the Joint Plan are to:
















4.3

Encourage the management of waste further up the hierarchy;
Make adequate provision for the waste management capacity needed to
manage waste arising within the Sub-region;
Safeguard important minerals resources and minerals infrastructure for the
future;
Prioritise the long-term conservation of minerals through facilitating provision of
sustainable alternatives to primary minerals extraction, including increasing the
re-use and recycling of minerals and the use of secondary aggregates;
Plan for the steady and adequate supply of minerals needed to contribute
to local and wider economic growth, development, quality of life, local
distinctiveness and energy requirements, within the principles of
sustainable development;
Identify suitable locations for the extraction and recycling of minerals, the
production of secondary aggregate, key minerals supply and transport
infrastructure and the management of waste;
Seek a good match between locations for waste management infrastructure and
the places where waste arises, and between locations for minerals working and
minerals supply infrastructure and the places where minerals and mineral
products are produced or used, in order to minimise the overall need for
transport;
Promote the use of alternatives to road transport and ensuring that new
development is served by suitable transport networks;
Protect and where appropriate enhance the natural and historic environment,
landscapes and tranquil areas of the Joint Plan area;
Protect local communities, businesses and visitors from the impacts of minerals
and waste development, including transport;
Encourage the sustainable design and operation of minerals and waste
development activity, including using opportunities arising from minerals and
waste development and reclamation activity to mitigate and adapt to climate
change;
Deliver benefits for biodiversity, geodiversity, recreation and public access and
other green infrastructure opportunities and climate change adaptation through
reclamation of minerals workings

Whilst addressing many of these objectives give rise to a need for engagement with
other relevant bodies, a number of them are particularly relevant in terms of their
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potential to give rise to cross-boundary considerations which may be of strategic
significance. These have been highlighted in bold in the above list. For these
objectives, additional supporting explanation, as identified in the Joint Plan, has been
reproduced below to help clarify the scope of the objective.
Make adequate provision for the waste management capacity needed to
manage waste arising within the Sub-region.
4.4

This includes planning for the delivery, where practicable, of the new waste
management infrastructure needed to manage a level of arisings equivalent to the
anticipated future arisings of waste in the Plan area, including arisings of Local
Authority Collected Waste arising within the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park
Authority area, and; safeguarding and supporting the best use of important waste
management infrastructure and ensuring appropriate co-ordination with District and
Borough Councils in North Yorkshire to ensure a joined-up approach to safeguarding.
It also helps support the contribution of the waste industry to the local and wider
economy.
Safeguard important minerals resources and minerals infrastructure for the
future.

4.5

This includes safeguarding relevant surface and underground minerals resources of
national and local importance, important aggregates supply and transport
infrastructure such as railheads, wharfs, roadstone coating and concrete plants; and
ensuring appropriate co-ordination with District and Borough Councils in North
Yorkshire to ensure a joined-up approach to safeguarding.
Plan for the steady and adequate supply of minerals needed to contribute to
local and wider economic growth, development, quality of life, local
distinctiveness and energy requirements, within the principles of sustainable
development.

4.6

This includes identifying and maintaining future supply requirements for minerals, in
line with national planning policy and the North Yorkshire Local Aggregates
Assessment and maintaining adequate landbanks, recognising the role of the Plan
area in supply of minerals beyond the Plan area boundary, whilst also considering
and responding to the ability of the area to sustain minerals extraction without
compromising other social, economic and environmental goals including obligations
under the Climate Change Act.
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5.

Strategic Cross Boundary Minerals and Waste
Planning Issues in the Joint Plan for which
Cooperation may be required

Identification of Strategic Issues for the Joint Plan
5.1

The following table sets out a number of more specific issues, identified through the
gathering of evidence and consultation, where potentially significant issues, relevant
to fulfilling the Duty to Cooperate, arise. These issues relate either to cross boundary
interactions across the boundary of the Plan area, or to the need for coordination
across the two tiers of planning authorities on significant minerals and waste planning
matters within the Plan area. A brief comment summarising how the issue has been
considered or addressed is also provided. Further detail of how the issues identified
in the Table have been progressed through the Duty to Cooperate is provided later in
this Statement.
Strategic Issue

1

2

3

Addressing waste infrastructure and
capacity requirements within the York
and North Yorkshire Waste Partnership
area to help ensure a coordinated
approach to provision.
Ensuring coordination in planning
between the Yorkshire Dales National
Park Authority and the remainder of the
NY sub-region in planning for the
management of waste arising in the
YDNP.
Ensuring coordination in planning
between Redcar and Cleveland Borough
Council and the Joint Plan area in the
approach to waste arising in that part of
the NYMNP falling within Redcar and
Cleveland.
Identifying any significant dependency on
waste exports from the Joint Plan area
and the implications of these for waste
capacity planning in the area.

4

5

6

Ensuring availability of minerals supply
for the City of York area, particularly
aggregates needed to sustain growth and
development, recognising the imbalance
in distribution of resources across the
Plan area.
Identifying any expected changes in
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Comment
Influential in decision to prepare Joint
Plan and reflected in waste arisings and
capacity assessment for the NY Subregion and proposed approach to
provision of waste management capacity
in the Plan.
Addressed via a memorandum of
understanding between the Joint Plan
Authorities and the YDNP and reflected
in the evidence base via a waste arisings
and capacity study for the North
Yorkshire sub-region and in the policies
of the Joint Plan (e.g. Policy W02).
Addressed via a memorandum of
understanding between the Joint Plan
authorities and RCBC and reflected in the
waste arisings and capacity assessment
supporting the Plan.
Addressed through review of available
evidence including liaison with relevant
WPAs and preparation of a Waste
Position Statement in collaboration with
other WPAs in Yorkshire and Humber.
Reflected in the Plan, particularly via
policy approach supporting increased
capacity within the Plan area to move
towards net self-sufficiency (e.g. Policy
W02).
Influential in decision to prepare Joint
Plan and joint Local Aggregates
Assessment for the NY sub-region and
reflected in policy approach to provision
of aggregates (Policies M01 to M09).
Addressed through review of available
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demand for aggregate minerals in the
Joint Plan area, taking into account the
strategically important role of the Plan
area in the supply of sand and gravel to
other locations in Yorkshire and the
Humber and the North East in particular,
and the implications of these for planning
for future requirements in the Joint Plan
area.
Identifying any significant dependency on
import of aggregate minerals from other
MPAs and the implications of these for
planning for future requirements in the
Joint Plan area.

7

8

9

10

11

12

Ensuring coordination in respect of any
cross boundary issues with NYCC in
relation to proposals for development of
potash/polyhalite resources within the
NYMNPA.
Ensuring coordination in planning for
hydrocarbons development taking into
account the location of Petroleum
Exploration and Development Licences
straddling the NYCC border with both
CYC and the NYMNPA.
Considering the supply position for silica
sand, as a nationally scarce mineral, both
within and outside the Plan area,
including the likely future availability of
imports to the Plan area.
Identifying any expected changes in
demand for building stone in the Joint
Plan area, taking into account the wide
geographical markets sometimes served
by this mineral, and the implications of
these for planning for future requirements
in the Joint Plan area.
Ensuring a coordinated approach to
safeguarding, reflecting the wide
distribution of minerals resources,
including across the Plan area boundary,
and the need to develop an agreed
approach to safeguarding between
County and District level planning
authorities in the ‘two-tier’ part of the
Joint Plan area.
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evidence on aggregates movements
including liaison with relevant MPAs,
preparation of a NY sub-regional Local
Aggregates Assessment and a
discussion paper on demand forecasting.
Reflected in the scale and distribution of
provision to be made in the Joint Plan
(Policies M02 to M09).
Addressed through review of available
evidence, including liaison with relevant
MPAs and preparation of a NY subregional Local Aggregates Assessment.
Reflected in a memorandum of
understanding with the Yorkshire Dales
National Park Authority and in the
aggregates supply policies in the Joint
Plan which seek to ensure that adequate
supply from indigenous resources can be
maintained throughout the plan period
(Policies M02 to M09).
Influential in decision to prepare Joint
Plan, although the planning permission
subsequently granted for the Sirius
Minerals polyhalite mine project did not
include land within the NYCC area.
Influential in decision to prepare Joint
Plan and reflected in policy approach for
Hydrocarbons (policies M16, M17 and
M18).
Addressed though correspondence with
Norfolk CC, other MPAs supplying silica
sand to establish the expected future
supply position. Reflected in the policy
approach to the supply of silica sand
(Policy M12).
Addressed through liaison with relevant
parties including adjacent MPAs, lower
tier LPAs in North Yorkshire and industry.
Reflected in policy approach to supply of
building stone (Policy M15).
Addressed through evidence (crossboundary safeguarding paper) and in
liaison with adjacent MPAs and lower tier
LPAs in NYCC area and reflected in
policy approach to safeguarding and
consultation (Policies S01 and S06).
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On-going cooperation on general
planning matters which have informed
the planning process and policies and
issues for the Joint Plan.

Addressed through development of
evidence, exchange of correspondence
and other liaison with District and
13
Borough Councils, Prescribed and
Specified Bodies.
Table 2: Strategic DtC issues for the Joint Plan area
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6.

Fulfilling the Duty to Cooperate

6.1

In order to address the strategic cross boundary issues for which cooperation has
been necessary, relevant stakeholders and prescribed bodies have been engaged
through a range of mechanisms from the outset of developing the Joint Plan, as
described later in this Statement. This has included:






6.2

Cooperation between minerals and waste planning authorities within the North
Yorkshire sub-region
Cooperation with District and Boroughs within the ‘two-tier’ parts of the Plan area
Cooperation with neighbouring Minerals and Waste Planning Authorities
Cooperation and engagement with prescribed bodies
Cooperation with more distant authorities to facilitate sustainable planning for
minerals and waste.

Cooperation activity relevant to these categories has, where relevant, been facilitated
through participation by the Joint Plan authorities in a number of working groups
operating within the Yorkshire and Humber area or beyond. These have provided a
mechanism for discussion of issues of wider relevance across local authority
boundaries, including in relation to minerals supply, particularly aggregate minerals,
and the movement of waste. Representatives of the Joint Plan authorities have
participated regularly and actively in the work of these groups to ensure that relevant
issues have been identified, considered and, where necessary, addressed. A
summary of the main relevant groups engaged with, and their main role, is provided
later in this section.

Cooperation between Minerals and Waste Planning Authorities in
the North Yorkshire Sub-region
6.3

Cooperation between the three authorities preparing the Joint Plan, together with the
adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park (YDNP) area, has taken place throughout
preparation of the Plan, continuing activity to improve coordination in minerals and
waste planning across the area and more widely in Yorkshire and Humber which in
some cases was initiated prior to commencement of work on the Plan. Key activity
has included:

i.

Agreement in 2012 on production of a sub-regional Local Aggregates Assessment for
the North Yorkshire area. Joint production, and subsequent review and updating, of
a sub-regional LAA has taken place, facilitating a coordinated approach to
consideration of information and issues relating to aggregates supply in the subregion. This has helped identify relevant issues including the current and expected
future supply situation in the NYCC and YDNP areas, which are both major
producers of aggregate, as well as the approach to forecasting demand for
aggregate. This information confirms that supply shortages in the YDNP area, which
could impact on availability of crushed rock into the remainder of the sub-region are
not expected over the timeframe of the Joint Plan. Policy included in the new Local
Plan for the YDNP (adopted December 2016), and supported by NYCC, provides a
degree of flexibility for additional crushed rock aggregate working in the YDNP. A
Memorandum of Understanding between the Joint Plan Authorities and the YDNPA
was completed in August 2016 to reflect this agreed position (Appendix C).

ii.

Joint working on a waste arisings and capacity study for the NY sub-region. The
need for up-to-date evidence on waste arisings and capacity in the area to support
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the Joint Plan was identified in the early stages of preparing the Plan. Issues around
data availability, including the fact that some data is only available at a sub-regional
rather than WPA level, together with the need for a consistent evidence base to
support preparation of the new Local Plan for the YDNP and the existence of known
cross-boundary movements of waste from the YDNP to the Joint Plan area, indicated
the benefits of undertaking an arisings and capacity study for the whole of the Subregion. A joint study was initially procured in March 2013 via the appointment of
consultant Urban Vision. The study has subsequently been updated, including most
recently in 2016, to ensure it presents an up-to-date evidence base and reflects
updated methodologies recommended for estimates of Commercial & Industrial (C&I)
waste arisings. The work has contributed to completion of a memorandum of
understanding between the Joint Plan Authorities and the YDNP in August 2016,
confirming the agreed position that the Joint Plan area will provide for capacity for
waste from the YDNP which cannot be managed in the Park as a result of policy
constraints, or as a result of the established collection and disposal arrangements for
LACW within the sub-region. A copy of the Memorandum of Understanding is
contained in Appendix C.
iii.

Coordinated working on evidence between the three Authorities producing the Joint
Plan. A range of evidence to support the Plan has been produced in a joint or
consistent way by the three Authorities producing the Joint Plan, in order to support
its preparation. These include a number of joint background evidence papers to
support the Plan:






Demographic and Economic Evidence Paper (July 2015)
Cross-Cutting Issues Evidence Paper (July 2015)
Environmental Evidence Paper (October 2016)
Waste Topic Papers (February 2014)
Minerals Topic Papers (August 2015)



Sand and gravel assessments for the NYCC and CYC areas, undertaken by
British Geological Survey, on behalf of the Authorities. These assessments were
carried out separately but using a consistent methodology to ensure
compatibility.



Minerals resource safeguarding studies for the NYCC, CYC and NYMNPA
areas. These studies were also carried out separately by British Geological
Survey on behalf of the individual Authorities but using consistent methodologies
to ensure compatibility across the area.



Mineral Planning Authorities in the Sub-region also contributed to a Marine
Aggregates Study for the Yorkshire and Humber area. This Study, by consultant
URS, was procured by Leeds City Council in March 2013 but was co-funded by
all MPAs in Yorkshire and Humber, with NYCC being the principal funder.
NYCC were represented on the steering group for the project, on behalf of the
NY sub-region, along with other key MPA and industry representatives in the
Y&H area. A report of the study was published in January 2014 and helps
support the evidence base for the Joint Plan.



During 2016 and early 2017, Mineral Planning Authorities in the area cooperated
in the preparation of a report on the Quarrying of Magnesian Limestone for
Aggregate in the Yorkshire and Humber Region, which was published in
February 2017. The Report was produced by the West Yorkshire Combined
Authority, in collaboration with North Yorkshire County Council and Doncaster
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Metropolitan Borough Council, with the objective of improving collective
understanding of the availability and distribution of Magnesian Limestone
resources in Yorkshire and Humber. Consultation with the minerals industry was
undertaken by the West Yorkshire Combined Authority during preparation of the
report.

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Joint Member Working Group
6.4

The role of the Joint Member Working Group is to provide a forum through which to
discuss issues and provide informal member input across the three Authority areas
involved in preparation of the Joint Plan, including on work relevant to the Duty to
Cooperate. A copy of the Terms of reference for the group is contained in Appendix
D.

6.5

The Group comprises two elected member representatives from each of the three
Authorities producing the Joint Plan, including the portfolio holder for Planning, or
equivalent. The group is chaired by each Authority in rotation and is supported by
officers from each of the three Authorities.

6.6

Meetings of the group were held on 11th November 2014, 23rd January 2015, 24th
March 2015, 6th July 2015, 12th September 2016 and 16th January 2017.

6.7

Although the Group does not have decision making powers, it has helped develop a
coordinated approach to policy across the Plan area, reflecting shared priorities and
ensuring that a mutually acceptable approach is adopted. The Group have endorsed
the signing of the memoranda of understanding which have been produced to
address some of the key issues identified later in this Statement.

West Yorkshire Combined Authority/Leeds City Region Portfolio Board
6.8

In May 2015 a meeting took place between NYCC, on behalf of the Joint Plan
authorities, with the lead officer for Minerals and Waste Planning for the West
Yorkshire Combined Authority area. Discussion took place on the issue of
coordination in planning for aggregates supply. An outcome of the meeting was a
decision in principle to take a paper on the connectivity between the West Yorkshire
and North Yorkshire Local Aggregates Assessments to a future meeting of the West
Yorkshire Combined Authority/Leeds City Region Portfolio Board, to help ensure an
appropriate level of engagement on the issue. The Board comprises the planning
portfolio holder for each planning authority within the Leeds City Region and the
West Yorkshire Combined Authority area, and therefore includes senior member
representation from NYCC and CYC and relevant North Yorkshire Districts, as well
as equivalent representation from planning authorities within the adjacent West
Yorkshire sub-region. The purpose of the Board is to facilitate cooperation in
planning across that geography. This Board endorsed the connectivity between the
North Yorkshire and West Yorkshire LAAs at a meeting on 18 September 2015
(Appendix E).

6.9

The Board also endorsed a Waste Position Statement, summarising available
information and key issues for waste planning within the Yorkshire and Humber area,
at a meeting on 22 July 2016 (Appendix F).

6.10

On 17 February 2017 the Board endorsed a report on the Quarrying of Magnesian
Limestone for Aggregate in the Yorkshire and Humber Region, which is intended to
supplement the Local Aggregate Assessments of relevant authorities. The report was
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produced by the West Yorkshire Combined Authority (WYCA) in collaboration with
North Yorkshire County Council and Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council.

Yorkshire and Humber Aggregate Working Party (AWP)
6.11

This consists of a joint officer/industry working group comprising officer
representatives of all mineral planning authorities in Yorkshire and Humber, as well
as key industry personnel active in the area, together with the Crown Estate and
Department for Communities and Local Government.

6.12

North Yorkshire County Council was proactive in ensuring that a new AWP was
instigated for the Yorkshire and Humber area following the cessation of work by the
former Yorkshire and Humber Regional Aggregates Working Party and publication of
the NPPF in 2012, which required new AWPs to be established. Prior to
commencement of work on the Joint Plan, NYCC initiated meetings with
representatives of Y&H mineral planning authorities in 2012 (Appendix G) to discuss
the establishment of a new AWP and the preparation of Local Aggregates
Assessments across Yorkshire and Humber, leading to a first formal meeting of the
new Y&H AWP in July 2013, shortly after formal commencement of work on the Joint
Plan. Representatives of the Joint Plan authorities have been involved actively in the
AWP since then and the AWP is currently chaired by NYCC.

6.13

The convening of an AWP is a requirement of the NPPF, including in the role of
coordinating aggregates monitoring surveys in Yorkshire and Humber and reviewing,
coordinating and commenting on Local Aggregates Assessments. The AWP has
been involved in scrutinising the LAA for the North Yorkshire Sub-region and
ensuring co-ordination between LAAs in Yorkshire and Humber where necessary, as
well as commenting on other relevant LAAs prepared for adjacent areas.

6.14

Meetings have taken place on 23rd July 2013 (inception meeting), 7th February 2014,
22nd October 2014 and 28th July 2016 (informal officer/industry meeting to discuss
LAAs), 28th September 2016, 17th July 2017 and 18th October 2017. A representative
of the Joint Plan Authorities has attended all meetings of the AWP. Meetings have
helped with consideration of aggregates supply constraints and issues within the
area, discussion of issues of common interest in relation to preparation of LAAs,
including demand forecasting, and findings of aggregates survey data. The current
(2016) NY LAA was considered and agreed by the AWP on 28th September 2016.
Relevant notes of meetings are contained in Appendix H.

Yorkshire and Humber Waste Technical Advisory Body (WTAB)
6.15

Following the abolition in 2012 of the former Regional Assemblies, which convened
Regional Technical Advisory Boards for waste, there had been a gap in the scope to
coordinate the approach to sub-regional waste planning in the Yorkshire and Humber
area. North Yorkshire County Council initiated discussions with waste planning
officers at other WPAs within Y&H, through convening a meeting of representatives
of Y&H WPAs on 4 April 2014, leading to the establishment of a new Y&H WTAB,
with representatives from all waste planning authorities in the Yorkshire and Humber
area invited. In addition, representatives from the Tees Valley authorities and
Durham County Council are also included. The group is chaired by NYCC. Meetings
of the Y&H WTAB have taken place on 4th April 2014 (initial informal meeting), 6th
November 2014, 4th March 2015, 24th June 2015, 26th January 2016, 5th September
2016, and 27th March 2017. A representative of the Joint Plan Authorities has
attended all meetings of the WTAB.

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

23

Duty to Cooperate Statement

6.16

A memorandum of understanding (MoU) on cooperation in waste planning was
agreed in July 2014 between all WPAs in Yorkshire and Humber, via the WTAB,
setting out the purpose of the WTAB and outlining principles for cooperation, data
sharing and liaison, and the intention to hold regular meetings of WTAB. The MoU
was first agreed in July 2014 for a two-year period. A commitment for review was
included in the MoU and agreement reached at the WTAB meeting on 5 September
2016 to role the MoU forward for a further two year period, to July 2018 (Appendix I).

6.17

The April 2014 WTAB meeting resulted in a commitment to prepare a joint waste
position statement for the Yorkshire and Humber area (Appendix J), drawing together
available information on arising, movements and management methods for waste
arising in Y&H, including movements within and across the Y&H boundary, with the
objective of contributing to the evidence base on strategic waste matters in the Plan
area. Preparation of the Waste Position Statement was led by NYCC on behalf of
the Y&H WTAB, with the Statement being published in July 2014. An updated
position statement was produced by NYCC on behalf of the WTAB in February 2016,
reflecting availability of more up to date information. The updated Waste Position
Statement was circulated to all WPAs in Yorkshire and Humber, as well as the Tees
Valley WPAs and Durham Council. As noted earlier, the updated Position Statement
was endorsed by the West Yorkshire Combined Authority/Leeds City Region Portfolio
Board on 22 July 2016 (Appendix F).

Tees Valley Development Plan Officers Group
6.18

This is an officer working group comprising officers from each of the Tees Valley
unitary authority areas, Durham County Council, NYCC and the North York Moors
National Park Authority. The Group is chaired by a representative from the Tees
Valley area and provides a forum for liaison on issues of strategic cross-boundary
relevance in the preparation of development plans. Issues discussed included
progress on preparation of local plans across the area, including highlighting
opportunities for engagement in relevant plans at key stages; movements of
aggregates minerals and progress with preparation of preparation of Local
Aggregates Assessments in the Tees Valley and Durham areas; and in relation to
information on waste movements, with identification of any key issues arising.

6.19

Representatives from the Joint Plan Authorities attended meeting meetings of the
Group in May and September 2013, May and September 2014, January and July
2015, January 2016 and June 2017. A separate meeting also took place with
representatives of the Tees Valley MPAs in April 2015 in relation to development of a
Local Aggregates Assessment for the Tees Valley area and in order to ensure that
appropriate links with work on aggregates supply in the NY sub-region were factored
in.

North East Minerals and Waste Policy Officers Group
6.20

An Officer working group comprising officers from minerals and waste planning
authorities in the North East, as well as NYCC and Cumbria was established in 2015.

6.21

The group provides a forum for liaison on issues of strategic cross-boundary
relevance, including progress with Local Aggregates Assessments and information
on waste arisings and movements. A representative of the Joint Plan Authorities has
attended meetings in June and October 2015 and April 2016.

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

24

Duty to Cooperate Statement

North Yorkshire Development Plans Officers Group
6.22

The main focus of this Group is to facilitate coordination and discussion between
District and Borough Councils in the NY sub-region in relation to district/borough local
plans, the City of York local plan and plans in preparation by the National Park
Authorities. A representative of NYCC attended a meeting of the Group in May 2015
to present information on minerals and waste safeguarding issues and the relevance
of this issue for lower tier planning authorities in the NYCC area, and to encourage
engagement by the District/Borough Councils on the issue through consultation on
the Joint Plan.

Sites Assessment Panel
6.23

An expert panel was established in 2015 to facilitate discussion and specialist input
into the assessment of minerals and waste sites under consideration for allocation in
the Joint Plan. Three Panel meetings were held in January, February and March
2015 on a geographical basis across the Joint Plan area and attendees to the Panel
meetings included representatives of relevant prescribed bodies including the
Environment Agency, Natural England, Historic England, LNPs and the relevant LEP,
NY district/borough councils and professional specialists from within the Joint Plan
Authorities as necessary.

6.24

Further engagement with the Panel took place via correspondence in 2016 as part of
the consideration of additional or revised site allocations and progression of work on
Sustainability Appraisal.

Cooperation with District and Borough Councils in the Joint Plan
area
6.25

North Yorkshire County Council operates within a ‘two-tier’ structure comprising
seven District and Borough Councils (See Fig. 3):
 Craven District Council
 Harrogate Borough Council
 Hambleton District Council
 Richmondshire District Council
 Ryedale District Council
 Scarborough Borough Council
 Selby District Council

6.26

All District and Borough Councils have been actively engaged in the preparation of
the Joint Plan from commencement of preparation. In addition to the formal stages of
consultation, one-to-one meetings with the District/Borough Councils have been held
to allow more detailed discussion of relevant issues, including issues raised in
consultation responses.

6.27

Each of the District and Boroughs Councils have been identified as key stakeholders
in the development of an appropriate policy for safeguarding of mineral resources
and minerals and waste infrastructure (Policies S01 to S06). This arises in particular
as a result of the need for the District/Borough authorities to be directly involved in
the implementation of safeguarding processes identified in the Joint Plan. A brief
outline of the specific cooperation activity that has taken place is identified in the
table below.
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6.28

This section identifies the District and Borough Councils in the ‘two-tier’ part of the
Plan area and provides an overview of how they have been involved in addressing
relevant issues, where necessary. Each record is linked to the identified strategic
issue(s) on which cooperation is required, as set out in Table 2 above. More detailed
discussion of the targeted cooperation activity that has taken place in relation to each
of these strategic issues, and how this has influenced the content of the Joint Plan, is
presented later in this Statement.
Strategic
issues

When/ What

11

June 2014
Request for
information

4

June 2014
Request for
information

13

June 2014
Meetings

6, 7

July 2014

6, 7

August 2014
Telephone
Calls/Emails

12

December
2014

6, 7

December
2014

13

January,
February &
March 2015

13

DecemberJanuary 2016
Meetings

13

June 2016
Telephone
Calls/Emails

13

July 2016
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Why
Specific engagement took place through
correspondence in relation to the supply of building
stone, seeking information about demand for
building stone.
To seek information relating to identification of
locations providing opportunities for development of
new or extended waste management facilities,
such as industrial estates and employment land
across the area.
Following the formal stages of consultation one-toone meetings were held to discuss comments
submitted in response to Issues and Options
consultation and discuss the progression of the
MWJP.
Consultation on the Demand for Aggregate
Forecasting Paper.
In order to identify the future demand for
aggregates, information was requested seeking
clarification of housing completion data and future
housing growth forecasts.
Consultation on minerals and waste safeguarding
areas, in order to ensure a consistent approach
between the two tier areas.
Consultation on the update of the North Yorkshire
and York Sub-region Local Aggregate Assessment
which contains information relating to the demand
for aggregates in the area and identification of
supply options to see how these can be addressed.
The document was circulated for comments
relating to its scope and content.
As part of the Site Assessment process all District
and Borough Councils were invited to participate on
the expert panel either through attendance at
workshops or through electronic correspondence.
Following the formal stages of consultation one-toone meetings were held to discuss comments
received during the Preferred Options Consultation.
In order to identify the future demand for
aggregates, information was requested seeking
clarification on housing completion data and future
housing growth forecasts.
As part of the Site Assessment process all District
and Borough Councils were invited to participate on
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the expert panel through electronic
correspondence.
On-going liaison with Selby District regarding
January/
13
safeguarding issues, following publication of the
April 2017
Joint Plan.
In order to identify the future demand for
aggregates, information was requested seeking
September 2017
6, 7
clarification of housing completion data and future
housing growth forecasts.
Table 3: Engagement with NY District and Borough Councils

Cooperation with Neighbouring Minerals and Waste Planning
Authorities
6.29

The Joint Plan area is bordered by 12 minerals and waste planning authorities, as
shown on Fig. 4 (reproduced below). Although Cumbria CC does not directly adjoin
the Joint Plan area its close proximity to the area and shared boundary with the
adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park justifies its’ inclusion within this section.

Figure 4 (reproduced): Neighbouring Minerals and Waste Planning Authorities
6.30

The Tables below summarise the activity undertaken by the Joint Plan authorities to
actively and constructively cooperate with neighbouring authorities on relevant
issues. Each record is linked to the identified strategic issues on which cooperation
is required, as set out in Table 2. More detailed discussion on the targeted
cooperation activity that has taken place in relation to each of these strategic issues,
and how this has influenced the content of the Joint Plan is presented later in this
Statement.

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

27

Duty to Cooperate Statement

North East area
Durham County Council
6.31

Durham County Council has been consulted at the formal stages of consultation
(May 2013, February 2014, January 2015, November 2015) detailed earlier in this
Statement, and were notified of the Publication of the Draft Plan under Regulation 19
(November 2016) and the Addendum of Proposed Changes to the Publication Draft
(July 2017). Additional liaison has taken place through engagement with the North
East Minerals and Waste Policy Officers Group and Yorkshire and Humber Waste
Technical Advisory Body (WTAB).
Strategic
issue
6, 7
6, 7
6, 7
6, 7
6, 7
6, 7

Date

Method

Mar-13
Nov-13
May-14
May 14
Jul-14
Dec-14

Email
Email
Email
Email
Email
Email

Response

Response received 29/4/13
Response received 13/12/13
Response received 29/5/14
Response received 29/5/14
No response received
Response received 23/1/15
Meeting held 13/4/15 Durham in
6, 7
Apr-15
Meeting
attendance
Response received 17/8/16
6, 7
July-16
Email
13
Nov 2015
Meeting
Meeting held 15/12/15
Response received 22/9/14
12
Aug-14
Email
11
Jun-14
Email
Response received 5/6/14
Response received 13/12/13
4
Nov-13
Email
4
May-14
Email
Response received 29/5/14
4
Nov-14
Email
Response received 27/11/14
Table 4: Main engagement activity with Durham County Council

Tees Valley
6.32

The Tees Valley sub-region includes the unitary authorities of Darlington Borough
Council, Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council, Middlesbrough Borough Council,
Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council and Hartlepool Borough Council. All these adjoin
the Plan area with the exception of Hartlepool.

6.33

Each of the authorities has been involved in preparation of the Joint Plan and has
been consulted at the formal stages of consultation (May 2013, February 2014,
January 2015, November 2015) detailed earlier in this Statement, and were notified
of the Publication of the Draft Plan under Regulation 19 (November 2016) and the
Addendum of Proposed Changes to the Publication Draft (July 2017). Further
engagement has taken place through involvement with the Tees Valley Development
Plan Officers Group. Additional opportunities for liaison with the Tees Valley
Authorities have arisen through their involvement with the North East Minerals and
Waste Policy Officers Group. Representatives of the Tees Valley authorities are
invited to attend and participate in the Yorkshire and Humber Waste Technical
Advisory Body (WTAB). Engagement with the Individual authorities within the Tees
Valley Sub region that adjoin the Plan area is detailed below.
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Darlington Borough Council
Strategic
issue
4
4

Date

Method

Response

Nov-13
Nov-14

Email
Email

11

Jun-14

Email

12

Aug-14

Email

12
6, 7
6, 7

Dec -14
Jan -13
May-14
Jul-14

Email
Email
Email
Email

17/1/14
13/1/15
Joint Response received for the
Tees Valley Authorities 1/7/14
Email Received 18/9/14
confirming no comments to
make
No response received.
No response received
30/5/14
No response received

6, 7

Joint Response received from
Tees Valley authorities
22/1/2015
Joint Meeting with Tees Valley
6, 7
Apr-15
Meeting
authorities 13 April 2015
6, 7
Jul- 16
Email
No response received
Meeting held 5/1/16 with the
13
Nov-15
Meeting
Tees Valley authorities
Response received 3/6/16
13
Jun-16
Email
6, 7
Sep-17
Email
Data request for the NY LAA
Table 5: Main engagement activity with Darlington Borough Council
6, 7

Dec-14

Email

Middlesbrough Council
Strategic
issue

Date

Method

Response

Joint response from Tees Valley
authorities received 1/7/ 2014
Joint response from Tees Valley
12
Aug-14
Email
authorities received 18/9/ 2014
6, 7
Jan 13
email
No response received
6, 7
Jul-14
Email
No response received
Response received from the
6, 7
May 14
email
Tees Valley authorities 30/5/14
No response received
6, 7
Dec 2014
Email
Meeting held with jointly with
6, 7
Apr-15
Meeting
Tees valley authorities 13/4/15
6, 7
July-16
Email
No response received
Response received 13/6/16
13
June 16
Email
4
Sept-16
Email
Response received 12/10/16
Data request for the NY LAA
6, 7
Sep-17
Email
Table 6: Main engagement activity with Middlesbrough Council
11
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Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council
Strategic
issue
6, 7
3
4
4
4

Date

Method

Mar-13
Mar-13
Nov-13
May-14
Nov-14

Meeting
Meeting
Email
Email
Email

Response

Meeting held 7/3/13
Meeting held 7/3/13
Response received 18/12/13
Response received 23/6/14
Response received 21/1/15
Joint response from Tees Valley
11
Jun-14
Email
authorities received 1/7/ 2014
Joint response from Tees Valley
12
Aug-14
Email
authorities received 18/9/ 2014
12
Dec 2014
Email
No response received
Response received 18/12/13
6, 7
Nov-13
Email
6, 7
May-14
Email
No response received
Joint response from Tees Valley
6, 7
Jun-14
Email
authorities received 30 may
2014
6, 7
Jul-14
Email
Response received 21/8/14
Meeting held 13th April with the
6, 7
Apr-15
Meeting
Joint Plan Authorities
6, 7
July-16
Email
No response received
Meeting held with Tees Valley
13
Nov 2015
Meeting
authorities 5/1/16
Data request for the NY LAA
6, 7
Sep-17
Email
Table 7: Main engagement activity with Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council

Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council
Strategic
issue
6, 7
4
4
4

Date

Method

Response

Mar-13
Nov-13
May-14
Nov-14

Email
Email
Email
Email

11

Jun-14

Email

12

Aug-14

Email

12
6, 7

Dec 2014
Nov-13

Email
Email

6, 7

May-14

Email

6, 7

May 14

Email

6, 7

Jul-14

Email

6, 7

Apr-15

Meeting

6, 7
13

July-16
June 2016

Email
Email

Response received 3/4/13
Response received 12/12/13
Response received 29/5/14
Response received 13/1/15
Joint response received from
Tees Valley authorities 1/7/14
Joint response from Tees Valley
authorities received 18/9/ 2014
No response received
Response received 12/12/13
Joint response received from
Joint Tees Valley authorities
29/5/14
Joint response received from
Joint Tees Valley authorities
30/5/14
No response received
Meeting held 13th April with the
Joint Plan Authorities
No response received
Response received 9/6/16
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Meeting held with Tees Valley
authorities 5/1/16
Data request for the NY LAA
6, 7
Sep-17
Email
Table 8: Main engagement activity with Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council
13

Nov 2015

Meeting

Yorkshire and Humber area
6.34

The Yorkshire and Humber area comprises 24 planning authorities. As well as the
three Joint Plan Authorities and the 7 Districts and Borough Councils within North
Yorkshire, the remaining planning authorities are:
 Yorkshire Dales National Park* (within the North Yorkshire sub-region)
 Barnsley Council
 Sheffield City Council
 Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council
 Doncaster Council*
 Leeds City Council*
 Bradford Metropolitan Borough Council*
 Kirklees Council
 Calderdale Council
 Wakefield Metropolitan Borough Council*
 Hull City Council
 East Riding of Yorkshire Council*
 North Lincolnshire Council
 North East Lincolnshire Council
Authorities marked * directly adjoin the Plan area.

6.35

Each of the adjoining authorities have been involved in preparation of the Joint Plan
through consultation at the formal stages (May 2013, February 2014, January 2015,
November 2015) detailed earlier in this Statement, and were notified of the
Publication of the Draft Plan under Regulation 19 (November 2016) and the
Addendum of Proposed Changes to the Publication Draft (July 2017). Each of the
Minerals and Waste Planning Authorities within Yorkshire and Humber are members
of the Yorkshire and Humber Technical Advisory Body and Yorkshire and Humber
Aggregate Working Party. The detail of participation and cooperation with these
groups is contained in section 6 of this Statement.

6.36

Cooperation has taken place between all the Y&H Mineral Planning Authorities
during the undertaking of a joint study investigating the potential to increase the
supply of marine aggregates into the Yorkshire and Humber area, which was cofunded by all mineral planning authorities in Yorkshire and Humber. North Yorkshire
County Council was represented on the steering board for the project. The final
report was issued in January 2014.

6.37

The section below provides details of the additional liaison that has taken place with
those Authorities within the region that immediately adjoining the Joint Plan area.

West Yorkshire sub-region
6.38

The area covered by the West Yorkshire sub-region forms part of the Leeds City
Region, along with North Yorkshire County Council and the City of York. Liaison has
taken place through meetings of the Portfolio Holders Board for the West Yorkshire
Combined Authority/Leeds City Region. In addition, liaison has taken place with the
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West Yorkshire Authorities through their membership of the Y&H WTAB and Y&H
AWP.

Bradford Metropolitan Borough Council
Strategic
issue

Date

Response

Response received 15/1/14
Response received 12/12/14
11
Email
Response received 2/7/14
Response received 23/09/14
12
Email
12
Email
No response received
Joint meeting with Leeds County
13
Nov 2015
Meeting
Council 15/1/16
Response received 13/6/16
13
June 2016
Email
6, 7
Nov-13
Email
Response received 15/1/14
6, 7
May 2014
Email
No response received
No response received
6, 7
Jun-14
Email
6, 7
Dec 2014
Email
Response received 30/1/15
No response received
6, 7
Jul-14
Email
6, 7
July-16
Email
Response received 4/8/16
October
Meeting of
Meeting held 2/10/12 Bradford
6, 7
2012
the YH MPAs in attendance
6, 7
Sep-17
Email
Data request for the NY LAA
Table 9: Main engagement activity with Bradford Metropolitan Borough Council
4

Nov-13
Nov 2014
Jun-14
Aug-14
Dec 2014

Method
Email

Leeds City Council
Strategic
issue

Date

Method

Response

Meeting held 2/10/12 Leeds in
attendance
4
Nov-13
Email
Response received 10/12/13
Response received 3/6/14
4
May-14
Email
4
Nov-14
Email
Response received 12/11/14
Response received 6/6/14
11
Jun-14
Email
12
Aug-14
Email
Response received 20/8/14
Joint meeting held with Bradford
13
Nov-15
Meeting
MDC 15/1/16
Meeting of the Marine
6, 7
Jul-13
Meeting
Aggregates Study Steering
Group held 16/7/13
Response received 10/12/13
6, 7
Nov-13
Email
6, 7
May-14
Email
Response received 3/6/14
No response received
6, 7
Jun-14
Email
6, 7
Jul-14
Email
Response received 21/8/14
Responses received 6/1/15,
6, 7
Dec-14
Email
7/1/15 and 4/2/15
13
Jun-16
Email
Response received 6/6/16
Response received 12/2/13
6, 7
Jan-13
Email
6, 7
July-16
Email
No response received
Data request for the NY LAA
6, 7
Sep-17
Email
Table 10: Main engagement activity with Leeds City Council
6, 7
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Wakefield Council
Strategic
issue

Date

Method

Response

Meeting held 2/10/12 Wakefield
in attendance
Response received 11/12/13
4
Nov-13
Email
4
May-14
Email
No response received
4
Nov-14
Email
No response received
No response received
4
Jul-16
Email
11
Jun-14
Email
No response received
No response received
12
Aug-14
Email
12
Dec-14
Email
No response received
6, 7
Mar-13
Email
Response received 26/6/16
Response received 11/12/13
6, 7
Nov-13
Email
6, 7
May-14
Email
No response received
No response received
6, 7
Jun-14
Email
6, 7
Dec-14
Email
No response received
Response received 6/6/16
13
June-16
Email
Meeting held15/1/16 with Leeds
13
Nov-15
Meeting
CC and Bradford in attendance,
Wakefield sent email comments
6, 7
Jul-16
Email
No response received
4
Sept-16
Email
Response received 8/12/16
6, 7
Sep-17
Email
Data request for the NY LAA
Table 11: Main engagement activity with Wakefield Council
6, 7

Oct-12

Meeting

South Yorkshire sub-region
6.39

Liaison has taken place with the South Yorkshire Authorities through their
membership of the Y&H WTAB and Y&H AWP.

Doncaster Council
Strategic
issue
4
4
4
4
6
11
12
13
13
13
6, 7
6, 7
6, 7
6, 7
13

Date

Method

Nov-13
May-14
Nov-14
Jul-16
Nov-13
Jun-14
Aug-14
Nov-15
Jun-14
Dec-14
May-14
Jun-14
Jul-14
Dec-14
Jun-16

Email
Email
Email
Email
Email
Email
Email
Meeting
Email
Email
Email
Email
Email
Email
Email

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Response
Response received 13/1/14
Response received 14/5/14
No Response Received
Response received 11/8/16
Response Received 23/11/13
Response Received 17/6/14
Response received 18/9/14
Meeting held 11/1/16
Response received 6/6/16
Response received 29/12/15
Response received 13/5/14
No response Received
Response Received 12/8/14
Response received 29/12/14
Response received 2/8/16
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Response received 10/8/16
6, 7
Aug-16
Email
6, 7
Jan-13
Email
Response received 8/2/13
6, 7
Jul-16
Email
Response received 4/8/16
Data request for the NY LAA
6, 7
Sep-17
Email
Table 12: Main engagement activity with Doncaster Council

Hull and Humber Sub-region
6.40

Liaison has taken place with the Hull and Humber authorities through their
membership of the Y&H WTAB and Y&H AWP.

East Riding Of Yorkshire Council
Strategic
issue

Date

Method

Response

Meeting held 2/10/12 East
Riding in attendance
Reminder sent -Response
6, 7
Mar-13
Email
received 1/8/13
No comments received
6, 7
Nov-13
Email
6, 7
May-14
Email
Response received 26/6/14
6, 7
Jun-14
Email
No response received (LAA)
No response received
6, 7
Jul-14
Email
6, 7
Dec-14
Email
No response received
No response received
6, 7
Jul-16
Email
12
Aug-14
Email
Response received 21/11/14
12
Jul-16
Email
Response received 18/7/16
Response received 5/6/14
11
Jun-14
Email
Confidential Response received
4
Nov-13
Email
7/1/14
4
May-14
Email
Response received 26/6/14
Response received 25/11/15
4
Nov-14
Email
Joint meeting held will Hull, East
4
Jun-15
Meeting
Riding in attendance 19/6/2015
Joint meeting held will Hull, East
13
Jan-16
Meeting
Riding in attendance 27/1/2016
Table 13: Main engagement activity with East Riding of Yorkshire Council
6, 7

Oct-12

Meeting

North Yorkshire sub-region
Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority
Strategic
issue
2
2
2
2
11
12
12
13

Date

Method

May12
Nov-12
Jan-13
May-14
Jun-14
Aug-14
Dec-14
Jul-14

Meeting
Letter
Meeting
Email
Email
Email
Email
Meeting

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Response
Meeting held 30/5/12
Response received 19/12/12
Meeting held 15/1/13
Meeting held 15/7/14
Response received 25/6/14
Response received 27/8/14
No response received
Meeting held 15/7/14
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Meeting held 14/1/16
13
Nov-15
Meeting
13
June-16
Email
Response received 3/6/16
6, 7
May-12
Meeting
Meeting held 30/5/12
Meeting held 7/8/12
6, 7
Aug-12
Meeting
6, 7
Jan-13
Meeting
Meeting held 15/1/13
Meeting held 15/7/14
6, 7
May-14
Email
6, 7
Jul-14
Email
No response received
6, 7
Aug-14
Email
Email received 19/8/14
6,7
Jun-16
Email
Joint preparation of the LAA
6,7
Sep-17
Email
Joint preparation of the LAA
Table 14: Main engagement activity with the YDNPA
6.41

Further details of additional work and cooperation that has taken place between the
Joint Plan Authorities and the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority at a subregional level is contained later in this Statement.

North West area
Cumbria County Council
6.42

Although Cumbria CC does not directly adjoin the Joint Plan area it is in close
proximity and shares a boundary with the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park,
which forms part of the North Yorkshire sub-region.
Strategic
issue

Date

Method

Response

NYCC responded to request
11/7/12
NYCC Response to request
4
Dec-13
Email
sent 6/1/14
NYCC Response to request
4
Jun-16
Email
sent 16/6/16
11
Jun-14
Email
Response received 3/7/14
6, 7
Jan 13
Email
No response received
Response received 10/7/13
6, 7
Mar-13
Email
6, 7
Nov-13
Email
Response received 11/12/13
Response received 13/5/14
6, 7
May-14
Email
6, 7
May-14
Email
Response received 3/6/14
6, 7
Jul-14
Email
Response received 5/9/14
Response received 15/1/15
6, 7
Dec-14
Email
6, 7
Jul-16
Email
No response received
Table 15: Main engagement activity with Cumbria County Council
4

Jul-12

Email

Lancashire County Council
Strategic
issue
6,7
4
4
11
12
6, 7

Date

Method

Jan-13
Nov-13
Nov-14
Jun-14
Aug-14
May-14

Email
Email
Email
Email
Email
Email

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Response
No response received
Response received 15/1/14
Response received 12/1/15
Response received 26/6/14
Response received 16/9/14
No response received
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No response received
6, 7
Jul-14
Email
6, 7
Dec-14
Email
No response received
6, 7
Jul-16
Email
No response received
Table 16: Main engagement activity with Lancashire County Council

Cooperation with Specific and Prescribed Consultation Bodies
6.43

In addition to the above activity, the Authorities have also engaged with a range of
specific and prescribed consultation bodies. There are a number of organisations
who, for their specialist knowledge and/or access to data, have been considered as
key stakeholders in the Joint Plan. Regular liaison has been maintained, in addition
to the formal consultation stages (May 2013, February 2014, January 2015,
November 2015) detailed earlier in this Statement, and notification of the Publication
of the Draft Plan under Regulation 19 (November 2016) and the Addendum of
Proposed Changes to the Publication Draft (July 2017), to ensure appropriate input
into the preparation of the Joint Plan. These bodies and the different interactions
with them are summarised below.

The Environment Agency (EA)
6.44

The Environment Agency is a key stakeholder and a prescribed body. As well as
providing input in to the Joint Plan during formal stages of consultation, the EA are
also the primary source of up to date waste information and flooding data.
Cooperation has taken place in the form of one-to-one meetings and participation via
the Y&H WTAB. The EA have been involved in workshops for undertaking
assessment of sites and in the preparation of the Sustainability Appraisal, and
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment.

6.45

Multiple waste data requests to the EA have taken place throughout preparation of
the Joint Plan. Examples of the type of information requested to help development
the evidence base for the waste polices in the Plan include:
 Licensed waste management sites for the North Yorkshire sub-region including
types of wastes the site can process;
 Exempt waste management sites for the North Yorkshire sub-region, types of
waste and capacity, length of the exemption given and amount of capacity
assumed to be required if available;
 Landfill void space information for the North Yorkshire sub-region;
 Waste Incinerators within the North Yorkshire sub-region area - site details and
capacity;
 Information on producers of Low Level Radioactive waste (LLW) in North
Yorkshire including an estimate of LLW arisings and information on management
routes.

6.46

Whilst a comprehensive list of all the data requests is not included within the table
below, it provides an indication that interactions with the Environment Agency have
been on-going across a range of related matters throughout preparation of the Joint
Plan, to ensure that the polices are developed using the most up-to-date information
available and that the views of the EA on other relevant matters have been
considered.

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan
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Strategic
issue

Date

Method

13

Jul-12

Meeting

4

Sep-12

Email

4

Aug-13

Meeting

13

Jun-14

Meeting

6, 7

Dec-14

Email

4

Nov-14

Email

13

Jan-March
2015

Workshop

4

Aug-15

Email

13

Feb 16

Meeting

13

Jul-16

Email

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Summary of activity
Meeting held 24/7/12. Discussion
around waste data issues, waste
data and waste site identification.
Data request seeking data on
production and management of
LLRW arising in the Plan area.
Response received 18/9/12.
Meeting held 12/8/13 in relation to
waste data and cross boundary
movement of waste.
Meeting held 10/6/14. Discussion
around comments submitted in
response to Issues and Options
consultation.
Consultation on the annual update of
the North Yorkshire and York Subregion Local Aggregate Assessment
response received 30/1/15.
Waste data request relating to
landfill void space. Response
received.
Environment Agency was identified
as a key stakeholder in the Site
Assessment process and were
invited to participate on the expert
panel for undertaking assessment of
sites either though attendance at
workshops or through electronic
communications. Workshops
attended 20/01/15.
Waste data request seeking data on
multiple elements of waste data.
Response received 15/10/15 and
17/11/15
Meeting held 10/2/16 following the
Preferred Options consultation to
discuss issues around the
progression of the Minerals and
Waste Joint Plan in relation to
relevant policy areas, such as;
management of waste, hydrocarbon
extraction, water environment,
reclamation and afteruse of mineral
workings and allocation of sites. In
addition to the above, the meeting
enabled discussion regarding the
Sustainability Appraisal of the
Preferred Options policies and
preferred sites.
Following the submission of new
sites and revisions to previously
submitted sites the Site Assessment
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Panel, including Environment
Agency, were contacted to provide
comments. At the same time Areas
of Search were presented for
comment.
Waste data request seeking data on
multiple elements of waste data.
4
Aug 16
Email
Response received 16/8/16 and
24/8/16.
Table 17: Main engagement activity with the Environment Agency

Historic England (Formerly English Heritage)
6.47

Historic England are a key stakeholder in the Joint Plan and are the primary source
of specialist strategic knowledge on the historic environment. They are key
stakeholders in the Sustainability Appraisal process, site assessment process and
Habitat Regulation Assessment.
Strategic
issue

Date

Method

13

Jun-14

Meeting

67

Dec-14

Consultation

13

Jan-March
2015

Workshop

13

Feb-16

Meeting

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Summary of activity
A meeting was held 17/6/14 to discuss
the comments submitted in response to
Issues and Options consultation in
greater detail. Specific issues
discussed include: protection of City of
York as a historic asset, aggregate
requirements and the implications for
the historic environment; approach to
waste development in the Green Belt;
supply of building stone; the protection
of below ground archaeology and the
site assessment process.
Consultation on the annual update of
the North Yorkshire and York Subregion Local Aggregate Assessment.
Historic England were identified as a
key stakeholder in the Site Assessment
process and were invited to participate
on the expert panel for undertaking
assessment of sites either though
attendance at workshops or through
electronic communications. Workshops
attended 20/01/15, 25/02/15 and
11/03/15.
A meeting was held 2/2/16 to facilitate
discussion around the maintenance of
supply of Magnesian Limestone, and the
impacts of sites allocations in the Plan
on the historic environment. Historic
England in their consultation response
indicated a requirement for an authorityled assessment of the potential impact
of allocations on the significance of
historic assets. As a result of this the
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Joint Plan Authorities have worked
jointly with Historic England to develop a
methodology for a strategic assessment
of the impact of proposed site
allocations on the significance of
heritage assets.
Following the submission of new sites
and revisions to previously submitted
sites the Site Assessment Panel,
13
Jul-16
Email
including Historic England, were
contacted to provide comments. At the
same time Areas of Search were
presented for comment.
In developing the policies within the
Plan and considering the sites which
have been submitted, ad hoc
communication seeking views and
expert knowledge on specific matters
13
ongoing
emails
has been undertaken when necessary.
Dialogue has continued with Historic
England following publication of the Plan
in order to discuss issues arising from
representations received to a number of
allocated sites.
A site visit was undertaken to a number
of Site Allocations to help provide a
Site Visit &
13
Jan-17
greater understanding of the areas to
Emails
help inform the expert advice in relation
to these sites.
Table 18: Main engagement activity with Historic England
6.48

In addition to the correspondence on the Plan itself, Historic England has been
engaged in the Sustainability Appraisal of both policies and sites.

Natural England
6.49

Natural England are a key stakeholder for the Joint Plan and are the primary source
of specialist strategic knowledge on the natural environment. They are key
stakeholders in the Sustainability Appraisal Process, site assessment process and
Habitat Regulation Assessment.

6.50

In addition to the more formal stages of plan making a number of specific interactions
have taken place. These are summarised below.
Strategic
issue

13

Date

Jun-14

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Method

Summary of activity

Meeting

As key stakeholders in the preparation
of the MWJP it was considered
important to hold a meeting to discuss
the comments submitted in response to
Issues and Options consultation in
greater detail. Specific issues which
were discussed include: safeguarding
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67

Dec-14

Consultation

13

Jan-March
2015

Workshop

13

Feb-16

Meeting

13

Jul-16

Email

13

ongoing

Emails

13

March -17

Meeting

13

May - 17

Emails

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

mineral resources including resources
within the NP and AONBs; silica sand;
building stone; protection of important
assets (NPs and AONBs); Biodiversity
off-setting, assessment under the
Habitats Regulations; BMV land and site
assessment
Consultation on the annual update of
the North Yorkshire and York Subregion Local Aggregate Assessment.
Natural England were identified as a key
stakeholder in the site assessment
process and were asked to participate
on the expert panel for undertaking
assessment of sites either though
attendance at workshops or through
electronic communications. Workshops
attended 20/01/15, 25/02/15 and
11/03/15.
A meeting was held 15/02/2016 to
discuss the progression of the Joint Plan
in relation to relevant policy areas, such
as landscape, biodiversity and
geodiversity, protection of agricultural
land and soils, reclamation and afteruse
of minerals sites and the allocation of
sites. In addition to the above the
meeting included discussion around the
Sustainability Appraisal of the preferred
options policies and preferred sites and
the Habitats Regulation Assessment.
Following the submission of new sites
and revisions to previously submitted
sites the Site Assessment Panel were
contacted to provide comments. At the
same time Areas of Search were
presented for comment.
In developing the policies within the
Plan and considering the sites which
have been submitted, ad hoc
communication seeking views and
expert knowledge on specific matters
has been undertaken when necessary.
Dialogue has continued with Natural
England following publication of the Plan
in order to discuss issues arising from
representations received to an allocated
site.
A meeting was held 14/03/17 to discuss
the representation which was made at
Publication in relation a specific site
allocation (MJP14)
Correspondence confirming support for
proposed changes to the Publication
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Draft regarding previously submitted
representations.
Table 19: Main engagement activity with Natural England
6.51

In addition to the correspondence on the Plan itself, Natural England has been
engaged in the Sustainability Appraisal Process of both policies and sites.

Local Highways Authority
6.52

North Yorkshire County Council and the City of York Council are the local highways
authorities for their respective areas and cover the whole of the Plan area. On-going
liaison between relevant officers has taken place throughout preparation of the Joint
Plan, particularly in relation to assessment of site allocations. The Joint Plan
authorities have worked jointly with the Local Highways Authority and Highways
England on a transport assessment for proposed site allocations.
Strategic
issue

Date

Method

Summary of activity

1/2/13
10/12/13
3/7/14
31/7/14
8/8/14
20/11/14
6/3/15
7/4/15
5/6/15
2/7/15

Discussions have taken place as
necessary during development of the
Joint Plan with officers of the Local
Highways Authority in relation to
matters including; infrastructure
13
Meetings
capacity; their role in the Site
Assessment process; Junction
capacity issues, and information
requirements re traffic modelling; site
specific discussions as relevant.
Seeking views on potential new and
13
July 2016
Email
revised sites as well as the
identification of areas of search.
Table 20: Main engagement activity with the Local Highways Authority

Highways England (formerly Highways Agency)
6.53

As well as being invited to make comments at the formal consultation stages, the
Authorities have worked jointly with Highways England and the Local Highways
Authority on a transport assessment for proposed site allocations. Key interactions
with Highways England are identified in the table below.
Strategic
Issues

Date

Method

13

Jun-14

Meeting

13

Jul-14

Emails

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Summary of activity
Meeting held 24/6/14 to discuss
comments submitted in response to
Issues and Options consultation. Key
areas of discussion included: Capacity
issues for the Strategic Road
Network, Junction Capacity, Traffic
Impact Assessments, Site
Assessment
Request for view on highways matters
relating to the submitted sites and on
the traffic Assessment undertaken by
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Jacobs. Comments received 7/10/14
Consultation on the annual update of
6, 7
Dec-14
Consultation the North Yorkshire and York Subregion Local Aggregate Assessment
Seeking Views on potential new and
13
Jul-16
Email
revised sites as well as the
identification of areas of search.
Table 21: Main engagement activity with Highways England

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
6.54

The MMO have been invited to make representations at all formal consultation
stages of the Plan, as detailed in Section 3 of this Statement. The MMO have been
given the opportunity to provide input into preparation of the Local Aggregate
Assessment and identify a more objective approach to establishing demand for
aggregate forecasting. The following table summarises the activity that has taken
place.
Strategic
Issues

Date

Method

Response

Information sought in relation to cross
boundary Aggregate movements and
6, 7
Jan 13
Email
the first draft sub regional LAA- No
response was received.
Consultation on Annual Update of
6, 7
May-14
Email
Local Aggregate Assessment. No
response received.
Consultation on the Demand for
Aggregate Forecasting paper.
6, 7
Jul-14
Email
Response received 18/8/14
confirming no comments to make.
Consultation on annual update of
Local Aggregate Assessment.
6, 7
Dec-14
Email
Response received 23/1/15
confirming no comments to make.
Consultation on annual update of
Local Aggregate Assessment.
6, 7
Jun-15
Email
Response received 16/7/15
confirming no comments to make
Requested meeting with MMO to
discuss relevant issues including
6, 7
Jan 16
Email
marine aggregates. Invitation not
accepted.
Consultation on annual update of subregional LAA. Holding response
6, 7
July16
Email
received 11/8/16 no specific
comments to make.
Consultation on Areas of Search – no
6, 7
July 16
Email
specific comments received
Table 22: Main engagement activity with the MMO
6.55

In addition to the above, the MMO were invited to attend the meetings of regional
Mineral Planning Authorities on 2nd October 2012 and 12th June 2012. On both
occasions the MMO did not attend.
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Civil Aviation Authority
6.56

The Civil Aviation Authority was consulted at all formal stages of consultation. A
response was received during the Regulation 18 Launch stating that they had no
comments to make. No further responses have been received.

Homes and Community Agency (HCA)
6.57

The HCA was consulted at all formal stages of consultation. A response was
received during the Regulation 18 Launch Consultation. A representation was
received stating that they had no comments to make. No further responses have
been received.

Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCG)
6.58

There are 7 Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs) covering parts of the Joint Plan
area;
 NHS Hambleton, Richmond and Whitby CCG
 NHS Vale of York CCG
 NHS Harrogate and Rural District CCG
 NHS Airedale, Wharfedale and Craven District CCG
 NHS Scarborough and Ryedale CCG
 NHS Redcar and Cleveland – South Tees CCG
 NHS Cumbria CCG

6.59

Each CCG has been consulted during the formal consultation stages of the Plan.
During these consultations only one, the York CCG, provided a response, raising
potential concern about public health issues as a result of hydraulic fracturing
operations in the area. This led to the inclusion of a public health criterion in Policy
M17.

6.60

One of the key ways in which relevant health issues have been integrated into the
Joint Plan is through the Sustainability Appraisal. As part of the Sustainability
Appraisal process the Clinical Commissioning Groups have been consulted on a
Public Heath Topic paper (August 2016). The purpose of the paper was to outline
how health has been considered through the assessment process; to summarise the
key findings of the assessment to date, and to consider whether there are any
opportunities to strengthen the assessment process in relation to health.

Office of Rail and Road (ORR) (formerly Office of Rail Regulation)
6.61

The ORR was consulted at all formal stages of consultation. No responses have
been received.

Local Nature Partnerships
6.62

The Local Nature Partnerships within the Plan area are:
 The Northern Upland Chain Local Nature Partnership (NUC LNP); and
 The York and North Yorkshire Local Nature Partnership (Y&NY LNP).

6.63

As well as being consulted at all formal consultation stages of the plan making
process, invitations were sent in September 2014 to meet to discuss areas of
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common interest. However, these invitations were not accepted. Following the
launch of the Supplementary Sites Consultation (January 2015) an email was
received from the NUC LNP (14/1/15) stating that they would not be commenting on
the Joint Plan. A response was received from the Y&NY LNP in response to the
Publication stage of the Plan (November 2016) welcoming the opportunities that the
Joint Plan brought.
6.64

The Local Nature Partnerships (LNPs) were invited to participate in the Sustainability
Appraisal and site assessment process. In December 2014 emails were sent inviting
the LNPs to become actively involved in the process and become a member on the
expert site assessment panel, either through attendance at workshops or by
providing comments on sites electronically. The Y&NY LNP (through representation
by the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust) attended workshops on 25th February and 11th March
2015.

Local Economic Partnerships (LEPs)
6.65

These non-statutory bodies set the economic priorities of their local area. LEPs have
been designed locally to meet local needs, but they share the common goal of
tackling local barriers in order to grow the local economy. There are 3 LEPs relevant
to the Plan area:
 The York, North Yorkshire and East Riding (YNY&ER) LEP
 Leeds City Region (LCR) LEP
 Tees Valley Unlimited (Tees Valley LEP)

6.66

The Local Economic Partnerships have been consulted during the main formal
stages of consultation. Only YNY&ER LEP provided a response at Issues and
Options stage, highlighting the importance of future potash extraction on the local
economy. No further responses have been received.

6.67

Other interactions have taken place with the LEPs in the preparation of the Joint
Plan, principally in the form of requests for local growth and economic data, which
has been used to help inform the identification of future requirements for aggregates
(contained in the Local Aggregates Assessment) and the forecasting of potential
future arisings of waste to inform the waste arisings and capacity assessment. The
table below provides details of the activity undertaken.
Strategic
Issues
13

6, 7

6, 7

Date
Apr-12

Oct-12

Jan-13

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Method

Which LEP

Meeting

York and North
Yorkshire and ER
LEP

Meeting

Leeds City
Region LEP

Email

Humber LEP,
Tees Valley LEP
York and North
Yorkshire and ER
LEP
Leeds City
Region LEP

Response
Meeting held 23/4/12
Meeting of Regional Mineral
Planning Authorities - Leeds
City Region LEP in
attendance.
Views sought on preparation
of an approach to subregional LAA. Tees Valley
Unlimited LEP response
received 4/2/13.
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6, 7

13

6, 7

6, 7

May-14

JanMarch
2015

Jun-14
Dec 14

Jul-14

Email

Workshop

Email

Email

Tees Valley LEP
York and North
Yorkshire and ER
LEP

York and North
Yorkshire and ER
LEP

Humber,
Tees Valley LEP
York and North
Yorkshire and ER
LEP
Leeds City
Region LEP
Humber LEP
Tees Valley LEP
York and North
Yorkshire and ER
LEP
Leeds City
Region LEP

Request for information
relation to economic growth
forecasts. Response from
YNYER LEP received
15/5/14. Response received
from Tees Valley LEP14/5/14.
York and North Yorkshire and
ER LEP were identified as a
key stakeholder in the site
assessment process and
were asked to participate on
the expert panel for
undertaking assessment of
sites either though attendance
at workshops or through
electronic communications.
Consultation on the LAA. No
responses were received.

Consultation on the demand
for aggregate forecasting
Paper. No responses were
received.

Information request for the
Y&H Regional Econometric
Oct
Model for use within the
4
2013 &
Email
Waste Arising and Capacity
Apr-15
Study and subsequent
update.
Table 23: Main engagement activity with relevant LEPs
York and North
Yorkshire and ER
LEP
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7.

Cooperation on Specific Strategic Minerals and Waste
Issues

7.1

This Section sets out the activity undertaken to progress, and where necessary
resolve, any significant matters relevant to each of the issues identified in Table 2 of
this Statement.

Strategic Issue 1: Addressing waste infrastructure and capacity
requirements within the York and North Yorkshire Waste Partnership
area to help ensure a coordinated approach to provision.
7.2

The York and North Yorkshire Waste Partnership was first formed in 1998 and brings
together the nine councils in the York and North Yorkshire area: North Yorkshire
County Council, City of York Council, Craven District Council, Hambleton District
Council, Harrogate Borough Council, Richmondshire District Council, Ryedale District
Council, Scarborough Borough Council and Selby District Council. The Partnership
covers the whole of the Plan area apart from the small part of the North York Moors
National Park which falls within Redcar and Cleveland. It also covers the whole of
the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park apart from the small area of the Park
which falls within Cumbria.

7.3

The Partnership manages municipal waste (all waste under the control of a local
authority) by carrying out collections from homes and providing infrastructure such as
Household Waste Recycling Centres. The main objective of the Partnership is to
increase the level of re-use, recycling and composting and reduce the amount of
waste that ends up in landfill.

7.4

The aspirations of the Partnership are set out in a Joint Municipal Waste
Management Strategy (JMWMS). After extensive consultation, the waste strategy
called Let's Talk Less Rubbish was adopted in 2006.

7.5

Key targets within the strategy are to:
 reduce waste arisings
 recycle or compost 45% of household waste by 2013
 recycle or compost 50% of household waste by 2020
 divert 75% of municipal waste away from landfill by 2013.

7.6

A key waste strategy target, to recycle and compost 45% of household waste by
2013, was achieved early. The actual rate for 2012-13 was just over 47% and the
focus now is to reach 50% by 2020, which aligns with the current national target.

7.7

The history of working in partnership across the very large majority of the Plan area
for the collection and management of municipal waste (now often referred to as Local
Authority Collected Waste (LACW)) is well established and is expected to continue
into the future. As Waste Disposal Authorities within the Partnership, North Yorkshire
County Council and City of York Council jointly procured a new contract for the
management of residual municipal waste, leading to a project agreement in October
2014 for a major new waste recovery facility at Allerton Park in North Yorkshire.
When fully commissioned (expected early 2018), the facility will provide for the
management of residual LACW arising in the Partnership area during the plan period
and beyond.

7.8

The Joint approach between NYCC and the City of York towards the management
and disposal of waste results in the position that residual LACW, arising in the City of
York area, will be managed at a strategic facility in the NYCC area. It is expected
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that cooperation in the management of this waste stream, through the Partnership,
will continue in future and could give rise to requirements for some further supporting
infrastructure to provide for waste management requirements across the Plan area.
7.9

This established history of joint working on waste management was significant in the
initiation and successful conclusion, in 2012, of discussions on the preparation of a
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Preparation of the Plan on a joint basis with City of
York has enabled planning for waste capacity requirements, and the provision of
infrastructure, to take place in a coordinated manner.

7.10

A key aspect of this has been the procurement in March 2013, at the outset of
preparation of the Joint Plan, of a joint evidence study on waste arisings and capacity
requirements for key waste streams arising in the Plan area and the adjacent
Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority area. This has ensured a consistent
approach to the identification of future waste capacity needs and, through
preparation of the Joint Plan, a coordinated policy response, as reflected in the
approach in the Plan, including Policies W02, W03, W04 and W05.

Strategic Issue 2: Ensuring coordination in planning between the
Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority and the remainder of the NY
sub-region in planning for the management of waste arising in the
YDNP.
7.11

As noted in relation to Strategic Issue 1, the York and North Yorkshire Waste
Partnership operates over the whole of the North Yorkshire sub-region, including the
Yorkshire Dales National Park (with the exception of the part of the YDNP which falls
within Cumbria).

7.12

The Yorkshire Dales National Park is the Waste Planning Authority for its’ area but
waste arising in the Park is collected by the relevant North Yorkshire Districts
(Richmondshire DC, Craven DC and Harrogate BC) and NYCC is the Waste
Disposal Authority. Environmental constraints mean that in practice the majority of
waste arising in the Park (excluding mining and quarrying waste) is managed outside
its boundary, and this situation is expected to continue.

7.13

To reflect this position, agreement was reached with the YDNP that the evidence on
waste capacity and arisings required to inform the Joint Plan should also address
arisings within the YDNP area to ensure that adequate capacity for these wastes
could be planned for within those parts of the Sub-region where environmental
constraints were not as significant. This led to the undertaking of a Sub-regional
study on waste arisings and capacity requirements in 2013 which was subsequently
updated in 2015 and 2016.

7.14

In recognition of the inter-relationship between the Plan area and the Yorkshire Dales
National Park, agreement was reached with the YDNPA in July 2014 that the
principles of the approach to planning for waste should be incorporated in a written
agreement. A Memorandum of Understanding between the Joint Plan authorities
and the YDNP (Appendix C) reflecting the agreed position was completed in August
2016 and endorsed by the Joint Member Working Group at a meeting on 12th
September 2016.

7.15

The outcome of this joint working is reflected in the strategic policies for waste in the
Joint Plan, particularly Policy W02: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management
of waste.
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7.16

It is also reflected in the text of the Yorkshire Dales Local Plan 2015-2030, which
acknowledges the reliance of the YDNP on adjacent areas for waste processing and
disposal. It sets out a policy approach which provides support for facilities for the
collection of locally generated, reuseable or recyclable household waste, the
processing of organic farm waste arising within the Park and supports the small scale
disposal of inert waste in limited circumstances but does not support the disposal of
household or other non-inert wastes within the National Park. The Yorkshire Dales
Local Plan 2015-2030 was adopted in December 2016.

Strategic Issue 3: Ensuring coordination in planning between Redcar
and Cleveland Borough Council and the Joint Plan area in the approach
to waste arising in that part of the NYMNP falling within Redcar and
Cleveland.
7.17

As noted in relation to strategic issue 1, a small part of the area for which the
NYMNPA is minerals and waste planning authority falls within the administrative area
of Redcar and Cleveland Borough. Within this area Redcar and Cleveland Borough
Council, as a unitary Council, has the functions of waste collection and disposal
authority. Figure 2 (reproduced below) illustrates the area involved.

Figure 2 (reproduced): Waste Disposal Authorities covering the Joint Plan area
7.18

Redcar and Cleveland is part of the Tees Valley area which, is made up of five
planning authorities7. The Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Development Plan
Document Core Strategy was adopted in September 2011 and contains the long term
spatial vision and strategic policies for minerals and waste developments up to 2026.

7.19

A meeting took place between the Joint Plan authorities and Redcar and Cleveland
Borough Council on 7 March 2013 (Appendix K), at the outset of preparation of the

7

Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council, Middlesbrough Council, Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council, Hartlepool Borough
Council and Darlington Borough Council
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Plan, to discuss this interrelationship. The overlapping responsibilities in waste
management and planning were addressed in work undertaken on the evidence base
for the Joint Plan. This cooperation activity has resulted in the preparation of a
Memorandum of Understanding between the Joint Plan authorities and Redcar and
Cleveland Borough Council, which was completed in August 2016 and endorsed by
the Joint Member Working Group for the Joint Plan at a meeting on 12th September
2016 (Appendix L). Specifically, this covers:
1. Clarification of the respective roles of Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council
and the North York Moors National Park Authority;
2. The role of the Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Plan DPD Core Strategy in
planning for the management of waste generated in the Redcar and Cleveland
part of the North York Moors National Park, and;
3. How waste arisings in the Redcar and Cleveland part of the Park have been
planned for.
7.20

In effect it confirms that waste arising within that part of the NYMNP located within
Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council has already been accounted for in the
evidence supporting preparation of the Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Core
Strategy. Whilst this matter has been addressed in order to ensure clarity in the
approach to be taken in the Joint Plan, it is acknowledged by the parties to the MoU
that in any event the amount of waste arising in the area of the National Park located
within Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council is likely to be very small and not
expected to be of high strategic significance to either Redcar and Cleveland Borough
Council or the Plan area.

Strategic Issue 4: Identifying any significant dependency on waste
exports from the Joint Plan area and the implications of these for waste
capacity planning in the area.
7.21

The initial Regulation 18 scoping consultation on the Joint Plan, together with further
work commissioned specifically for the Plan in relation to waste arisings and
capacity, suggested that some waste has, in recent years, been exported from the
Plan area for management. This was further indicated by work undertaken by North
Yorkshire County Council in 2014 and 2016 on preparation of a Waste Position
Statement for Yorkshire and Humber and is also indicated by information available
through the Waste Interrogator and Hazardous Waste Interrogator databases held by
the Environment Agency, which have been used by the Authorities, and by
consultants acting on their behalf, during preparation of the Joint Plan.

7.22

Whilst the Joint Plan seeks to move towards a position of net self-sufficiency in
capacity for waste arising in the Plan area, reliance or partial reliance on capacity
elsewhere may be needed for some waste streams, particularly specialised wastes
arising in relatively low volumes and/or for which specialist management methods are
required. Cross-boundary movements are also likely to take place as a result of
commercial factors such as decisions taken by waste producers and managers
through the operation of market forces.

7.23

Substantial engagement with other waste planning authorities known to receive
waste imports from North Yorkshire has taken place during preparation of the Joint
Plan. This has indicated that the overall level of dependency of the area on capacity
elsewhere is relatively low, although it is more significant for some waste streams (or
for some forms of waste management) than for others. Overall dependency on
exports is expected to reduce further over the period of implementation of the Joint
Plan, as a result of the positive and flexible approach in the Plan to the provision of
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new waste management capacity within the area. Although the strategic significance
of known cross-boundary movements is relatively low and is expected to reduce in
future, it remains a relevant consideration in preparing the Plan.

Key Evidence








North Yorkshire County Council Waste Specific Evidence Paper
North York Moors National Park Waste Technical Evidence Paper
City of York Minerals and Waste Technical Paper
NY sub-region Waste Arising and Capacity Study (Oct 2013 and updates 2015
and 2016).
Yorkshire and Humber Regional Waste Position Statement (February 2016).
Waste Net Self-Sufficiency Paper (July 2016)
Correspondence with relevant WPAs

Key Partners



Waste planning authorities receiving imports from North Yorkshire
Yorkshire and Humber Waste Technical Advisory Body

What activity has been carried out?
Stage 1
7.24

The Environment Agency’s waste data interrogators (WDIs) were utilised to obtain
data on movements of waste from North Yorkshire. Initially this data was used to
identify those other waste planning authorities (WPAs) which appeared to receive
significant amounts of waste from North Yorkshire. In order to identify relevant
WPAs for the purpose of this correspondence and in order to focus on movements
that are more likely to be of strategic relevance, initial threshold criteria were used.
These were a minimum of 5,000tpa total imports from North Yorkshire (nonhazardous waste) or 1,000tpa (hazardous waste) in any of the years 2009, 2010 or
2011. Correspondence took place with these authorities in November 2013 in order
to help verify information, particularly in relation to any current or expected future
issues relating to availability of waste management capacity in those WPA areas. In
total 23 other WPAs were contacted by letter, an example can be found in Appendix
M. A summary of the responses can be found in Appendix N.

7.25

The letter included details of waste imports and exports to and from the WPA and the
North Yorkshire Sub-region. With regard to this data the following questions were
posed:
1)
2)
3)

Do you consider the information provided above to be accurate? If not could you
provide details of any other relevant information you are aware of?
Are you aware of any specific reasons why waste movements detailed above
may not be able to continue in the future? (for example as a result of known or
expected planning constraints or policies)
Is there any other information you are aware of that may have a substantial
influence on movements of waste in the area in the future?
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WPA Consulted
Bradford Metropolitan District Council
Calderdale Council
Durham County Council
Darlington Borough Council
Derbyshire County Council
Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
Flintshire County Council
Hartlepool Borough Council
Kirklees Council
Lancashire County Council
Leeds City Council
Lincolnshire County Council
North East Lincolnshire Council
North Lincolnshire Council
Nottinghamshire County Council
Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council
Salford City Council
Sheffield City Council
Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council
Wakefield Council
Walsall Council
Table 24: WPAs contacted in November 2013

Date Responded
15.1.14
9.12.13
13.12.13
17.1.14
31.7.14
13.1.14
7.1.14
17.2.14
22.1.14
20.1.14
15.1.14
19.12.13
26.11.13
26.11.13
Did not respond
26.11.13
18.12.13
19.12.13
2.12.13
22.7.14 and 24.7.14
12.12.13
12.12.13
10.1.14

Stage 2
7.26

Activity at this stage focussed on exports of waste to specific facilities in other WPA
areas which could be of strategic significance (rather than total exports to the WPA
area).

7.27

Thresholds were identified by which to ascertain whether or not there are facilities
within other WPA areas which may be of strategic significance for export of waste
from the Plan area, and therefore where there may be more significant implications
for the Plan area should there be a change in circumstances, such as in terms of
availability of the facilities.

7.28

The WDIs for 2010, 2011 and 2012 were reviewed to identify specific facilities in
other WPA areas which receive significant quantities of waste from North Yorkshire.
Three years’ data was reviewed in order to help gain an indication of any trends and
to help offset the effects of any short term variability in waste movements. Criteria
were then developed to help identify those specific facilities in other areas which
were receiving waste from North Yorkshire and where the scale of input appeared to
be of higher potential significance. The criteria used at this stage were:


Input of at least 10,000t in any of past three years (i.e. reflects facilities of all
types and which receive, or have recently received, substantial tonnages of
waste).
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Input of at least 5,000t in any of past three years and is not for transfer or inert
landfill (i.e. reflects facilities which receive smaller tonnages but which may be of
more strategic significance or more difficult to deliver).
Input of at least 1,000t in each of past three years and is not for transfer or inert
landfill (i.e. reflects facilities which have played a continuing role in recent years
in managing waste arising in North Yorkshire, even where tonnages involved are
relatively low).
Input of at least 1,000t in a single year and is a facility which receives hazardous
waste (i.e. reflects the relative scarcity of facilities for the management of
hazardous waste).

7.29

Following application of the above criteria 15 WPAs were then contacted in writing in
May 2014 (see table below) to seek their views on the information obtained,
particularly with a view to identifying any issues which may suggest that the previous
movements of waste may not be able to continue in future, if necessary. Letters
were tailored to specific WPAs (and in some cases also sought information on crossboundary movements of minerals) and an example letter can be seen in Appendix O.
Reminder letters were sent to non-respondents. Responses were ultimately received
from 13 WPAs.

7.30

The following questions were asked:
1)
2)
3)

Do you consider the criteria for determining whether a facility is strategically
significant are appropriate? If not, what thresholds do you consider should
apply?
Are there any additional facilities that you consider have a strategic role in
managing waste from the York and North Yorkshire area?
Is there likely to be any change in circumstances that you can foresee at any of
the facilities listed which would have an impact on the ability for these amounts
of waste to be exported to the WPA area up to 2030?

WPA Consulted
Central Bedfordshire Council
Durham County Council
Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
Essex County Council
Hartlepool Borough Council
Kirklees Council
Leeds City Council
North Lincolnshire Council
Nottingham City Council
Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council
Stockton on Tees Borough Council
Wakefield Council
Yorkshire Dales National Park
Table 25: WPAs contacted May 2014.
7.31

Date Responded
17.6.14
29.5.14
14.5.14
26.6.14
30.5.14
21.7.14
2.6.14
3.6.14
Did not respond
29.5.14
23.6.14
3.6.14
29.5.14
Did not respond
12.5.14

A summary of the responses received is available in Appendix P. For the two nonresponding WPAs, information was drawn from previous correspondence (i.e.
responses to correspondence in November 2013) with those WPAs on cross-
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boundary matters to help gain an adequate understanding of the current position.
This earlier correspondence did not reveal any issues considered to be of strategic
significance.
Stage 3
7.32

Responses received during Stage 2 were reviewed to identify any residual issues
which may require further consideration, in order to ensure that they are addressed
adequately in the Joint Plan. In practice, only very limited issues of potential
significance were identified. These were:


The potential impact of the expected closure of Peckfield Landfill in Leeds,
possibly around 2019. Non-hazardous waste exported from the Plan area for
landfill in this facility declined from over 30kt in 2010 to less than 10kt in 2012.
(Note - subsequent information now available from the 2014 WDI shows that
2014 exports from NY to the Peckfield Landfill site had reduced substantially to
378 tonnes). The reason for this decline is not known but is likely to be a result
of increasing costs of landfill combined with increasing availability of
opportunities for diversion of waste from landfill. If the reduction in export to this
facility continues then the expected closure of Peckfield Landfill may not be of
any practical significance for the management of waste arising in North
Yorkshire. If substantial volumes of waste from the Plan area continue to be
landfilled at this site up until closure, the waste arisings and capacity study for
North Yorkshire suggests that there is likely to be adequate biodegradable
landfill capacity within the Plan area in the longer term (subject to extensions of
time being granted at existing time limited landfills where necessary, Policies
W01 and W03 of the Joint Plan support this in principle).



The impact of the cessation of receipt of biodegradable waste at Cowpen Bewley
Landfill site in Stockton-on-Tees in Summer 2014. From 2014 until 2023 the site
is only permitted for the deposit of non-hazardous, non-biodegradable waste.
Non-hazardous waste exported from the Plan area to the site in 2010 just
exceeded the 5,000t input criteria. No waste was recorded as being exported to
this site from North Yorkshire in 2011 or 2012. (Note - subsequent information
now available from the 2014 WDI shows exports in 2014 amounted to 926
tonnes; i.e. below the adopted 1,000t threshold where movements could be
considered to be of strategic relevance). It is therefore considered unlikely that,
in practice, the change in status of this site will have any significant adverse
impact on the management of waste arising in the Plan area. As noted above,
Policy W01 of the Joint Plan supports the retention of existing capacity for
biodegradable landfill in the area, subject to certain criteria.

Stage 4
7.33

Further considerations relating to hazardous waste, low level radioactive (LLR) waste
and reprocessing capacity were reviewed at this stage.

7.34

Particular consideration was given to hazardous waste exports. This waste stream
requires management at specialist facilities owing to its potential to harm health and
the environment. As hazardous waste arises only in relatively limited quantities in
the Plan area it may be less likely that any capacity required will be delivered in the
Plan area for reasons of economies of scale. It is therefore correspondingly more
likely that reliance will be required on capacity elsewhere, particularly for landfill,
recovery and treatment. This principle is likely to apply also to LLR waste, which at
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present only arises in extremely limited quantities in the area (Appendix Q). There
are no specialist open market facilities solely managing LLR waste in the Plan area
and it is considered unlikely that proposals for such development will come forward
given the very low level of arisings, meaning that reliance on co-disposal of LLR
waste with other waste at suitable facilities in the Plan area, or export to facilities
outside the area, will be likely to continue, in line with likely current arrangements.
7.35

For hazardous waste, for which specific data is available from the EAs Hazardous
Waste Interrogator, information was also gathered on all known export destinations
for 2011. This indicated that Hazardous waste was exported to 23 WPAs for
management via a range of methods including transfer, recovery, other treatment,
incineration and landfill. Many of these export movements were of very small
quantities (of the order of a few 10s or 100s of tonnes per annum). However, exports
to a number of WPAs approached or exceeded a threshold of 1,000 tonnes (this
relates to all exports of hazardous waste to a WPA, not necessarily a single facility
within that WPA). Exports to Leeds, Derbyshire, Wakefield and Flintshire were most
significant, exceeding 2,000 tonnes. Exports to Kirklees, Redcar and Cleveland,
Rotherham and Stockton-on-Tees were between 1,000 and 2,000 tonnes. Exports to
Sheffield and Hartlepool were below but near to the 1,000 tonne level. Specific
exports for landfill of hazardous waste were given consideration. This is because
hazardous landfill capacity is limited in availability in general, including in Yorkshire
and Humber. Hazardous waste exported for landfill was sent to 9 WPAs but mainly
to Kirklees, Redcar and Cleveland, Hartlepool and Stockton-on-Tees.

7.36

Correspondence with WPAs to which hazardous waste is exported was reviewed to
identify any potentially significant factors which could limit the potential for similar
movements to occur in future if necessary. A sample letter sent to WPAs is in
Appendix R and a summary of responses is available in Appendix S. Relevant
correspondence was received from all WPAs. Two potentially significant issues
arose from this correspondence:


The expected expiry of two time limited permissions for hazardous waste
management in Kirklees if time extensions are not granted. However,
examination of the data indicates that input of waste from North Yorkshire into
these facilities was very small (a total of 247 tonnes in 2011) and Kirklees agreed
in correspondence in May 2014 that the quantities imported are not considered
to be of strategic significance.



The potential significance of the export of waste to Sheffield from North
Yorkshire (data suggests that both non-hazardous and hazardous wastes are
exported). Sheffield City Council indicated that, whilst they saw no planning
reason why import movements from North Yorkshire to Sheffield may not
continue, they considered the level of imports to be significant and requested
that this issue be addressed in the Joint Plan. They also supported the need for
wider consideration, at a Yorkshire and Humber level, of infrastructure
requirements to support the movement of waste between Y&H sub-regions. In
response to a request for clarification Sheffield City Council provided the
following further comments:
 We would expect the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan to
have regard to the export of waste to the Sheffield area both in terms of the
volumes of waste exported for treatment, particularly of hazardous waste
and in terms of the impacts associated with the handling / movement of
waste in order to secure protection of the environment and human health.
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I would suggest you could take account of this in the Minerals and Waste
Joint Plan firstly through the revised waste hierarchy in the WFD which
encourages options that deliver the best overall environmental outcome for
the management of waste produced in your area. The Hazardous Waste
Strategy for England aims to encourage policies which lead to reductions in
hazardous waste arisings and the wider application of the waste hierarchy to
the management of hazardous waste.
Secondly, I would suggest the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan has regard to
the proximity principle by ascertaining where the nearest appropriate
installations are in order to secure the recovery or disposal of waste while
ensuring a high level of protection to the environment and public health. If
appropriate the planning framework should identify sites and areas suitable
for new or enhanced facilities to meet the waste management needs of your
areas. This principle is in line with PPS10 which requires communities to
take more responsibility for managing their own waste and enable sufficient
and timely provision of waste management facilities to meet the needs of
their communities.
Thirdly, I would suggest that the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan takes
account of infrastructure needs in planning for sustainable waste
management to ensure protection of the environment and human health.
We welcome a more integrated approach to infrastructure planning towards
low carbon transport solutions that minimise environmental impacts and
secure protection of human health, particularly impacts on air quality and
congestion. A strategic approach to infrastructure and waste planning that
minimises unnecessary vehicle movements within the Sheffield boundary,
particularly through the city centre or motorway corridor would be a welcome
outcome of our cooperation.

7.37

Although waste is exported from the Joint Plan area to Sheffield, the quantities are
considered to be relatively small in the context of total arisings/deposits in the
respective areas. Waste exported to Sheffield is both hazardous and non-hazardous
waste, mainly for transfer and treatment. The essential point within the response
from Sheffield is their preference for waste arising in the Plan area to be managed in
line with national policy principles relating to the waste hierarchy, community
responsibility and the protection of the environment and human health. These are all
principles addressed in the Joint Plan, for example through policies W01, W02 and
the waste stream specific polices and development management policies. For
reasons of economies of scale and the operation of the market it is expected that
export of waste, particularly hazardous waste which requires more specialist
facilities, will continue. Exports of hazardous waste to Sheffield in 2013 of 922
tonnes equates to approximately 50 lorry loads per year or around one lorry load per
week. (Note - more recent information from the 2014 WDI indicates that 2014 exports
to Sheffield were lower, at 820 tonnes). However, it is clearly preferable for waste to
be managed as near as possible to its point of arising. It is therefore considered
appropriate that the Joint Plan should include a supportive policy framework to allow
the development of additional hazardous waste management capacity in the Plan
area in order to help increase the potential for delivery of additional internal capacity.
This is addressed in Policies W04 and W05.

7.38

For LLR waste, less specific information is available. A survey of potential producers
of LLR waste in the Plan area was undertaken in 2013 as part of work taking place
on the Waste Arisings and Capacity Study to support the Joint Plan. Twenty-one
potential producers were contacted via email and provided with a survey response
form. LLR waste arising in the area is thought to arise mainly from the health care
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sector. Although responses to the survey were limited, it suggests that LLR waste
from the area is mainly managed at the Knostrop incinerator facility in Leeds, which
is permitted to accept a range of waste including clinical waste. Correspondence
with Leeds CC on this issue does not suggest any factors which would be expected
to preclude these exports in future. The Knostrop facility is also likely to represent
the nearest appropriate location for the disposal of this waste.
7.39

Reprocessing capacity for waste which is separated for recycling, particularly
substances such as glass, metal, paper and plastic, generally requires large volumes
of waste in order to make the operation economically viable. As a result such
capacity tends to be delivered as part of a strategic network of facilities operating at a
regional or national level. The Yorkshire and Humber Waste Position Statement
(February 2016) indicates that the Y&H area has the highest concentration of
specialist glass and metal processing facilities in the UK, as well as a number of
plastics and paper reprocessing facilities. The success of these businesses relies on
import of wastes for processing. Given the proximity of these reprocessing activities
to the Plan area it is expected that such movements will continue and that the
capacity within Y&H will continue to play a role in the final stages of the management
of certain waste types arising in the Plan area. Specific data on movements of waste
to these facilities is not available. Owing to the wider strategic role played by this
capacity it has not been addressed specifically in correspondence with individual
WPAs.
Stage 5

7.40

Following production by the EA of updated Waste Data Interrogator information in
Autumn 2014, and review of thresholds used by some other WPAs in relation to
consultation on cross boundary movements, a decision was taken to carry out a
further round of contact with other WPAs receiving exports from the NY Sub-region.
A sample letter is available in Appendix R. This enabled use of more up-to-date
information on waste exports (for the calendar year 2013), as well as time series data
for the 3 year period 2011 to 2013 to help provide a more robust evidence base. A
lowered consultation threshold of 1,000tpa (averaged over the three year period) was
also applied in order to scope in more WPAs for contact on cross boundary
movements. This resulted in correspondence being sent in November 2014 to 40
WPAs (see table below) including 18 additional WPAs8 who had not received
previous correspondence (November 2013) from the Joint Plan authorities in relation
to cross-boundary movements of waste. Reminder emails were sent in January
2015 to non-respondents.

7.41

Questions asked in this correspondence were:
1)
2)

Do you consider the information provided in the Appendix to be accurate? If not
could you provide details of any other relevant information you are aware of?
Are you aware of any specific reasons why waste movements detailed in the
Appendix may not be able to continue in the future, or other potential influences
upon movements of waste? For example:
as a result of known or expected planning constraints or policies, or
new planning permissions or current waste operations ceasing

8

Additional WPAs contacted were Bury, Barnsley, Central Bedfordshire, Cheshire West and Chester, Essex,
Gateshead, Hull, Knowsley, Liverpool, Newcastle, Newport, North Tyneside, Sefton, Stoke on Trent, Suffolk
County, Sunderland and Wolverhampton
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3)

Do you consider the movements of waste identified to be of strategic
importance? If so are there any strategic planning issues that need to be
resolved through further discussions between our respective Authorities?

WPA Consulted
Central Bedfordshire Council
Bradford Metropolitan District Council
Durham County Council
Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
Essex County Council
Hartlepool Borough Council
Kirklees Council
Leeds City Council
North Lincolnshire Council
Nottingham City Council
Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council
Stockton on Tees Borough Council
Wakefield Council
Calderdale Council
Darlington Borough Council
Derbyshire County Council
Flintshire County Council
Lancashire County Council
North East Lincolnshire Council
Salford City Council
Sheffield City Council
Walsall Council
Nottinghamshire County Council
Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council
Hull City Council
Sunderland City Council
Newcastle City Council
Cheshire West & Chester Council
Stoke-on-Trent City Council
Newport City Council
North Tyneside Council
Gateshead Council
Wolverhampton City Council
Knowsley Council
Sefton Council
Suffolk County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Date Responded
18.11.14
12.12.14
27.11.14
Did not respond.
Re-consulted in July 2016
25.11.14
20.11.14
13.1.15
Did not respond.
Re-consulted in July 2016
12.11.14
Did not respond.
Re-consulted in July 2016
14.11.14
21.1.15
29.1.15
13.1.15
Did not respond.
Re-consulted in July 2016
12.1.15
13.1.15
13.11.14
19.1.15
12.1.15
20.11.14
19.12.14
7.11.14
Did not respond.
Re-consulted in July 2016
26.11.14
15.12.14
27.11.14
Did not respond.
Re-consulted in July 2016
27.1.15
13.1.15
20.11.14
2.12.14
28.11.14
15.1.15
21.1.15
26.11.14
26.11.14
28.11.14

57

Duty to Cooperate Statement

Liverpool City Council
Bury Council
Table 26: WPAs contacted November 2014

26.11.14
19.12.14

7.42

Responses were received from 34 WPAs (non-respondents at this stage were
Doncaster, Kirklees, North Lincolnshire, Wakefield, Sunderland and Walsall WPAs).
A summary of responses is available in Appendix S. However, it should be noted
that engagement opportunities with the four of these WPAs located in the Yorkshire
and Humber area have been continuing through the Y&H Waste Technical Advisory
Body Group, on which they are represented. However, in order to seek further direct
input from the 6 initial non-respondents, a further reminder email was sent in July
2016, yielding responses from 4 of the WPAs (Doncaster, Kirklees, North
Lincolnshire and Sunderland), leading to a position where specific responses had
been obtained from 38 of the 40 WPAs contacted on this issue.

7.43

A very large majority of respondents to this consultation agreed with the information
presented and indicated that no significant strategic cross-boundary issues were
raised by the movements in question, particularly taking into account the need for
operation of the market. No significant new cross-boundary issues were raised that
had not been raised in previous correspondence during preparation of the Plan. One
WPA (Stockton-on-Tees BC) indicated that the Council has recently approved
schemes for the treatment or recovery of waste arising from outside the Tees Valley
and that it is expected that Stockton-on-Tees BC will continue to import waste from
outside the area and that there is future potential for an increase in this capacity.
North East Lincolnshire Council identified a trend for an increase in the tonnage
received from North Yorkshire and that it would be preferable for this waste to be
managed closer to North Yorkshire, in line with the proximity principle, whilst also
noting that waste moves for commercial reasons and that facilities in North East
Lincolnshire may represent the closest appropriate facility. A number of respondents
suggested that a net self-sufficiency approach could help reduce, but not eliminate,
cross boundary movements of waste. This is consistent with the approach set out in
Policy W02 of the Joint Plan.

7.44

A further step taken at this stage was the production of a short evidence Paper9
reviewing policy approaches to net self-sufficiency in authorities exporting significant
amounts of waste to North Yorkshire.

7.45

To inform preparation of this Paper all waste policies within adopted and/or emerging
Local Plans of WPAs adjoining the Plan area, or those which were known to export
significant amounts of waste to the Plan area, were reviewed as part of this research.
The approach set out in each Plan to the import and export of waste was assessed,
including any potential reference to attaining net self-sufficiency. For the purposes of
the 2014 Paper the Joint Plan Authorities utilised a threshold of 5,000 tonnes per
annum to determine which WPAs were ‘significant’ exporters to North Yorkshire and
the relevant information was sourced from Environment Agency’s Waste Data
Interrogator (2012 data).

7.46

The objective of attaining net self-sufficiency in a WPA area relates to the intention to
provide adequate waste management capacity, within the WPA area, to meet the
arisings of waste originating within the WPA. However, the principle of net selfsufficiency allows for continued import and export of waste by making provision to
manage the equivalent of 100% of waste arisings within the WPA, allowing for any

9

Waste Net Self-Sufficiency Paper (Oct 2014) and subsequently updated in July 2016
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imports of waste to match exports. Therefore, this approach would not support
increased imports of waste (relative to exports) but would help ensure that there is
sufficient capacity overall to manage the waste arising within the WPA area.
7.47

A net self-sufficiency approach is a potentially appropriate means of aiming to reduce
the amount and distance that waste is transported to be managed, whilst reflecting
the realities of the waste management market which does not necessarily respect
WPA boundaries. Restricting the catchment of waste facilities through the planning
system has generally proved to be an unrealistic objective, as proven by case law.

7.48

The main purpose of this Paper was therefore to review the extent to which adjacent
and/or significant exporter authorities to the Plan area are aiming for a net selfsufficiency approach, as this may provide an indication of the extent to which
increased or reduced exports to the Plan area may be anticipated in future.

7.49

The Paper reviewed the existing or emerging plans of 18 WPAs and concluded that
the large majority were aiming explicitly to adopt an approach of net self-sufficiency,
meaning that over time increased exports to the Joint Plan area from other WPA
areas is an unlikely scenario.

7.50

The Waste Net Self-Sufficiency Paper (October 2014) was considered at a meeting
of the Yorkshire and Humber Waste Technical Advisory Body on 4 March 2015, with
no specific concerns about the approach being raised.

7.51

Prior to Publication of the Plan, the Paper was updated in July 2016 to reflect the
most up to date position with emerging Plans under preparation by other WPAs. This
revision utilised data from the 2014 WDIs and also used a lowered threshold of 1,000
tonnes (100 tonnes for hazardous waste) of waste exported to North Yorkshire to
identify relevant WPAs for the purposes of review, in order to ensure consistency
with the lowered thresholds used in respect of exports from the Joint Plan area. This
resulted in the review of the Plans (in some cases Joint Plans) for 29 WPAs10.
With the exception of the Local Plan for the YDNPA, the other Plans considered
contain objectives for net self–sufficiency (or similar variants thereof) in their strategic
waste policies. This would appear to suggest that implementation of these Plans is
unlikely to lead to any significant increase in the amount of waste exported to the
Plan area. The position in terms of exports from the YDNPA area has been
considered under Strategic Issue 2, above. The updated Waste Net Self-Sufficiency
Paper (July 2016) was reported to and noted by the Y&H WTAB at a meeting in
September 2016 (Appendix T).
Stage 6

7.52

In April 2015 further information became available (through liaison with a site
operator) on the potential future availability of landfill capacity for non-hazardous
biodegradable waste in the Plan area. This information suggested that a key landfill
site with substantial remaining void space, currently subject of a time limited
permission expiring during the early part of the plan period, may not be subject of
proposals for an extension of time. In view of the potential implications of this for

10

East Riding of Yorkshire, Hull, North Lincolnshire, Lincolnshire County, Doncaster, Rotherham, Barnsley, Leeds,
Wakefield, Bradford, Lancashire County, Durham County, Tees Valley Authorities (via the Tees Valley Joint Minerals and
Waste Core Strategy), Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority Sheffield City Council, Derbyshire County Council,
Nottinghamshire County Council, Kent County Council, Sunderland City Council, Southampton City Council, Hampshire
County Council, Portsmouth City Council, New Forest and South Downs National Park Authorities, Leicestershire County
Council, Gateshead City Council, Newcastle City Council
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available capacity over the remainder of the plan period, further consideration was
given to the wider strategic position on landfill in the Yorkshire and Humber area.
The need for significant landfill capacity outside the Plan area for waste arising in
North Yorkshire was identified as hypothetical at that stage and dependent on a
number of factors, including progress with diversion of waste from landfill as a result
of the development of alternative forms of treatment capacity. In particular, the
expected commissioning of the Allerton Waste Recovery Park in North Yorkshire
(now expected in early 2018 - this is expected to lead to a major reduction in the rate
of landfilling of LACW and some C&I waste), and further capacity11 has been
permitted in the North Yorkshire sub-region for recovery of energy from C&I waste.
7.53

In May 2015 a meeting took place with the West Yorkshire lead officer for Minerals
and Waste Planning for the West Yorkshire Combined Authority. A copy of the
meeting note can be found in Appendix U. Discussion took place on the issue of
strategic landfill capacity in Yorkshire and Humber and the need for further
consideration of this via the Y&H Waste Technical Advisory Body. This was in
recognition of the fact that, as overall landfill capacity declines, the strategic
significance of remaining capacity, and the geographical extent of the catchment it
serves, may be expected to increase. An outcome of the meeting was a decision in
principle to take an updated version of the Y&H Waste Position Statement, including
updated information on landfill capacity, to a future meeting of the Leeds City Region
Portfolio Board, to help ensure an appropriate level of coordination. The updated
Waste Position Statement (February 2016) was subsequently reported to the Board
on 22 July 2016, who endorsed it. At the meeting of the Y&H Waste Technical
Advisory Body (WTAB), on 27th March 2017, it was agreed that a partial update of
the Y&H Waste Position Statement would be undertaken during 2018. This would
include further developing information on sub-regional capacity to help improve the
evidence base on strategic cross boundary waste planning for future iterations of
waste Local Plans. A copy of the minutes of this meeting is available in Appendix V.

7.54

This information indicates that, whilst there has been an overall decline in landfill
capacity in Yorkshire and Humber, capacity is still relatively high and the region has
the largest amount of permitted void space of any region of England and Wales, with
capacity distributed across all Sub-regions. Whilst availability of capacity for landfill
of hazardous waste was recognised as a potentially significant issue in the first
Waste Position Statement for Yorkshire and Humber in July 2014, the subsequent
reclassification of a landfill site, previously identified as non-hazardous, to hazardous
has provided up to around 1.8 million m3 of additional hazardous capacity in the
region. This site is located in Kirklees, in relatively close proximity to the southern
part of the Joint Plan area. Further capacity for hazardous landfill is also located to
the north of the Plan area, in Tees Valley.

7.55

Further liaison with the operator of the landfill site in the Joint Plan area has now
indicated that it is likely that proposals for retention of the current capacity will be
forthcoming and the principle of permitting an extension of time at this site is
supported through Policies W01 and W03.
Stage 7

7.56

Updating of the NY sub-regional Waste Arisings and Capacity Requirements study in
September 2016 provided further data on movements for 2014, based on 2014 WDI
and Hazardous WDI data. This indicated that waste movements in excess of the

11

Southmoor Energy Centre and the former Arbre Power Station site, both located in Selby District, as well as anaerobic
digestion capacity at the former North Selby Mine site (City of York)
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2014 threshold had occurred in that year with four WPAs with whom contact under
DtC obligations had not previously taken place. These were Trafford Council,
Sandwell MBC, Middlesbrough Council and Warwickshire County Council.
Correspondence was sent to those WPAs on 22 September 2016. An example
Letter is contained in Appendix W. The opportunity was also taken to contact 2
WPAs to whom previous correspondence had been sent but no reply received.
These were Wakefield MDC and Walsall MBC.
7.57

Questions asked in this correspondence were:
1)
2)

3)

7.58

Do you consider the information provided in the Appendix to be accurate? If not
could you provide details of any other relevant information you are aware of?
Are you aware of any specific reasons why waste movements detailed in the
Appendix may not be able to continue in the future, or other potential influences
upon movements of waste? For example;
as a result of known or expected planning constraints or policies, or
new planning permissions or current waste operations ceasing
Do you consider the movements of waste identified to be of strategic
importance? If so are there any strategic planning issues that need to be
resolved through further discussions between our respective Authorities?

All WPAs responded at Stage 7 and a summary of these responses is available to
view in Appendix X. Responses were reviewed to identify any issues which may
require further consideration and it has been determined that no issues of immediate
significance were raised. However, Wakefield Council referred to the potential future
status of the Welbeck Landfill Site in Normanton, as planning permission is due to
expire on 18 May 2018. The future operation of the Landfill site depends on a further
planning permission being granted. Negotiations are currently in progress with the
current landfill operator, with a view to implementing a revised landfill reclamation
scheme. The details of potential landfill capacity and timescale beyond 2018 are not
yet known, but a low level restoration scheme is anticipated to achieve reclamation
within an appropriate restoration timescale. Wakefield Council also referred to the
recent grant of planning permission of Ferrybridge Multifuel 2 Project, which has a
capacity of 675,000 tonnes per annum. This site is located close to the
Wakefield/NYCC boundary and therefore could impact on waste movements across
that area and beyond. The potential impact of these two factors is noted. However,
it is not considered likely that they will have any significant adverse impact on
availability of capacity for dealing with waste arising in the NYCC area as a range of
potential alternative waste management routes to landfill are increasingly becoming
available in NYCC and elsewhere in the vicinity, potentially including the new
Ferrybridge 2 facility when it becomes operational. Construction of this facility
commenced in summer 2016 and it is expected to become operational in 2019.
Conclusion on Strategic Issue 4

7.59

Extensive liaison with other WPAs has taken place during preparation of the Joint
Plan, as summarised above. This contact, together with other available evidence,
has helped confirm the recent position in terms of export and import of waste to and
from the Plan area. There is an expectation that some waste will continue to be
exported during the lifetime of the Plan, as a result of the operation of a number of
factors. However, the approach in the Joint Plan (including through Policy W02 and
the flexible approach in the Plan to the provision of additional capacity set out in the
waste policies) should seek to limit and potentially reduce the need for any reliance
on exports as the Plan is implemented. It is also expected that imports to the Plan
area will reduce over time, as other WPAs, currently exporting waste to North
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Yorkshire, implement their own approaches towards increasing net-self-sufficiency in
capacity for management of waste.
7.60

The very large majority of WPAs contacted during preparation of the Joint Plan have
not indicated any significant concerns about the potential for movements of the scale
and nature of recent known movements to be able to continue in future, as capacity
is expected to remain available within WPAs who have previously received significant
movements of waste from North Yorkshire. Where issues have been raised by other
WPAs, these are appropriately addressed through the policies in the Plan. As a
result it is considered that the Joint Plan has adequately addressed this strategic
cross-boundary issue. It is further noted that specific export movements do not
necessarily reflect dependencies, as they may be more reflective of commercial
considerations and opportunities. The variability in scale and destination of
movement revealed by the Waste Data Interrogator data for successive years
suggest that this is likely to be the case.

Strategic Issue 5: Ensuring availability of minerals supply for the City of
York area, particularly aggregates needed to sustain growth and
development, recognising the imbalance in distribution of resources
across the Plan area.
Key Evidence:



Local Aggregate Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub-region (2013, 2015
and 2016)
BGS Sand and Gravel Assessments for the North Yorkshire and City of York
areas

7.61

The City of York is significantly the largest settlement in the Plan area as well as the
NY Sub-region, comprising approximately a quarter of the total population of the Plan
area. Growth and development in the City of York MPA area is expected during the
lifetime of the Joint Plan, yet there is no current supply of construction aggregate
minerals from within the City Council area to serve these development needs.
Evidence indicates that high quality sand and gravel resources within the York area
are very limited and highly constrained, and it is not expected that significant levels of
extraction within the City Council area will take place in future, although the policies
in the Joint Plan do not preclude working in appropriate circumstances. There are no
crushed rock resources in the York area.

7.62

It is therefore expected that York will remain reliant, or largely reliant, on import of
construction aggregate for the foreseeable future. Significant resources of
construction aggregate are located within the adjacent NYCC area, where there is a
substantial history of minerals supply, including into the City of York area. The need
to secure the potential for continued supply into the York area is a significant
strategic planning issue for the City and was a factor leading to the decision in 2012
to prepare a minerals and waste joint plan for the York and NYCC areas. It was
further reflected in the decision in 2012 to produce a joint Local Aggregates
Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub-region, in order to help ensure a consistent
evidence base for aggregates supply policies across the area.

7.63

This approach ensures that, via the Joint Plan, policies for aggregates supply which
cover the whole of the Joint Plan area, including York, are in place. The specific
approach for aggregates supply in the York area is identified in Policy M01. Potential
future growth requirements in the York area are factored into the methodology for
forecasting demand for sand and gravel across the Plan area, as reflected in the
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LAA, and therefore in turn reflected in the overall scale and distribution of provision
for sand and gravel included in the Joint Plan, as reflected in Policies M02, M03 and
M07.

Strategic Issue 6: Identifying any expected changes in demand for
aggregate minerals in the Plan area, taking into account the strategically
important role of the Plan area in the supply of sand and gravel to other
locations in Yorkshire and the Humber and the North East in particular,
and the implications of these for planning for future requirements in the
Joint Plan area. And;
Strategic Issue 7: Identifying any significant dependency on import of
aggregate minerals from other MPAs and the implications of these for
planning for future requirements in the Joint Plan area.
7.64

Scoping work and early consultation on the Joint Plan led to the identification of
aggregates minerals supply as being a key cross-boundary minerals issue to
address, and this was confirmed through other work, including preparation of a first
Local Aggregates Assessment (LAA) for the North Yorkshire Sub-region in January
2013 (subsequently updated in 2015 and 2016) and consultation on the Joint Plan at
Issues and Options and Preferred Options stages. Important cross-boundary
movements of aggregate have also been indicated by survey work undertaken by
NYCC and the 2014 Aggregates Monitoring Survey, coordinated via the Aggregates
Working Party for Yorkshire and Humber.

7.65

The NYCC area is a major producer of construction aggregate including concreting
sand and gravel, building sand and crushed rock. As relatively low value bulk
products, market forces tend to mean aggregates are used relatively near to where
they are produced. In turn this means that areas immediately adjacent to the Plan
area, particularly adjacent parts of Yorkshire and Humber and the North East, are the
main destinations for exports and hence the focus for activity relevant to the Duty to
Cooperate. Whilst the Plan area (and the NY Sub-region as a whole) is a significant
net exporter of aggregate to other areas, some import movements also take place,
reflecting local market conditions and commercial decisions by operators.

7.66

Available evidence, including through LAAs produced for other areas, has highlighted
that supply shortages in construction activity exist elsewhere in some parts of
Yorkshire and Humber and the North East, particularly in the West and South
Yorkshire and Tees Valley Sub-regions. As a result, these areas are, to varying
extents, reliant on imports of aggregate and the Plan area plays a significant role in
maintaining supply to them. This position is expected to continue over the plan
period and work has taken place throughout production of the Joint Plan to help
ensure that the potential implications are understood and reflected in the Plan.
Consideration has also been given to the expected future availability of imports of
aggregate to North Yorkshire, as part of the wider picture on flows of aggregate.

Key Evidence:





Local Aggregate Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub region (2013, 2015
and 2016)
Aggregates Supply Options Discussion Paper June 2013
Demand for Aggregate Forecasting Paper July 2014
Y&H AWP Annual Reports
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Key Partners:



Adjoining Minerals Planning Authorities
Yorkshire and Humber Aggregates Working Party

What activity has been carried out?
Step 1
7.67

Initial correspondence took place in March 2013 with 7 mineral planning authorities
from where potentially significant import movements to the NY sub-region had been
identified, based on information presented in the 2013 LAA (para 125). Emails were
sent to Cumbria County Council, Derbyshire County Council, Durham County
Council, East Riding Council, South Tyneside MB Council, Stockton-on-Tees
Borough Council and Wakefield MD Council. Reminder emails were sent to nonrespondents. An example letter is contained in Appendix Y. Responses were
received from all 7 authorities. None of the MPAs contacted at that stage indicated
any major concerns about the ability of their MPA area to continue to supply
aggregate, although Cumbria County Council expressed some uncertainty over the
ability to maintain supply in the medium to longer term. A summary of responses is
available in Appendix Z.
Step 2

7.68

Following further work on the development of Issues and Options for the Joint Plan,
an additional round of correspondence with relevant mineral planning authorities took
place in November 2013. In this correspondence 14 MPAs were contacted
(comprising the 7 MPAs contacted in March 2013 together with Leeds CC, Bradford
MBC, Doncaster Council and Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council on behalf of
the remaining Tees Valley MPAs). The additional MPAs represented known
locations of exports of aggregate from the Plan area, again based on information
contained in the LAA 2013. An example of the Letter can be found in Appendix AA.

7.69

A summary of responses is contained in Appendix AB. In these responses, Cumbria
County Council indicated that ‘it is incorrect to assume that Cumbria is unlikely to be
able to export as much aggregate beyond the mid 2020’s. Cumbria County Council
and the Lake District National Park Authority are not actively seeking to supress
aggregates provision now or in the future’. They also indicated that maintenance of
supply will depend on grant of further permissions, which will be market led. Durham
County Council indicated that sufficient permitted reserves exist to meet future needs
based on 10 year average sales. South Tyneside and Stockton-on-Tees Councils
(within which areas there are landing wharfs for marine aggregate likely to have
contributed to supply in North Yorkshire) did not indicate any concerns about the
potential for supply from such sources to be maintained. Wakefield MDC (where
there are significant reserves of crushed rock in a site immediately adjacent to the
North Yorkshire boundary) did not express concerns about the potential for this site
to maintain supply, whilst noting the potential for issues of mineral quality and
commercial viability to affect the position. Bradford MBC indicated agreement with
the supply assumptions made by the Joint Plan authorities but highlighted a potential
for increased demand for aggregate in the Bradford area as a result of
implementation of the Bradford Local Plan Core Strategy. Leeds City Council,
Doncaster MBC and the Tees Valley MPAs all indicated the potential for constraints
in aggregates supply to be a factor in their areas, particularly for sand and gravel,
although both Leeds and the TV MPAs mentioned the potential for marine
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aggregates supply to play an increased role in the longer term. Detailed responses
were not received from Derbyshire County Council or East Riding Council.
Step 3
7.70

A third round of correspondence took place in May 2014. Twelve MPAs were
contacted at this stage, mainly to confirm information already provided during
previous correspondence and/or to seek their views on assumptions that may be
made in relation to minerals supply in the Joint Plan. A list of MPAs contacted, and
an example letter is contained in Appendix AC and AD. Reminder emails were sent
where necessary. Responses were received from 10 MPAs. Where relevant this
further correspondence was also reflected in information contained in a draft updated
LAA for North Yorkshire (submitted to the AWP in May 2014) as well as other
continuing work on preparation of the draft Joint Plan and work taking place on LAAs
within or adjacent to Yorkshire and the Humber.

7.71

Responses received at this stage helped confirm the position that MPAs exporting
aggregate to North Yorkshire were not aware of significant constraints to this being
able to continue in future, subject to operation of the market. A more detailed
response from East Riding Council was received at this stage, indicating an
expectation that demand likely to arise within East Riding could be met from sources
of supply within East Riding. East Riding Council also indicated that they were not
aware of any reasons why export of sand and gravel from East Riding to North
Yorkshire could not continue, although they commented that permission for a key site
is due to expire in 2025 and that either a new or extended site would be required in
order to provide continuity of supply to 2030. Correspondence at this stage with
MPAs in the West and South Yorkshire areas also helped confirm the position in
relation to emerging supply constraints in those two sub-regions.

7.72

In response to correspondence at this stage, the Yorkshire Dales National Park
Authority requested a meeting to discuss aggregates supply issues and other
matters. A meeting was held on 15 July 2014, resulting in an agreed outcome to
prepare a joint memorandum of understanding relating to supply of aggregate from
the National Park to the remainder of North Yorkshire. This matter was incorporated
in the MoU completed in August 2016, which also addressed strategic waste
planning matters (see Strategic Issue 2, above). In effect the MoU confirms that the
YDNPA does not expect a shortfall in supply originating within the Park over the
period to 2030, thus suggesting that supply patterns from the Park, including any
exports to the remainder of North Yorkshire, should be able to continue over the
foreseeable future. A copy of the meeting note and the Memorandum of
Understanding is contained in Appendix AE and C respectively.
Step 4

7.73

Information on movements of aggregate minerals in relatively limited. Evidence
supporting the activity summarised above was based partly on information published
by British Geological Survey via the National Collation of the 2009 Aggregates
Monitoring Survey. The movements data presented in that Collation relates to the
2009 calendar year. On 1 August 2016 BGS released summary information from the
2014 Aggregates Monitoring Survey, in the form of data on sub-regional consumption
by MPA source of origin. This information was reviewed to identify any apparent
differences in movements compared with that shown in the 2009 data. As the 2014
data was presented in a different format to the 2009 data, direct comparison is not
possible. Information from the 2014 survey was included in the updated NY LAA
produced in 2016.

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

65

Duty to Cooperate Statement

7.74

The new data indicated a broadly similar picture to that for 2009, with other locations
in Yorkshire and Humber and the North East being the main export destinations for
aggregate extracted in the Joint Plan area. In terms of imports, the data indicated
that overall volumes were relatively low. The main origin of recorded imports of sand
and gravel were East Riding, Nottinghamshire and Sunderland, with a recorded
volume in the range of 10-100kt in each case (out of an estimated total NY subregion consumption of 1.13mt). The main origin of recorded imports of crushed rock
were Durham, Cumbria and Doncaster, with a recorded volume in the range of 280560kt (Durham) and 28-280kt (Cumbria and Doncaster) out of an estimated total NY
sub-regional consumption of 2.8mt.

7.75

As this data indicated that imports had been received in 2014 from destinations with
whom specific correspondence had not previously taken place on this issue (i.e.
Nottinghamshire County Council and Sunderland City Council), contact with these
MPAs was made via email in August 2016 to inform them of the information and seek
views on any strategic issues or concerns that may arise. An example of the emails
sent is available in Appendix AF.

7.76

A response was received from Nottinghamshire County Council indicating that
Nottinghamshire has traditionally exported a large proportion of sand and gravel from
the Idle Valley in the North of Nottinghamshire to markets in South Yorkshire,
particularly Rotherham and Doncaster. This trend is likely to continue over the plan
period to 2030 and is discussed in detail in the Nottinghamshire and Nottingham
Local Aggregates Assessment and incorporated into the emerging Minerals Local
Plan. They commented that data supplied by BGS is only a one year snapshot and
so the amount of mineral being supplied from Nottinghamshire to North Yorkshire
could just be a result of a minerals company needing to supply a specific contact etc.
Given the quantity of mineral identified, set against the amount already exported, it is
not considered a significant issue. A response was not received from Sunderland
City Council. However, there is only very limited landwon sand and gravel extraction
in Sunderland, with further material imported in the form of marine dredged
aggregate landed at wharves on the river Tyne. It is considered unlikely that ongoing reliance on imports of sand and gravel from Sunderland into the Plan area will
be needed in view of the multiple supply sources available in the area.

Conclusion on Strategic Issues 6 and 7
7.77

The evidence obtained and extensive engagement activity carried out has confirmed
that the scale of imports of aggregate into the Plan area is relatively low and the main
MPAs known to supply aggregate in recent years do not anticipate any major
constraints on availability of supply. The precise pattern and volume of import and
export movements is likely to vary from year to year in response to a number of
factors. However, there is no apparent requirement to plan for a higher level of
supply within the Plan area, as a result of expected supply constraints within those
areas which have exported aggregate to North Yorkshire.

7.78

Whilst imports of aggregate are low, exports, particularly of concreting sand and
gravel, from the Joint Plan area are important in a regional context. Through the
engagement activity, a number of areas, specifically West Yorkshire, South Yorkshire
and authorities in the Tees Valley area, have indicated that they are likely to have to
rely on continuing exports from the Joint Plan area in order to help meet their own
needs for aggregate.
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7.79

Regard has therefore been had to the impact of factors such as resource constraints
or potential changes in scale or pattern of demand in areas receiving significant
quantities of aggregate from the Joint Plan area. These issues have also been
considered through the preparation and updating of the Local Aggregates
Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub-region, though review of the LAAs or draft
LAAs of other relevant areas and through the production of a technical discussion
Paper (July 2014) on forecasting demand for aggregate, as well as through the
specific engagement activity with individual MPAs, referred to earlier in this section.

7.80

The key cross-boundary factors that may lead to some upward pressure on demand
for sand and gravel worked in the Joint Plan area were identified as:
1)
2)

Potential increase in demand arising in West Yorkshire as a result of growth
pressures and constraints on indigenous aggregates resources. This is
considered to be a factor relating particularly to concreting sand and gravel.
Potential increase in demand arising in South Yorkshire as a result of increasing
constraints on the availability of concreting quality sand and gravel in Doncaster.

7.81

The need to help ensure continuity of supply on the Tees valley area is also a
significant consideration in view of the high dependency of this area on imports. An
approach to assessing the potential scale of demand on the Plan area, arising from
cross-boundary supply factors, has been incorporated in the NY LAA, which has itself
been subject of consultation with other relevant MPAs and the minerals industry.
The LAA (2016) was ratified by the Yorkshire and Humber AWP on 28 September
2016.

7.82

The forecast of future requirements contained in the LAA establishes the level of
provision for aggregate to be made in the Joint Plan, as reflected in Policies M02,
M03, M05, M07, M08 and M09 and in the allocation of sites for further extraction.

Strategic Issue 8: Ensuring coordination in respect of any cross
boundary issues with NYCC in relation to proposals for development of
potash/polyhalite resources within the NYMNPA.
7.83

The North York Moors National Park area contains the only active potash/polyhalite
mine in the UK. Potash (including polyhalite) is a scarce resource globally. Prior to
the decision to prepare a Joint Plan for the NYCC, CYC and NYMNPA areas,
proposals for development of a new polyhalite mine were at an early stage, with an
expectation that development proposals could include land within both the NYMNP
and NYCC areas. During early stages in preparing the Joint Plan it was apparent
that, whilst the surface site for the new mine would be located within the National
Park, there was the potential for underground workings to extend beneath the
surface of land located within the NYCC area. A proposed site allocation, submitted
during the early stages of preparing the Plan, indicated an underground area
straddling the boundary.

7.84

In view of the expected scale of the development and the wide range and complexity
of the planning issues involved, and the potential for cross-boundary implications,
development issues associated with potash were a relevant consideration in the
decision to prepare a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan.

7.85

A planning application was eventually submitted in 2014, indicating a development
boundary wholly within the National Park. NYCC was closely involved in providing
input to the decision making process on the application. Permission for the
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development was subsequently granted in 2015 and therefore the strategic
significance of the issue as a cross-boundary matter to address in the Plan reduced.
However, the potential for further proposals to come forward, relating to the
development now permitted, still remains and the inclusion of a policy for
potash/polyhalite in the Joint Plan (Policy M22) provides an opportunity to ensure
that a consistent approach is applied if any cross boundary issues arise.

Strategic Issue 9: Ensuring coordination in planning for hydrocarbons
development taking into account the location of Petroleum Exploration
and Development Licences straddling the NYCC border with both CYC
and the NYMNPA.
7.86

There is an established history of onshore gas extraction in the eastern part of the
Joint Plan area, with the Vale of Pickering containing one of the larger existing
onshore gas fields in the country. Development proposals relating to conventional
onshore gas have come forward in both the NYCC and NYMNPA areas in recent
years and in some instances these have involved ‘straddling’ applications across the
MPA boundary. Permission has recently been granted for a pipeline connecting a
well site at Ebberston Moor in the NYMNP with a gas powered energy generating
facility at Knapton in the NYCC area. A Proposal for exploration for coal bed
methane in the NYCC area but near to the City of York boundary has also been
permitted within the last ten years. A significant number of Petroleum Exploration and
Development Licences (PEDLs) areas straddle the boundary between NYCC and
either the NYMNP or CYC areas (see Fig. 5 below). This includes licences awarded
prior to the recent 14th round of onshore licencing, which remain extant, as well as
new licences announced as part of the 14th round.

Figure 5: PEDL licences in the Joint Plan area
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7.87

The existence of PEDLs (pre-14th round) across MPA boundary’s as well as the
history of actual cases where cross-boundary development issues have arisen, was
a relevant factor in the decision to prepare the Plan on a joint basis.

7.88

In July 2014, during preparation of the Joint Plan, a further (14th round) of onshore
licencing was announced by Government, leading to an announcement of new
licence awards in December 2015. This has increased the number of licence areas
which straddle the NYCC and NYMNPA or CYC boundaries. The focus of the 14th
round licensing is on encouraging exploration for and development of shale gas and
is expected to lead to a significant increase in commercial development interest in
the Plan area during the plan period. This has emphasised the importance of
ensuring a consistent policy response across the three MPA areas and is reflected in
the approach in Policies M16, M17 and M18 of the Joint Plan.

7.89

PEDL areas also straddle the boundary of a number of other MPA areas, specifically
the East Riding of Yorkshire Council, Leeds City Council, Wakefield Metropolitan
Borough Council and Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council, although there is no
history of development proposals in these areas straddling the Plan area boundary.
All these areas have been consulted at key stages throughout preparation of the
Plan, providing an opportunity to input on relevant issues.

Strategic Issue 10: Considering the supply position for silica sand, as a
nationally scarce mineral, both within and outside the Plan area,
including the likely future availability of imports to the Plan area
7.90

Silica sand is a nationally scarce mineral used for a range of industrial and other
specific purposes depending on its particular properties. Resources of silica sand
occur in two small and relatively isolated locations in the Plan area and there are two
extant permissions for working, only one of which is active. The other site,
Blubberhouses Quarry, has been mothballed since 1991.

7.91

The minerals resource at Blubberhouses comprises silica sand suitable for high
quality glass manufacture. Consultation with the minerals industry during preparation
of the Plan identified that reserves and resources of silica sand suitable for glass
manufacture are particularly scarce, with production capability remaining in only a
small number of MPA areas.

7.92

Evidence obtained during production of the Plan also indicated that silica sand is
imported from Norfolk to a glass manufacturing facility in Selby district. This issue
was therefore identified as a strategic cross-boundary issue for consideration during
preparation of the Joint Plan.

Key Evidence:



Correspondence with relevant MPAs, minerals industry and users of silica sand
Representations at Issues and Options and Preferred Options stages

Key Partners:



Other Minerals Planning Authorities with silica sand reserves
Minerals industry and users of silica sand
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What activity has been carried out?
7.93

Contact was made with Norfolk County Council in November 2013 to establish their
views on the supply position, with a response being received on 27 November 2013
(Appendix AG). This indicated that, whilst the sole silica sand site in Norfolk was
safeguarded in the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Development Framework 2010-2026,
the need for an allocated site or sites for a further 6.4mt of resources of silica sand
had been identified via the Core Strategy, in order to maintain continuity of supply.
The subsequent site allocations DPD, adopted by Norfolk CC in October 2013,
identified an allocation for 3mt. However, a modification to the DPD, brought forward
in response to issues raised at Examination in Public, introduced a requirement for
an early single issue review of silica sand provision, which is in progress. Norfolk
County Council identified an updated shortfall in silica sand provision of 4.88mt up to
2026. Via the review, consideration has been given to the allocation of further sites
containing 4.2mt of silica sand, with provision for the remaining shortfall being made
through the identification of 4 Areas of Search. At July 2017 the review was
proceeding through main modification stage of the Examination in Public.

7.94

Norfolk CC also confirmed in the April 2016 correspondence that it is thought the
majority of silica sand extracted in Norfolk is transported to glass manufacturing
facilities in the north of England, including in the Joint Plan area.

7.95

Following further views received from industry at Preferred Options stage on the Joint
Plan, particularly in relation to increasing constraints on the wider national supply
situation for silica sand, additional correspondence with other MPAs with known
reserves of silica sand took place in April 2016, as well as with potential users of
silica sand for glass manufacture. An example letter is contained in Appendix AH.
MPAs contacted at this stage, in addition to Norfolk CC, were Surrey County Council,
East Cheshire Council and Fife Council. Two reminders were sent to nonrespondents. Responses were received from Norfolk CC, Surrey CC and Fife
Council, a summary of responses is contained in Appendix AI. Information about the
position in the non-responding area was obtained via the main silica sand operator in
the UK, Sibelco. Information sought from other MPAs in this correspondence
included:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

7.96

What are your current reserves for glass making silica sand in your Plan area?
How many years supply do you expect this to provide?
Is there potential for future provision of glass making silica sand in your Plan
area beyond the current permitted reserves?
Is information available about the main markets for the silica sand provided from
your area?
Are there any other major known constraints which would be likely to impact on
the future supply of glass making silica sand from your area?

Information sought from potential users of silica sand in the Yorkshire and Humber
area included:
1)
2)
3)
4)

Would it be possible to provide an estimate of the quantity of silica sand your
facility would use in a year?
Where do you source your silica sand from and do you expect this to change in
the near future?
What are your expected future supply requirements in terms of silica sand?
Do you have any concerns regarding the supply of silica sand in the future?
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7.97

Responses to this correspondence were only received from two manufacturers and
the relevant trade federation.

7.98

In summary, responses to the correspondence confirmed that there are three other
MPAs in England with reserves of silica sand suitable for high quality glass
manufacture, with a fourth located in Scotland. Suitable reserves in the Cheshire
East area are not expected to be available after 2016 as a result of quality
constraints. Reserves are available in both Norfolk and Surrey, with a new site and
two areas of search identified in the Surrey Minerals Core strategy. Two sites in Fife
currently have reserves sufficient for over 16 years supply. Overall, the evidence
obtained and liaison carried out suggests that there is likely to be adequate supply in
the short term, but with increasing uncertainty over the longer term supply position in
England, which will also be influenced to a significant extent by the potential for
suitable sites to come forward in Areas of Search identified, or being identified, in
minerals plans in southern England.

7.99

In April 2017 the South Downs National Park Authority approached all MPAs with
silica sand resources in order to discuss further cooperation at a national level in
planning for the supply of silica sand. An initial meeting of MPA representatives
(Industrial Sands Working Group) was held in London on 19 May 2017 (see
Appendix AJ for Minutes of this Meeting), with a subsequent meeting on 12
September 2017, both of which were attended by a representative of NYCC on
behalf of the Joint Plan authorities. The parties of the Working Group agreed to sign
up to a Statement of Common Ground regarding sharing knowledge/information
relevant to strategic cross-boundary issues relating to the supply of industrial
minerals (including silica sand) and ensuring the matters are reflected in the mineral
local plans prepared and taken into account in determining planning applications.

7.100 The existing planning permission for extraction at Blubberhouses Quarry was due to
expire at the end of 2011. An application to extend the life of the permission was
received prior to expiry of the permission and has not yet been determined. The site
was also subject of a submission for allocation in the Plan. Blubberhouses Quarry is
located in the Nidderdale AONB and immediately adjacent to an internationally
important nature conservation site. It has not therefore been considered appropriate
to allocate it in the Plan, but a criteria based policy (Policy M12) has been included,
providing positive support for the principle of an extension of time for the
development and the deepening or lateral extension of the quarry, subject to certain
criteria being met. Specific reference has been included, in the supporting
justification for the Policy, to the wider national supply context for silica sand as
indicated by the engagement activity carried out.

Strategic Issue 11: Identifying any expected changes in demand for
building stone in the Joint Plan area, taking into account the wide
geographical markets sometimes served by this mineral, and the
implications of these for planning for future requirements in the area.
7.101 Building Stone is a high value product which can serve geographically dispersed
markets. Although building stone is only worked in small quantities in the Plan area it
is known that movements across the border of the Plan area take place. Specific
information on the scale of these movements is not available but evidence suggests
that the market for building stone, particularly high quality dimension stone, is
geographically diverse (for example it is known that building stone from the Plan area
has been exported to Scotland).
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Key Evidence:




BGS Mineral Safeguarding Reports
Consultation responses at Issues and Options and Preferred Options stages
Strategic Stone Study - A Building Stone Atlas of North Yorkshire East and York
(English Heritage May 2012) and A Building Stone Atlas of North Yorkshire West
(English Heritage May 2012)

Key Strategic Partners:




District and Borough Councils
Adjacent MPAs
Minerals Industry

What activity has been carried out?
7.102 In response to representations received at Issues and Options stage, on the need to
give further consideration to the potential for an increased level of demand for
building stone, correspondence took place in June 2014 with known producers of
building stone, with all immediately adjacent MPAs, and with all District/Borough
council conservation officers in the two-tier part of the Plan area, in order to help
identify any particular factors which may be expected to impact on availability of, or
demand for, stone from the area. An example of both letters is contained in Appendix
AK, correspondence with adjacent MPA areas sought information on:
1) Do you have any specific information on the current or expected future availability
of building stone within your authority area? In particular if you foresee a
potential shortage of building stone availability in your area within the next 15
years or so it would be helpful if you could state this. If information on availability
of building stone in your area exists and is publically available then please could
you also indicate where it can be obtained.
2) Does your current or emerging minerals local plan support the continued or
increased supply of building stone within your authority area?
3) Does your current or emerging minerals local plan set out any constraints on the
supply of building stone worked in your area (for example restrictions on rate of
output of destination of sales)?
4) Do you have any information on projected future demand for building stone
(including specific types of stone where possible) in your area? If such
information exists and is publically available then please could you also indicate
where it can be obtained.
7.103 Responses were received from 9 adjacent MPAs (Bradford MDC, Leeds CC,
Lancashire County Council, Cumbria County Council, Durham County Council,
Stockton BC, East Riding Council, Doncaster Council and the YDNPA).
7.104 Correspondence with District/Borough conservation officers sought information on:
1) Do you have any views on the current availability of suitable building stone
(including specific types of stone where possible) in order to provide for new build
or repair work in your area? In particular if you are aware of an apparent
shortage of suitable stone, it would be helpful if you could state this. If you are
aware of any information on availability of building stone in your area that is
publically available then please could you also indicate where it can be obtained.
2) Do you have any information which may help indicate any trend in future demand
for building stone (including specific types of stone where possible) in your area?
If such information exists and is publically available then please could you also
indicate where it can be obtained.
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7.105 Responses were received from 3 district/borough council conservation officers
(Richmondshire and Hambleton Districts and Harrogate Borough).
7.106 Correspondence with minerals operators sought information on:
1) Do you have any views on the current or expected future availability of building
stone within North Yorkshire or adjacent areas? In particular, if you foresee a
potential shortage of building stone availability in this area within the next 15
years or so it would be helpful if you could state this, explaining why you believe
this to be the case.
2) Are you aware of any up to date sources of information which could assist the
Joint Plan authorities in planning for the supply of building stone (including
specific types of stone where possible) in this area? If such information exists
and is publically available then please could you also indicate where it can be
obtained.
7.107 Responses were received from 2 mineral site operators. All responses were
reviewed to identify any particular issues which may be of significance for identifying
future demand for building stone. Responses from adjacent MPAs indicated that, in
general terms, either supply difficulties in MPA areas outside but adjacent to the Joint
Plan area are not envisaged, or supply of building stone is not specifically
constrained through current or emerging local plans in adjacent areas. This suggests
that an increased call on building stone resources in the Plan area, as a result of
supply or policy constraints outside it, is unlikely. Responses from District/Borough
Council conservation officers suggested, however, that there may be issues
associated with localised availability of stone, including stone slate for roofing,
particularly for repair work where a close match with original materials is needed. A
similar view was expressed by industry respondents. A summary of responses
received from District and Borough Councils and Adjoining MPAs is contained in
Appendix AL.
7.108 Comments received as a result of this engagement activity suggested that it would
be appropriate to have a supportive and relatively flexible local policy in the Joint
Plan, to help provide a range of opportunities for proposals to come forward to help
maintain supply of stone. This is reflected in the approach set out in Policy M15 of
the Joint Plan.

Strategic Issue 12: Ensuring a coordinated approach to minerals
safeguarding, reflecting the wide distribution of minerals resources,
including across the Joint Plan area boundary, and the need to develop
an agreed approach to safeguarding between County and District level
planning authorities in the ‘two-tier’ part of the Plan area.
7.109 Safeguarding of minerals resources is a requirement of national planning policy. In
2011 NYCC commissioned British Geological Survey (BGS) to identify an approach
to safeguarding minerals resources in the NYCC area, based on best practice
guidance produced for central Government by BGS. BGS undertook consultation
with the minerals industry during the work, with views received incorporated into the
recommendations of the report (available on the Joint Plan website). The decision in
2012 to proceed with preparation of a minerals and waste joint plan led to
comparable studies being undertaken by BGS for the City of York and North York
Moors National Park areas, to ensure a consistent evidence base for safeguarding
across the Plan area.
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7.110 The Practice guidance produced by BGS suggests that some consideration should
be given to the cross-boundary implications of safeguarding, in order to help ensure
a consistency of approach and to help prevent sterilisation of minerals resources
through development taking place near to but outside a plan boundary.
7.111 Safeguarding mineral resources also gives rise to a need to consider the implications
for those parts of the Plan area with a ‘two-tier’ planning structure, as safeguarding
processes need to be operated by both NYCC and the relevant Borough or District
Councils. This requires an agreed policy approach.

Key Evidence:



BGS Mineral Safeguarding Reports for NYCC, CYC and NYMNPA
North Yorkshire County Council Minerals Safeguarding Cross Boundary Issues
paper (May 2014)

Key Strategic Partners:



Adjoining Minerals Planning Authorities,
District and Borough Councils;

What activity has been carried out?
7.112 All available existing or draft minerals safeguarding area maps for adjacent MPAs
were reviewed in 2013 (and subsequently in 2014) to establish the most up to date
position and included in a Joint Plan evidence paper: Minerals Safeguarding Cross
Boundary Issues (May 2014). The Paper compares current or proposed
safeguarding areas outside but near to the Plan area boundary with those proposals
inside the boundary, to identify any potential inconsistencies. This Paper was
circulated in August 2014 to all MPAs which lie immediately adjacent to the Joint
Plan area. A copy of the Email sent is available in Appendix AM. Reminders were
sent where necessary. MPAs were requested to:
1) Review the information relating to their authority area.
2) Provide an update to the information if there have been any changes or
progression in terms of minerals safeguarding in their authority area.
3) Identify and provide views on any important cross boundary safeguarding issues
which they consider would benefit from further discussion
7.113 Responses were received from all Authorities except Wakefield MDC. Four adjacent
authorities (Leeds City Council, Lancashire County Council, Durham County Council
and East Riding Council) suggested minor amendments to safeguarding zones in the
vicinity of the Plan area boundary. The YDNPA provided newly identified draft
safeguarding areas for the Park area based on work undertaken when developing the
new Local Plan for the National Park.
7.114 Information acquired during this work indicated that there is generally a good degree
of consistency between areas safeguarded, or proposed for safeguarding, in areas
outside but near to the Joint Plan boundary, with areas under consideration for
safeguarding within the Plan area.
7.115 The most significant potential discrepancy in approach related to the safeguarding of
underground deposits of gypsum. Gypsum resources are safeguarded, in the
adopted Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Development Plan, along a
substantial length of the boundary between the Joint Plan area and the Tees Valley
area. However, gypsum has not been identified by BGS as a mineral resource in
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan
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North Yorkshire because of its association in North Yorkshire with water-bearing
strata, meaning that any gypsum deposits are likely to have been dissolved. For this
reason gypsum has not been proposed for safeguarding in the 2011 BGS study on
Minerals Safeguarding Areas for North Yorkshire County Council.
7.116 A further round of specific consultation with all adjacent MPAs on cross-boundary
safeguarding took place in December 2014, alongside consultation on a revised
Local Aggregates Assessment for North Yorkshire. A copy of the letter is available in
Appendix AN. An updated paper on Minerals Safeguarding Cross Boundary Issues
was circulated at this stage, incorporating changes resulting from the earlier round of
consultation. Three responses were received (from Durham County Council, East
Riding Council and Doncaster MBC) leading to some further relatively minor changes
to proposed safeguarding boundaries within the Joint Plan area.
7.117 These changes or additions were incorporated in the proposed minerals resource
safeguarding areas included in the Preferred Options Joint Plan in November 2015
and were therefore subject to a further opportunity for input by adjacent MPAs as well
as other stakeholders at that stage.
7.118 Following Issues and Options consultation on the Joint Plan in February to April
2014, discussion also took place with all seven district/borough councils in the twotier part of the Plan area. This was to ensure that planners within these Authorities
were aware of safeguarding as an issue and of the potential implications for the LPAs
in implementing minerals resource safeguarding through a consultation area
mechanism. These discussions took place via separate meetings with officers from
each LPA during June 2014. Each LPA was provided with a draft minerals
safeguarding/consultation area map for their area as part of this round of meetings,
which they were invited to review and provide any further comments which could be
taken forward by the Joint Plan authorities.
7.119 On 12 May 2015 a presentation on minerals and waste safeguarding, in the context
of the Joint Plan, was given by a representative of NYCC to a meeting of the North
Yorkshire Development Plans Forum. The Forum includes representatives of all
North Yorkshire District and Borough Councils. The presentation summarised the
intended approach in the Joint Plan to safeguarding and invited further input on this,
including through responses to consultation at Preferred Options stage, in order to
help ensure a coordinated approach. A copy of the agenda is available to view in
Appendix AO.
7.120 Further one-to-one meetings took place with all District and Borough Council officers
in December 2015 and January 2016, during consultation at Preferred Options stage.
Safeguarding issues were again raised as a specific issue to encourage feedback via
the consultation.
7.121 As a result of this engagement activity revisions to the proposed approach to
safeguarding, as set out in Policies S01, S02 and S06 were made, including in
relation to the forms of development to be exempt from consideration through the
safeguarding process, the identification of safeguarding buffer zones and the
presentation of safeguarding information on the Policies map.
7.122 In addition to the engagement activity which took place on safeguarding minerals
resources, engagement has also taken place with District and Borough Councils on
the identification of locations for safeguarded minerals and waste infrastructure. In
particular, this has included further engagement with Selby District Council in relation
to the safeguarding of waste infrastructure and minerals and waste transport
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infrastructure located in Selby District and the relationship between proposed
safeguarded sites and emerging proposals in the Local Plan for Selby. Engagement
has continued in the period following publication of the Joint Plan in late 2016, and,
on the basis of the District Council’s response to the Addendum of Proposed
Changes to the Publication Draft in August 2017, all remaining issues have been
resolved.
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APPENDICES
The accompanying appendices contain further supporting evidence relating to
matters addressed in this Statement.
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Appendix A: Note of meeting establishing principle of joint working
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Appendix B: Email from YDNP confirming intention to prepare a
separate Local Plan
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Appendix C: MoU between YDNPA, CYC, NYMMPA and NYCC

1/3 cont…
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2/3 cont …
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3/3 end.
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Appendix D: Terms of reference for the Joint Member Working
Group and resolution
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Appendix E: Endorsement of the recognition of connectivity
between North Yorkshire and West Yorkshire LAA by West
Yorkshire Combined Authority Portfolio holders Board
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4/4 end
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Appendix F: Endorsement of Waste Position Statement by West
Yorkshire Combined Authority Portfolio holders Board
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Appendix G: Agreement to prepare sub-regional LAA
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Appendix H: Selection of Minutes of AWP Meetings –
25th July 2013
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Minutes of AWP Meeting – 28th September 2016
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Appendix I: MoU Yorkshire & Humber Waste Technical Advisory
Body (Y&H WTAB) – July 2014 & July 2016
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Appendix J: Y&H WTAB Meeting Note - April 2014
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Appendix K: Note of meeting between Joint Plan Authorities and
Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council - 7th March 2013

North Yorkshire Joint Minerals and Waste Plan
Meeting with Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council
Thursday 7th March 2013
Note of Meeting

In attendance:
Alex Conti, Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council (Planning)
Fiona McGloin, Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council (Planning)
Brian McLean, Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council (Neighbourhoods)
Rob Smith, North Yorkshire County Council
Andrea McMillan, North York Moors National Park Authority
1. Background to the North Yorkshire Joint Minerals and Waste Plan
AM explained that the North York Moors National Park Authority (NYM), North Yorkshire
County Council (NYCC) and the City of York Council (CYC) have agreed to produce a joint
Minerals and Waste Plan (subject to Member agreement for CYC although indications are
that this will be fine). NYCC had gone some way towards producing a Minerals Core
Strategy and a Waste Core Strategy, but began talks with CYC last year about widening the
scope to also cover York. Although NYM have adopted minerals and waste policies in the
2008 Core Strategy and Development Policies, the introduction of the National Planning
Policy Framework (and loss of previous national guidance) and the revocation of the
Regional Spatial Strategy has left gaps in the policies. The three authorities have therefore
agreed to produce a joint plan and have been putting in place the arrangements for joint
working.
RS explained that much of the evidence that NYCC had previously produced and
consultations previously undertaken will still be relevant and that work is underway to update
these and make it relevant to the new plan area, including through commissioning additional
work, particularly for CYC and NYM. An initial consultation (Regulation 18 consultation) will
take place in May this year. AM to email timetable to AC, FM and BM (attached with note
of meeting).
AM explained that the purpose of the meeting was to make contact with Redcar and
Cleveland (RCBC) as both adjoining minerals and waste planning authority and as waste
management authority for the part of NYM in RCBC area, and to identify any important
issues that the joint plan should address. This is especially important in terms of the Duty to
Co-operate.
2. Position of RCBC (Tees Valley) Minerals and Waste Plan
AC explained that the Tees Valley Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD and Policies and
Sites DPD were adopted in 2011. RCBC are likely to be focusing on the production of a
single Local Plan for the Borough, but this is not likely to include a review of minerals and
waste policies as these have recently been adopted. If a review were to be carried out this
would most likely be after the North Yorkshire joint plan has been adopted. The adopted
DPDs cover the period up to 2026.
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In relation to whether the Tees Valley DPD plans for waste arising in the National Park part
of RCBC, it is thought that it does and AC explained that the Waste Background Paper
shows the data sets that were used. The Background Paper is on the RCBC website. AM
considered it would be useful for the North Yorkshire joint plan to explain how the waste
arising in the RCBC part of the Park have been planned for (i.e. in which plan).
In terms of any major C&I waste producers in the RCBC part of NYM, it was thought that
Boulby Potash Mine was the only one but it is unknown what and how much is produced.
3. Waste issues
BM explained that ‘co-mingling’ is about to be introduced in RCBC area from April 2013.
Trials have shown a 6% increase in recycling rates.
BM also explained that the Waste Management Strategy for the Tees Valley is to be
reviewed this year which will also look at waste collection and whether there is a need for
five waste management authorities in the Tees Valley. The aim is to report on the review by
March 2014.
There is a current contract with SITA whereby waste only goes to landfill when the energy
from waste plant at Haverton Hill goes down. All LACW waste from NYM that isn’t recycled
presently goes to Haverton Hill. Some landfill takes place in Stockton Borough at seal sands.
For RCBC there is the issue of managing closed landfill sites.
Other main waste management infrastructure in the Tees Valley includes Warrenby Waste
Transfer Station and a wood recycling plant at Wilton. There have been suggestions that
there is demand for an energy from waste plant at Wilton. Haverton Hill has recently been
extended and now also takes waste from Tyneside and Northumberland. Either Sarah
Tennison or Malcolm Steele at Tees Valley Joint Strategy Unit will have more details on
infrastructure.
There is one Household Waste Recycling Centre in the Borough, at Dunsdale. A HWRC at
Warrenby closed 12 months ago. Services at Dunsdale might be trimmed back. Other
smaller facilities are dotted around, although it is not known whether there are any in NYM.
The Environment Agency would have details on hazardous waste capacity in the Tees
Valley. Brand Sands in RCBC area deals with hazardous waste.
It may be beneficial to look at waste collection as at the moment RCBC collect up to the
border for some locations where it may be more efficient for, for example, Scarborough
Borough Council to collect where small settlements or farms are just within RCBC.
RS explained that some work NYCC commissioned looking at waste projections for all
different types of waste is likely to be extended to cover NYM and CYC. BM acknowledged
that it would not be possible to provide data on LACW waste arisings for the NYM part of
RCBC. It is anticipated that the consultants will produce some estimates for NYM arisings.
BM said that any requests for further information could be sent to him, including any
requests relating to the waste evidence work being undertaken by consultants. AM thought
it would probably be useful to have information on any small recycling facilities in
NYM and will email BM for this information.
4. Minerals issues
AM explained that the Local Aggregate Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub-region has
not assumed any future supply of aggregates from NYM (although not ruled it out either as
this is a matter for the plan). The Yorkshire and Humber RSS set a fairly low apportionment
of 0.8mt which has been met and both aggregates quarries have closed, and extremely
unlikely that there would be any pressure to re-open these. It is thought most of what was
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produced went southwards rather than northwards. AC thought there would be no
implications for RCBC from having an assumption of no supply from NYM.
RS expressed concerns from NYCC (and also Durham County) that the Tees Valley are not
contributing enough, particularly in relation to sand and gravel. It is something that could be
raised through a Local Aggregate Assessment for the Tees Valley. AC explained that there
have not been discussions yet in the Tees Valley about producing a Local Aggregate
Assessment. RS will hopefully go to the next Tees Valley Local Plans meeting.
AC explained that there are no aggregates quarries in RCBC, there is one in Stockton which
isn’t operation at the moment and one at North Gare (both sand and gravel). The Minerals
Safeguarding Maps for the Tees Valley identify some areas for sand and gravel
safeguarding in various places across the area. NYM are in the process of commissioning
consultants to produce Minerals Safeguarding Areas and will need to ensure these tie up
across the boundaries – it was noted that gypsum has been identified in the Tees Valley up
to the NYM border but this hasn’t been identified in the list of minerals to be looked at for
NYM. Details on why gypsum was included may be contained in the Minerals Background
Paper.
5. AOB
AM asked whether it would be possible to put a couple of lines about the North Yorkshire
joint plan in any residents’ publications RCBC produce, as the only other way of reaching
residents in the part of NYC in RCBC is via Moors Messenger which only goes out twice a
year. AC to investigate.
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Appendix L: MoU between Joint Plan Authorities and Redcar and
Cleveland Borough Council
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Appendix M: Sample letter to WPAs - November 2013
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Appendix N: Summary of responses to correspondence with
importer WPAs - November 2013
MPA

DtC Response December 2013

Association of
Greater Manchester
Authorities (AGMA)

The data sent is correct for waste movements in 2011 to Salford City Council.
Similar movements in 2012, slight increase in volume to 711 tonnes to Salford.
As these movements are outside of the control of the WPA. No specific
concerns with them continuing and there is no information f to indicate these
operations are likely to cease over the plan period of the Greater Manchester
Waste Plan.
Waste movements from Greater Manchester to North Yorkshire in 2012 were
180 tonnes, with 12 tonnes coming from Salford, a slight increase, however
these movements low they cause no concern.
Cannot comment on movement of waste from Greater Manchester or on
whether or not it will continue.
A number of facilities in Greater Manchester are able to treat hazardous
waste, is assumed that most waste of this kind will be managed locally,
recognise that waste does not respect administrative boundaries and may
continue to travel between the two planning areas.
Waste moving between the 2 planning areas is small and as could be seen as
odd as to why such movements occur when it would be cheaper to treat waste
closer to source. These movements relate to hazardous waste and the
facilities to which it is being taken are specialist treatment facilities and may
only be available at the locations where waste is currently managed.
Considered that such facilities may not be available locally and that
transportation of such waste will continue.
Bradford agrees with the data provided in relation to waste movements. The
waste patterns between Bradford and North Yorkshire will remain the same in
the near future. Through the emerging Bradford District Waste Management
Development Plan Document are planning for more facilities and allocating
land, therefore expect exports from Bradford to drop in the long term.
The data provided is regarded as accurate
One waste transfer site which has recently opened at Albert Hill Industrial
Estate is missing, it handles ferrous, non-ferrous and precious metals as well
as end of life vehicles before transfer to EMRs main site at Hartlepool.
The data regarding the export of waste is accurate and is based on the most
up to date information available.
The Barnsley, Doncaster and Rotherham Joint Waste Plan sets out the overall
approach to managing waste within the three boroughs over the period to
2026.
Where preferable to manage waste as close as possible to its source, there
will continue to be cross boundary movements of waste between Doncaster
and North Yorkshire over the plan period and beyond.
One of the main objectives of the plan is to manage waste at the nearest
appropriate location within the boundaries of the three boroughs. However, it
allows waste to be imported or exported where this is the most sustainable
option.
Future waste proposals will be assessed in terms of ability to achieve
sustainable waste management in line with principles of the waste hierarchy.
In Doncaster waste will be managed in the following order of priority:
prevention, re-use, recycling, recovery and disposal.
The tonnages are relatively small.
Durham CC does not have any more information other than from Waste Data
Interrogator and the Hazardous Waste Interrogator.
Not aware of planning reasons why the current movements of waste should
not continue. Movements of waste are controlled by the market and do not
respect boundaries. Approximately 20 tonnes waste were transferred for
disposal. May have been managed at one of the 4 clinical waste transfer
stations in the County.
A further 211 tonnes C&D waste were landfilled in County Durham and
asbestos. 0.2 tonnes of Municipal and similar commercial wastes were
transferred for disposal, 1.7 tonnes were incinerated without energy recovery,
and 1 tonne was transferred for recovery. Approximately 252 tonnes of
hazardous waste were imported for treatment in North Yorkshire in 2011, with

Bradford Council

Darlington Council

Doncaster Council

Durham County
Council
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Flintshire County
Council
Hartlepool Council

Kirklees Council

Lancashire Council

Lincolnshire County
Council

Leeds City Council

North East
Lincolnshire

a further 110 tonnes transferred for recovery, 3 tonnes incineration with
energy recovery and 1 tonne for recovery.
County Durham is a net exporter of hazardous waste. The largest producer
and manager of hazardous waste in the North East region is the Tees Valley.
County Durham has a total hazardous treatment capacity of 10,000 tonnes
annually (2010 figures) and 34,000 tonnes of transfer capacity.
All waste management sites in the County have been safeguarded with the
exception of animal incinerators.
No known planning reason why movements could not continue in future
Information provided relating to exports and imports of waste are accurate.
No reasons why movement of waste may change, both imports and exports.
Not aware of any other information which will affect the levels of import or
export of waste
Data is considered accurate but data from the 2012 interrogator would be
more up to date.
Waste exports data is accurate, but 2012 data would be more up to date.
Planning permissions at Foxhall Environmental Services Ltd and Demex Ltd
are time limited. If they are not renewed the extant planning permissions
allowing the sites to be used for waste transfer/disposal will expire before the
end of the plan period.
Waste Imports from Kirklees to NYCC: information is accurate but more up to
date information is available in the 2012 waste interrogator. Unaware of any
other significant reasons why either the volume or pattern of waste
movements from Kirklees to NYCC would change
Do not have any issues with the accuracy of information. The planning
permission for Clifton Marsh Landfill contains condition 5, which limits the
amount of low level nuclear waste that can be imported to the site from
outside the north west to 4000 tonnes per annum, this planning permission is
st
time limited by condition 1 to cease by 31 December 2015.
Information provided on the sites identified as receiving waste is accurate.
There are no planning reasons why these sites will not be able to function in
the future.
There is no evidence that the volume or pattern of movements of waste is
likely to change in the future.
No additional information that would have a substantial influence on
movements of waste in the area in future.
Response provides information on the status of all waste sites listed as
receiving waste from North Yorkshire, the majority of the facilities are
safeguarded.
Other than asbestos Leeds has a very limited capacity for dealing with
hazardous waste. There is a clinical waste incinerator and effluent treatment
plant both of which accept hazardous waste and have a long life planning
permission on safeguarded sites. The clinical waste incinerator at Knostrop
deals with some hospital waste.
It is not expected that the pattern of waste movements will change. There are
enough opportunities for disposing of inert waste in Leeds but the industry is
slow to bring these forward.
There is concern that if the recently permitted Biffa commercial waste
incinerator is not built then Leeds will have to export this waste when Skelton
Landfill closes in 2017, as by then Peckfield landfill won’t be able to take up
the slack without itself filling up quickly. Peckfield has many customers from
outside Leeds.
information provided relating to known exports to be accurate.
4664 tonnes of waste moved from North Yorkshire for management in facilities
in North East Lincolnshire.
495 tonnes of hazardous waste were recovered in North East Lincolnshire
from North Yorkshire in 2011 which was managed by the recovery process,
and small tonnages moved through transfer stations consisting of 0.0237
tonnes which was eventually managed by a recovery method and 0.0009
tonnes which was eventually managed by a disposal method. Our query also
identified that North East Lincolnshire also received 2.2 tonnes of waste from
City of York which entered a transfer facility before management via a
recovery process.
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Nottinghamshire
County Council

Redcar & Cleveland
Council

Rotherham Council

Stockton Borough
Council

Wakefield Council

Not aware of any reasons which will stop these sites receiving waste. The
Ammonia recovery Facility operated by BOC Limited at Stallingborough is a
commercial operation which relies on the importation of waste gases from a
nationwide catchment area.
The Council recently undertook a survey of the borough’s active waste
operators; none of the respondents raised any concerns which may hinder
their operations.
Data relating to known imports from North East Lincolnshire to North Yorkshire
to be fairly accurate. The query run by the Council showed 1 tonne is
managed via a recovery process and a further 7.62 tonnes was received by
transfer facilities which later on was managed through a recovery process.
Additionally the query identified that the City of York received 2.5 tonnes of
waste from North East Lincolnshire which is managed via a treatment process.
Unable to provide an indication as to whether or not current arrangements will
continue. The tonnage involved is considered to be very small.
Not aware of any proposals which may influence the movement of waste
between the Joint Plan area and North East Lincolnshire at the current time.
Data is correct. To the best of our knowledge all of the sites referred to have a
current EA permit and are currently active.
Not aware of any operational or planning constraints that would limit a similar
pattern and quantity of waste movements in the future.
Nottinghamshire’s own Waste Core Strategy, prepared jointly with Nottingham
City Council, is due to be adopted in December 2013 and seeks to ensure net
self-sufficiency in waste management capacity whilst allowing for a reasonable
level of waste movements between WPA areas where appropriate.
No further information on waste movements which would suggest that
information contained within the EA waste interrogator is incorrect. Unaware of
any reasons why the future export of waste to Redcar and Cleveland would be
unable to continue. No further updates on the capacity of waste sites within
the Tees Valley are currently available.
Not aware of any information which would suggest that these movements,
including volume or pattern are likely to change.
The waste data used in the Tees valley Joint Minerals and Waste Core
Strategy did not differentiate between waste from the North York Moors
National Park area of Redcar and Cleveland and the remainder of the
borough. Would welcome further discussion on how to account for the waste
produced in that part of the National Park in the future. Please note that whilst
Boulby Potash Mine is located within Redcar and Cleveland borough, it is
within the North York Moors WPA.
Do not have any additional records on waste movements on the sites listed.
No planning or waste management records to confirm or contradict the
information supplied by the Environment Agency. Agree that the information
supplied by the EA Waste Interrogator is likely to be the most accurate record
of waste movements for all of the sites listed.
The Barnsley Doncaster and Rotherham Joint Waste Plan DPD was adopted
in March 2012 and does not place any policy restrictions on the listed sites.
The more general sites and policies DPD is not likely to be adopted in the near
future and there are no policy constraints at the moment.
Do not have any additional information to add to or contradict the EA
hazardous waste interrogator.
At a strategic level The Joint Waste Plan adopted by Barnsley, Doncaster and
Rotherham Council’s aims to minimise the import/export of waste outside of
the three boroughs, though this refers mainly to general waste streams rather
than hazardous waste streams.
There is no reason why the information provided by the 2011 EA Waste or
Hazardous Waste interrogators would be inaccurate, Have no other relevant
information relating to waste movements between Stockton and North
Yorkshire.
Information was provided about specific facilities and potential for future waste
movements.
The information provided by the Environment Agency regarded as a reliable
reflection of currently available waste management facilities operating in the
area. Not aware of any other information which would add to this.
Expected that the existing waste management facilities will be available for the
foreseeable future to deal with local and regional waste. Some of the facilities
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Walsall Council

are specialised such as glass recycling. We cannot pre-empt from a
commercial point of view that all the facilities will continue in their present form
as respond to market forces.
Expect cross boundary movements to continue. Two matters which may
impact upon cross boundary movements.
Wellbeck Landfill, Normanton used by the North Yorkshire sub-region as a
receptor for Household, Industrial and Commercial waste. The current
planning permission due to expire in May 2018. Currently no planning
application submitted to consider a renewal of the planning consent to extend
the time for landfill, but one is expected in the near future. Cannot pre-empt
the outcome of any further application for landfill. The site is operated by FCC,
who operate other landfill sites within the region. Any assumptions about
future availability of landfill void space at the current Welbeck facility should
reflect this position.
South Kirby waste treatment facility collects around 165,000 tonnes waste per
annum, approx. 39% is recycled and the remainder goes to landfill. The
Council has entered into a 25 year management agreement to build a new
waste management facility at South Kirby to accept the Council collection and
commercial waste. The facility will enable more waste to be recycled, reused
and recovered with less being sent to landfill. The facility is due to be
completed in 2015 and will process approximately 200,000 tonnes per annum,
helping to increase the authorities recycling rate to at least 52% per annum.
Do not think checking the accuracy of the Environment Agency information
and providing information about facilities is the best way to demonstrate that
WPAs are ‘cooperating’ with each other. This data is useful in illustrating
waste flows between different areas but WPAs cannot do much to influence
the waste movements indicated, except where they show ‘capacity gaps’ in a
particular area which should be addressed in local plans.
Walsall will soon be setting up a web page where information will be posted
regarding cross-boundary movements of waste in and out of Walsall Borough,
and notify other WPAs when this is done. Walsall will then only reply to
enquiries where there is evidence that waste exports from Walsall are having
a ‘significant impact’ on another area.
Information provided regarding exports and imports of waste in 2011 matches.
The sites detailed are operating and not due to close, there are no planning
conditions restricting imports from other areas. There is no guarantee that this
will be the case throughout the life of the plan.
Most of the Walsall waste contracts are due to be renewed in 2015/16.
Very little waste exported from North Yorkshire to Walsall, and there is no
evidence that the amounts of waste being exported from Walsall to the North
Yorkshire Sub-region are having a ‘significant impact’ on any of the authorities
in that area.
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Appendix O: Example letter to WPA Waste Importer - May 2014
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Appendix P: Summary of Responses to WPA Waste Importer Letter - May 2014
Council
Central Bedfordshire
Council

Response
1) Difficult to comment on the appropriateness of the proposed criteria to enable your authority to identify export
movements of strategic significance without some indication of the overall waste volumes and whether or not, by
using these criteria, the majority of the waste exported is 'caught' or if there is a significant proportion unaccounted
for when these criteria are applied. The significance of the volume of waste exported from North Yorkshire to
Ampthill Metal Company Limited in 2012 cannot be estimated without having some indication of the overall
volumes of waste within your area.
You may be interested to know the criteria agreed by the East of England WTAB for Duty to Co-operate
consultation purposes recently.
These are:
Non-hazardous waste: 2500 tonnes per annum
Hazardous waste: 100 tonnes per annum
Inert waste including excavation waste: 5000 tonnes per annum
2) The methodology seems relatively complicated to apply and something simpler may add clarity.
3) The adopted Bedford Borough, Central Bedfordshire and Luton Borough Minerals and Waste Local Plan:
Strategic Sites and Policies (2014) makes provision for recovery and disposal capacity to be provided equivalent
to the local arisings of waste that will arise within the Plan area as well as an apportionment of pre-treated residual
waste from London. A number of strategic waste sites have been identified. Waste management development on
these strategic sites may have a catchment area restriction policy applied in certain circumstances to discourage
the importation of waste from outside the Plan area. There are some existing waste facilities within the Plan area
most of which have no restriction on where they can source waste. Some of these facilities could have a strategic
role in managing waste from York and the North. Yorkshire area but given the distance it is unlikely that this will be
the case. ..

Cumbria County

4) Ampthill Metal Co. Ltd has a permanent permission which does not have any catchment area or throughput
restrictions. Not aware of any reason why it could not continue to take the volumes of waste being exported from
your area. Company not aware of any waste coming from the Yorkshire area. It was suggested that an
administrative mistake had been made in compiling the figures and that it was in fact an error.
Do not have precise figures for exports of crushed rock from Cumbria to North Yorkshire. In the recent past,
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Council
Council

Response
Cumbria County Council had not carried out the annual minerals survey for quarries in the county, but relied upon
the NW Aggregates Working Party to undertake the survey and collate the responses. Since the duty to prepare a
Local Aggregates Assessment was placed on the Council in 2012, we have taken back the survey role and, for
the calendar year 2013, have asked more in-depth questions of the operators, regarding markets and uses of their
minerals. It is intended that the data gathered will form the basis of a much better understanding of local, regional
and national markets.
Based on 10-year average sales figures, the 2013 LAA (for calendar year 2012) shows that Cumbria has a
landbank of 35 years for crushed rock. The majority of the hard rock resource lies in the south and west of the
county, abutting the Yorkshire Dales National Park, there are greater constraints on mineral extraction within the
National Park, exports of significance exports are made to North Yorkshire and it is expected this will continue.
If the growth of the UK economy demands further aggregates, any applications submitted would not be refused
solely for the reason that ‘the landbank is too large’. Maintenance of supply of crushed rock will depend on the
grant of further permissions, and we consider that this will be market led.
The current draft Cumbria Minerals & Waste Local Plan is being updated with a view to taking it out for public
consultation later this year. There will be five Areas of Search in that Plan for existing hard rock quarries. These
allocations are intended to provide further resources in the county to beyond the end of the Plan period of 2029.
The 2013 LAA discusses potential, major infrastructure projects in Cumbria, such as nuclear new build,
regeneration schemes and transport links; the 2014 LAA will include potential projects identified by the Local
Enterprise Partnership. There is no commitment to any of those developments at present

Durham County
Council

It is not considered at this time that there is any need to address this matter more formally under the Duty to Cooperate, whether through a Memorandum of Understanding or through any agreement reached at Member level
within our respective Authorities.
1) The Environment Agency Position Statements on waste show movements over 1,000 tonnes and it is
considered that this is an appropriate level.
2) N/A
3) Do not have any more information on the specific waste or sites involved beside the information available from
the Waste Data Interrogator and the Hazardous Waste Interrogator and the more general trends data from the
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Council

Response
Environment Agency. Not aware of any further sites of strategic significance to the York and North Yorkshire area.
It may be useful to consider sites coming forward (or extant) in the surrounding WPA areas with capacities which
are of regional significance, of say over 50,000tpa.
4) The facility will have been safeguarded. Not aware of any planning reasons why these movements could not
continue. Movements of waste are controlled by the market and do not respect sub-regional; regional or often
even national boundaries. Not aware of any planning reasons why these movements would change.

Doncaster
Metropolitan Borough
Council

Joint Plan area Minerals Exports and Imports
In relation to the import of minerals from County Durham to North Yorkshire, not aware of any specific reason why
flows of aggregates from Durham to North Yorkshire cannot be sustained at 2009’s modest levels. One of the
closest quarries to North Yorkshire in County Durham in 2009 has now ceased mineral extraction, as the winning
and working of minerals ceased at Aycliffe Quarry in 2013. Wish to highlight that we have no control of the final
destination of aggregate minerals extracted from County Durham’s quarries.
Would welcome a position statement on whether you consider that the level of exports to the North East from the
Yorkshire and Humber as identified in the Collation of the Aggregates Minerals 2009 Survey be sustained in the
short, medium and long term.
Minerals
Aggregate supplied from North Yorkshire may continue to be required in line with the average exports as for the
last 10 years. Levels may increase later in the plan period due to the sand and gravel resource limitations in the
Doncaster area.
Evidence within the 2009 RAWP report and 2010 monitoring (including the draft Doncaster and Rotherham LAA)
shows that Doncaster’s resources are predominantly soft sand.
It may be unlikely that Doncaster will be able to continue to provide the 1 - 5% of sand and gravel to the subregion (between 8 and 38kt) during your whole plan period up to 2030. In the short term supplies may be
maintained, however long term constraints have been identified in respect of sharp sand and gravel availability in
our area.
Waste
1) Yes. The criteria appear to be useful as a proxy for determining what is “strategically significant” based on the
information provided in the table. However, the quoted tonnages are still relatively modest compared to the
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Council

Response
quantities of waste that will require recycling or treatment across Doncaster and the overall licensed capacity of
sites.
2) The Barnsley, Doncaster and Rotherham Joint Waste Plan (adopted in 2012) allocates a site in the east of the
borough to deal with up to 400,000 tonnes of municipal, commercial and industrial waste per annum over the
period to 2026. This facility may have the potential to receive waste from North Yorkshire in large quantities.
4) No. The Joint Waste Plan has recently been adopted and is based on up-to-date information.

East Riding of
Yorkshire Council

5) Your previous response refers to the Barnsley, Rotherham and Doncaster Joint Waste Plan which has a key
objective to manage waste as close to its source as possible, but allows it to be imported or exported where this
represents the most sustainable option. Whilst your response recognises that exports from the York and North
Yorkshire area could continue and, based on current rates, are unlikely to be at odds with the Waste Plan, is there
any reason to assume that exports may not continue at its current rate throughout the period to 2030?
No.
1) Yes
2) N/A
3) No
4) No, however, Wagstaff Auto Spares is in Great Heck, so in NYCC rather than ERYC. .
In relation to aggregates we would be grateful if you could answer the following questions:
5) Are there any particular projects or levels of planned future growth that may require a significant increase in
aggregates demand?
As the Local Plan has progressed to submission stage, far more building projects are coming forward. Many
are housing schemes, but there are also many wind turbines and wind farms, which will need crushed rock for
access roads.
6) If so, is it likely that this demand can be met through sources within East Riding of Yorkshire or other sources
outside of North Yorkshire?
Yes
7) Are you aware of any significant constraints on supply of aggregates within or to the East Riding of Yorkshire?
Not that I’m aware of
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Council

Response
8) Is it appropriate to assume that levels of aggregate supply from North Yorkshire should continue along the
lines of an average of the past ten years sales?
Yes I believe so.

Kirklees Council

Leeds City Council

Based upon data you have previously provided it is apparent that in 2009 significant movements of sand and
gravel from the East Riding of Yorkshire to the Joint Plan area took place, in the range of 60-140kt over the period
2009 to 2012. With this in mind, we would be grateful if you could inform us of any reason why this level of exports
from the East Riding of Yorkshire may not be able to continue over the period to 2030.
As far as I am aware this can continue, however one of the key consents expires in 2025, so either a new site
would need to be found or an extension to the existing site sought in order to provide continuity of supply until
2030.
Thank you for consulting Kirklees Council on your joint minerals and waste plan. I have carefully considered your
questions and provide the following response:
1. Yes
2. N/A
3. There are no facilities in addition to the ones already identified that are considered to have a strategic role in
managing waste from York and the North Yorkshire area
4. No. Each of the identified facilities have sufficient permitted capacity to continue receiving the levels of
waste up to 2030
5. Agreed. Kirklees does not consider the quantity of waste received by Foxhall Environmental Services Ltd
and Demex Ltd from York and North Yorkshire to be of strategic significance
6. I’m not aware of any projects large enough to significantly increase aggregates demand beyond the annual
average
7. N/A
8. No
9. Yes, it is considered that the use of the average from the past 10 years aggregates sales is appropriate and
consistent with NPPF
1) Thresholds of 1,000 tonnes seems low.
2) 5,000
3) None known
4) Yes. We expect Peckfield to be full at current rates of tipping ahead of 2022 – maybe 2019.
5) We have no indication the Skelton EfW is to go ahead. We have refused a 200K tonnes EfW in March as
contrary to the development plan. No appeal on refusal yet. Municipal EfW under construction. Will take
circa 70k tonnes commercial waste from late 2016.
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Council

Response
6) No change likely

Nottingham City
Council

Thank you for your request for information concerning the identified waste movements between the Joint Plan
Authorities and Nottingham City based on the Environment Agency data interrogators. We have analysed the data
in respect of movements and can confirm that the information provided matches our own assessment of the
available data and that we support the thresholds of ‘significant’ waste movements used in the assessment.
At the present time we have not identified any significant planning issues resulting from this level of waste
movements and do not anticipate any significant changes in our own provision that would affect the Joint Plan.
Unless future monitoring evidence suggests significant changes in the future pattern of waste movements
between our respective authorities, we are satisfied that the Joint Plan has taken appropriate steps in terms of the
duty to cooperate and we do not wish to raise any issues.
Nottingham City's own Waste Core Strategy, prepared jointly with Nottinghamshire County Council, was adopted
in December 2013 and seeks to ensure net self-sufficiency in waste management capacity whilst allowing for a
reasonable level of waste movements between Waste Planning Authority areas where appropriate.

Redcar and Cleveland
Borough Council

Rotherham
Metropolitan Borough
Council

We have no information to suggest that the existing export of waste to the identified sites in Redcar and Cleveland
would be unable to continue.
The Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD (2011) and Minerals and Waste Policies and Sites
DPD (2011) contain information on specific sites and policies for waste management. There are currently no
proposals for an uplift in the management of imported hazardous, or other, waste from outside areas.
1) Yes I would agree that the criteria used would be appropriate.
2) N/A
3) There are no additional strategic sites that deal predominantly with hazardous waste that I am aware of.
Victrex, Gin House Lane, Thornhill, Rotherham have a licence for the storage of some hazardous chemicals,
though they mainly manufacture chemicals rather than dealing with waste.
By way of more general commentary, a new waste facility, the PFI Bolton Road Scheme in Manvers is likely to
come on stream in early 2015, and has a capacity of 265 000 per annum. However, this would primarily manage
municipal waste from the BDR area (which will divert some of the existing waste streams). Only a small
percentage of the waste will be commercial and industrial sources in the early years and there is no intention to
manage hazardous waste. Permission was granted in May 2012 and construction is at an intermediate-advanced
stage.
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Council

Response
4) Not that we are aware of at this stage. This site does not have any restrictive conditions regarding future
operating dates, or origins or destinations of waste products.
5) Your previous response refers to the Barnsley, Rotherham and Doncaster Joint Waste Plan as aiming to
minimise the import and export of waste, although identifies that this may not be the case in relation to hazardous
waste. Is there any reason to assume therefore that exports may not be able to continue at their current rate
throughout the period to 2030?
The plan aims to encourage a degree of self-sufficiency within the BDR area, however, there are no recent
planning approvals within the Rotherham borough (that I am aware of) that have restrictive conditions regarding
the origins of waste. Conditions primarily relate to the amount of throughput.
6) Are there any particular projects or levels of planned future growth that may require a significant increase in
aggregates demand?
The Waverley site is in the south-eastern an area of the borough that is expected to have a significant amount
growth in the near future. The site has recently had a number of recent applications approved, following an outline
approval in 2011.
RB2008/1372 – Outline application with all matters reserved except for the means of access for a new community
comprising residential (3890 units) commercial development (including office, live/work, retail, financial and
professional services, restaurants, snack bars and cafes, drinking establishments, hot food takeaways,
entertainment and leisure uses and a hotel) and open space (including parkland and public realm, sport and
recreation facilities), together with 2 no. 2 form entry primary schools, health, cultural and community facilities,
public transport routes, footpaths, cycleways and bridleways, landscaping, waste facilities and all related
infrastructure (including roads, car and cycle parking, gas or biofuel combined heat and power generation plant
and equipment, gas facilities, water supply, electricity, district heating, telecommunications, foul and surface water
drainage systems and lighting) – granted .
However, it is difficult to assess the amount of aggregates demand in the future. There are no other single large
areas of growth of a similar magnitude in the borough.

7) If so, is it likely that this demand can be met through sources within Rotherham or other sources outside of
North Yorkshire?
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Council

Response
Unknown at this stage, as the Council does not have detailed records of aggregate imports or exports.
8) Are you aware of any significant constraints on supply of aggregates within or to the Rotherham Council area?
I am not aware if any existing aggregate producing facilities within the Rotherham borough are due to close
9) Is it appropriate to assume that levels of aggregate sales from North Yorkshire should continue along the lines
of an average of the past ten years?

Stockton on Tees
Borough Council

I would be of the opinion that this would be a reasonable assumption, since I have no evidence to indicate that this
would not be the case.
1 and 2) It is considered that the criteria for determining the strategic significance of waste management facilities
is appropriate and no alternative thresholds are suggested.
3) The Waste Interrogator 2012 indicates that in total 1752.56 tonnes of hazardous waste were sent from North
Yorkshire and York UA to Terramundo Port Clarence, which is a facility operated by Augean that provides waste
treatment processes, including the remediation of contaminated soils. It is considered that the volume of
hazardous waste received from the joint plan area in 2012 would meet the criteria for strategic significance.
4) In our previous correspondence we stated:
The Cowpen Bewley Landfill site is currently operated by the Impetus Group and was granted permission to
accept 15,500,000 tonnes of waste in 1962. In 2002 it was estimated that the remaining capacity at the site was
1,500,000. It is considered that the site is nearing the end of its operational life and the Council is currently
considering a planning application (13/2838/EIS) for the continuation and completion of the landfill site extending
the date for completion until 31 December 2023.
Application 13/2838/EIS has since been approved and the deposition of non-hazardous non-biodegradable waste
has been granted permission to continue until 31st December 2023. Non-hazardous biodegradable waste will
cease to be accepted at Cowpen Bewley by Summer 2014.
Thereafter, the site will only accept non-hazardous non-biodegradable waste to allow for previously agreed
landforms to be achieved.
The Terramundo Port Clarence Treatment Facility, operated by Augean, was granted planning permission in 2008
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Council

Response
and had a predicted capacity of up to 542,000 tonnes per annum. The facility was granted permission without any
time limiting conditions and we are not aware of any planning reasons why waste cannot continue to be received
in the future. It should also be noted that we are not aware of any changes of circumstance with regards to the
Tonks Recycling Facility.
5) Whilst the Tees Valley Minerals and Waste DPD’s are primarily concerned with providing for waste arising
within the Tees Valley, they do acknowledge the economic success of companies importing waste from outside of
the plan area. It is expected that Stockton will continue to import waste from outside of the area and that there is
future potential for an increase in this capacity.
Stockton Council has recently approved schemes that would lead to the treatment or recovery of waste arising
from outside of the Tees Valley. These proposals include an extension to a Material Recycling Facility to allow an
additional 440,000 tonnes of non-hazardous waste to be processed per annum and a Thermal Desorption Unit
which will treat up to 30,000 tonnes of hazardous waste per annum (13/3151/EIS).
In our previous correspondence we stated:
The Port Clarence Landfill site, operated by Augean North Limited, has permission to handle both hazardous and
non-hazardous waste for disposal in landfill. In 2011 28,712.2 tonnes of hazardous waste and 42,109.57 tonnes of
non-hazardous waste were accepted at the site. The site was originally granted planning permission to accept
3.75 million cubic metres of waste plus soil and stone etc, in 1996. This permission was modified in 2003 and the
site now has permission for the landfill of 8.5 million cubic metres (6.8 million tonnes) of waste in total. Conditions
placed on the approval for the development, restricted the period of operation to 16 years from the date of
commencement of the depositing of waste on the site, which was in 2000. Therefore, under the current
permission, the acceptance of waste for landfill at the site will cease in 2016.
However, the operators of the Port Clarence landfill site submitted a request for an EIA scoping opinion to the
Council in November 2013 (13/2775/SOR), in relation to a future application to extend the life of the facility. The
supporting information stated that the facility currently has 6million cubic metres of void space and will not be
completed by 2016. Despite this information, it should be noted that a full planning application to extend the life of
the facility has not yet been submitted to the Council.
The scoping opinion request was determined in December 2013 and there have been no subsequent planning
applications in relation to the site. The situation with regards to the Port Clarence Landfill site remains that the
acceptance of waste for landfill at the site will cease in 2016 unless an application to extend the life of the facility is
submitted and approved.
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Council

Response
6, 7 and 9) The Council is currently proceeding towards a consultation on the Publication Draft Regeneration and
Environment Local Development Document. It is intended that this document will allocate land or identify
commitments for approximately 6885 dwellings. However, during the ten year period between 2004 and 2014,
5374 dwellings were delivered within the Borough, which equates to an average of 537 dwellings per annum. The
future housing requirement for the Borough is taken from the RSS and confirmed within the adopted Core
Strategy and is 525 dwellings per annum from 2016-2021 and 555 per annum until 2030.
It is not considered that there will be a substantial increase in house building over and above past trends and, at
the current time, it not considered inappropriate to assume that the levels of aggregate sales to Stockton would
continue along the lines of an average of the past ten years. It should also be noted that, while the Tees Valley
Minerals and Waste Core Strategy identifies that Stockton Quarry has sufficient reserves of sand and gravel to
meet the Tees Valley requirement, the quarry remains non-operational.
8) I can confirm that we are not currently aware of any constraints that would significantly affect the supply of
aggregates into Stockton on Tees.

Yorkshire Dales
National Park

Request a meeting to discuss minerals and waste issues (a meeting was subsequently held on 15 July 2014)
Key matters agreed at the meeting were a need to enter into a memorandum of understanding relating to export of
aggregate from YDNP to the remainder of north Yorkshire and in relation to the role of NYCC in managing waste
arising in the YDNPA area (see Appendix 1i below).
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Appendix Q: Environment Agency Confirmation of LLR waste
arisings – August 2016
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Appendix R: Example letter to importer WPAs - November 2014

142

Duty to Cooperate Statement - Appendices

143

Duty to Cooperate Statement - Appendices

Appendix S: Summary of responses to correspondence on cross boundary waste movements November 2014
Council
Central Bedfordshire
Council

Response received
It appears that the significant imports to Ampthill Metal Co Ltd, Station Road Industrial Estate from North Yorkshire in
2012 were unusual as North Yorkshire sent no waste to the facility in 2011 or 2013. This facility operates under a
Lawful Use Certificate and as such there are no planning restrictions limiting the tonnage or source of waste it may
receive.
Please also be aware that the Bedford Borough, Central Bedfordshire and Luton Borough Councils Minerals and
Waste Local Plan: Strategic Sites and Policies document (2014) guides the development of new waste facilities
towards sustainable locations, away from landfill, towards material recovery. The Plan makes provision for the
management of waste arising from within the Plan area and discourages large scale imports from other authorities.
The Plan includes a catchment area restrictions policy which discourages the large scale importation of waste to the
strategic waste sites from other areas.
In response to your final question, Central Bedfordshire Council considers that whilst the waste movements that took
place in 2012 may be considered to be of strategic importance, the general movements between the two authorities
are not strategic.

Bradford
Metropolitan District
Council

In response to the questions set out in the letter:
a) Yes it is accurate
b) No – we are not aware that any of the sites are intending to cease operation. We have granted a number of
permissions since 2011 and although none of the large strategic facilities have yet been built in Bradford, it is apparent
that the types and quantities of waste listed in your appendix are not reliant on these new strategic facilities, nor would
these strategic facilities particularly impact upon the facilities you list in the appendix as they are primarily specialist
and/or metal traders/WEEE.
c) No

Durham County
Council

We note the revised consultation criteria for strategic significance as follows:
 Input of at least 1,000 tonnes of non-hazardous waste in any of the past three years (2011, 2012, and
2013);
 Input of at least 100 tonnes of hazardous waste in any of the past three years (2011, 2012, and 2013).
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Council

Response received
In relation to your questions, we reply as follows:
a) The figures would seem to be accurate (see c below however). Durham County Council do not have any more
information on the specific waste or sites involved beside the information available from the Waste Data
Interrogator and the Hazardous Waste Interrogator and the more general trends data from the Environment
Agency. Therefore we are not aware of any further sites of strategic significance to the Joint Plan area. It may be
useful to consider sites coming forward (or extant) in the surrounding WPA areas with capacities which are of
regional significance. This could be of say over 50,000tpa.
b) Durham County Council is not aware of any reasons why the waste movements detailed in the Appendix
(2011-2013) could not continue. As you are aware, movements of waste are controlled by the market and do not
respect sub-regional; regional or often even national boundaries. We are not aware of any planning reasons why
these movements would change.
c) We note that the figures have decreased from the high of 2011 and note that this was mostly inert landfill. We
also note the importance of Aycliffe Quarry. We note a data anomaly that in 2013 a total of 4.2 tonnes of North
Yorkshire’s waste went to the Potterhouse Lane Household Waste Recycling Centre (HWRC) in Durham City
with a further 3.4 tonnes going to the Roman way HWRC in Bishop Auckland and a further 2 tonnes going to the
Coxhoe HWRC. As discussed, we recommend discussion with the Environment Agency on this issue.
We do not consider the amounts in the previous three years to be of fundamental importance to the delivery of
the strategy in County Durham.

No Response received
Doncaster
Metropolitan Borough
Council
a) It is noted that the Environment Agency's Waste Interrogator, or Hazardous Waste Interrogator in respect of
East Riding of
hazardous waste, has been utilised as a data source for the information provided in the Appendix. This data source is
Yorkshire Council
supported by the East Riding of Yorkshire and on this basis the information provided is considered to be accurate.
b)From the waste movements listed in 2013 their maybe a problem with the Allensway Recycling Ltd site due to the
fact it is not currently licensed nor does it benefit from planning permission. However, the East Riding of Yorkshire
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Council

Essex County
Council

Hartlepool Borough
Council

Response received
Council are monitoring the situation and planning applications at this site, as well as the adjoining site known as
Prospect House which is in the same ownership, are expected imminently.
C) At this stage the East Riding of Yorkshire Council do not consider there to be any strategic planning issues that
need to be resolved through further discussions. However, if issues arise in the future the East Riding of Yorkshire
Council would be willing to cooperate and discuss further as and when required.
a) The information is accurate so far as it relates to waste movements between the North Yorkshire sub-region and
Essex WPA. However please note that the plan area for our emerging Waste Local Plan covers both the county
of Essex and the unitary authority of Southend-on-Sea
b) Whist the emerging Replacement Waste Local Plan is predicated on the basis of net self-sufficiency within the
plan area, I am not aware of any specific reasons why waste movements as detailed cannot continue.
c) It is not considered that the identified movements are of strategic importance that subsequently require further
discussion between our two authorities. By way of information, Essex County Council are currently using the
following thresholds upon which to base our DtC programme:
 2,500 tpa for non-hazardous waste
 5,000tpa for inert wastes
 100 tpa for hazardous wastes
a) Yes, HBC believe the information provided in appendix A to be accurate.
b) No. the businesses operating in Appendix A are still in operation today. The waste transfer stations can continue to
operate for many years as waste comes and then goes. The location of the businesses in on industrial land and there
are no proposals to change the use of the land, so it is envisaged that these businesses will remain for many years.
Furthermore the landfill site (Seaton Meadows) has had a recent extension and as a result the capacity has increased,
this further confirms that this operation is likely to exist in the future (up until 2027) and that the waste movements are
likely to continue.
c) Yes the movements are of strategic importance, but this consultation is sufficient and no further discussion is
required. HBC would assume that if anything significant changed we would consult North Yorkshire and vice versa.

Kirklees Council
Leeds City Council

No response received
a) Information looks accurate. No cause to challenge any of it.
b) Peckfield will be full by 2019, everything else has long life permissions and all the larger sites are safeguarded in
our local plan.
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Council

Response received
c) Yes the total tonnage is of a strategic scale but only a few individual sites are of strategic importance, Knostrop,
Wetherby Skip and Peckfield. Wetherby Skip because it is very close to the district boundary and collects north
and east of Wetherby, in N Yorks

North Lincolnshire
Council
Nottingham City
Council

Redcar and
Cleveland Borough
Council

Rotherham
Metropolitan Borough
Council

No response received
At the present time we have not identified any significant planning issues resulting from current levels of waste
movements and do not anticipate any significant changes in our own provision that would affect the Plan. Unless
future monitoring evidence suggests significant changes in the future pattern of waste movements between our
respective authorities, we are satisfied that the Plan has taken appropriate steps in terms of the duty to cooperate and
we do not wish to raise any issues.
In terms of the sites identified in your correspondence, the Sims Group UK Ltd site, Harrimans Lane, Dunkirk,
Nottingham NG7 2SD is a long established site, understood to have been operational since at least the 1970s.
Thank you for your letter on the Duty to Cooperate. In response to the questions raised:
a) We have no further information on waste movements to Redcar and Cleveland beyond the information contained
within the Environment Agency's Waste Interrogator. Therefore, although data should be treated with caution, we have
nothing to suggest that the data is inaccurate.
b) We are unaware of any planning reasons why the future export of waste to the facilities listed in Redcar and
Cleveland would be unable to continue.
c) The movements of waste to Redcar and Cleveland are considered to be of strategic importance, we would therefore
welcome further discussion as part of the Plan process.
I trust you find these comments helpful and we would welcome further discussions at the appropriate stage. Should
you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact me on (01287) 612 348 or at
strategic.planning@redcar-cleveland.gov.uk
a) I would consider the information supplied to be accurate and have no additional information to suggest
otherwise.
b) I have reviewed all of the sites identified within the appendix and I am not aware that there are any planning
constraints in terms of restrictive conditions regarding future closure. Or future expected policy restraints. The
only comment I would make is as follows – this site is currently the subject of a Public Inquiry regarding the
breach of opening hours (currently has permission for hours 0800-2200 though there is some 24 use now
occurring). If the appeal is dismissed, this may result in a slight reduction in capacity that has occurred in
recent years: Universal Recycling Company, London Wiper Company Limited, Metal Recycling Site (mixed
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Council

Response received
MRS's).
c) As indicated above or in earlier correspondence, the Local Planning Authority does not have any additional
detailed information regarding individual waste movements between the boroughs. There are no conditions
highlighting the origins of waste or restricting the import/export of waste between different boroughs and I
therefore would be of the opinion that any of the waste movements between sites are not likely to be of
strategic importance.

Stockton on Tees
Borough Council

A) I have no alternative information that would suggest that the information provided within the Appendix is inaccurate.
B) In relation to question B, I will provide information on the operation of each of the facilities listed as receiving waste
in 2013 in return.
The Cowpen Bewley Open Windrow Composting Facility was granted planning permission in October 2011.
Conditions were attached to this approval which limited the consent to a period of ten years. It is, therefore, expected
that the facility will cease to operate by October 2021, unless a further planning application is submitted and approved.
The Terramundo Port Clarence Treatment Facility, operated by Augean, was granted planning permission in 2008 and
had a predicted capacity of up to 542,000 tonnes per annum. The facility was granted permission without any time
limiting conditions and we are not aware of any planning reasons why waste from North Yorkshire cannot continue to
be received in the future.
The Cowpen Bewley Landfill was granted permission to accept 15,500,000 tonnes of waste in 1962. In 2002 it was
estimated that the remaining capacity at the site was 1,500,000. The site is nearing the end of its operational life and
planning approval for the continuation and completion of Cowpen Bewley Landfill Site (13/2838/EIS) was granted until
December 2023. The site ceased to accept non-hazardous biodegradable waste in 2014 and will only accept nonhazardous non-biodegradable waste until the closure of the site.
The Port Clarence Landfill site, operated by Augean North Limited, has permission to handle both hazardous and nonhazardous waste for disposal in landfill. In 2011 28,712.2 tonnes of hazardous waste and 42,109.57 tonnes of nonhazardous waste were accepted at the site.
The site was originally granted planning permission to accept 3.75 million cubic metres of waste plus soil and stone
etc, in 1996. This permission was modified in 2003 and the site now has permission for the landfill of 8.5 million cubic
metres (6.8 million tonnes) of waste in total. Conditions placed on the approval for the development, restricted the
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Council

Response received
period of operation to 16 years from the date of commencement of the depositing of waste on the site, which was in
2000. Therefore, under the current permission, the acceptance of waste for landfill at the site is currently expected to
cease in 2016. However, the operators of the Port Clarence landfill site submitted a request for an EIA scoping opinion
to the Council in November 2013 (13/2775/SOR), in relation to a future application to extend the life of the facility. The
supporting information stated that the facility currently has 6million cubic metres of void space and will not be
completed by 2016. Despite this information, it should be noted that a full planning application to extend the life of the
facility has not yet been submitted to the Council, although one is expected imminently.
The recycling plant on Haverton Hill Road, which is operated by Tonks Transport Ltd, was granted planning approval
in May 1996. This permission was granted without restrictions to the operating life of the facility and we have no
information to suggest that the plant would not be able to continue to receive waste.
Billingham Treatment Plant, operated by Rapier Energy Ltd, was granted permission as a liquid waste treatment
centre in 1993 and this was on a permanent basis with no time limiting conditions. We have no information that would
indicate that Billingham Treatment Plant is expected to cease operation and are not aware of any planning reasons
why movements to the plant cannot continue in the future.
The Sims Group WEEE Recycling Facility was granted planning approval on 20/09/2002. This was on a permanent
basis with no time limiting conditions and I am not aware of any planning reasons that would prevent the continued
movement of waste to this site or affect its capacity to continue to accept waste movements over the plan period.
However, we have not been in any recent contact with the operators.
Finally, The Yard on Adam Street was granted permission to operate as a car breakers yard in 1982 and no time
limiting conditions were placed on the operation.
Whilst the Tees Valley Minerals and Waste DPD’s are primarily concerned with providing for waste arising within the
Tees Valley, they do acknowledge the economic success of companies importing waste from outside of the plan area.
It is expected that Stockton will continue to import waste from outside of the area and that there is future potential for
an increase in this capacity. Stockton Council has recently approved schemes that would lead to the treatment or
recovery of waste arising from outside of the Tees Valley. These proposals include an extension to a Material
Recycling Facility to allow an additional 440,000 tonnes of non-hazardous waste to be processed per annum and a
Thermal Desorption Unit which will treat up to 30,000 tonnes of hazardous waste per annum (13/3151/EIS).
C) The levels of both hazardous and non-hazardous waste received into Stockton-on-Tees from the North Yorkshire
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Council
Wakefield Council
Calderdale Council

Darlington Borough
Council

Response received
sub-region are considered to be significant. However, no strategic issues to raise at this stage.
No response received
A) I can confirm that I am in agreement with the figures in the Appendix.
B) I am not aware of any planning reasons as to why these movements may not be able to continue in the future.
C) Given the most recent tonnages imported to Calderdale, we do not consider this level of waste to be of strategic
importance.
2011
Albert Hill - no longer operational
Hanratty’s - operating lawfully
Drinkfield - Assuming this is the site adjacent to the former Council tip. Operating Lawfully.
2012
Shaw Bank - Don’t think this is in our patch it’s Durham [Barnard Castle]
Faverdale - operating with planning permission
Lingfield Way operating with planning permission
Drinkfield see above
2013
Twinsburn - Operating with planning permission [in part] investigations ongoing regarding external storage of waste
Shaw Bank- See above
Hanratty’s - Operating with permission.

Derbyshire County
Council – on behalf
of Derby City and
Derbyshire CC

Flintshire County

Do not at this time have any additional information. As part of our own waste plan development we have carried out an
extensive assessment of all operational, permitted waste sites in Derby and Derbyshire and from this we do not have
any reason to assume that the sites that you have identified will not continue to operate.
Support the approach that you have taken to determine the level at which you have determined a strategic site. The
fact that you have consulted upon the previously used figures and adapted your approach clearly shows how you have
developed your strategic approach. In Derby and Derbyshire we selected a figure of 1,000 tonnes for both nonhazardous and hazardous as an agreed approach with Nottingham and Nottinghamshire. This approach was
successfully tested as part of Nottinghamshire’s Examination in public in 2013.
a) Reid Trading handles specialist machinery cleaning wastes. This facility has planning permission and there is no
reason why the operation will not continue in future years.
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Council
Council

Response received
b) Queensferry sewage treatment works is able to handle large volumes of biological waste for treatment. There is
no indication that this facility will not be able to continue to handle and treat such wastes in the foreseeable future.
c) The overwhelming tonnage listed as being hazardous waste is attributable to CRT Recycling which was a
specialist WEE waste and Cathode Ray Tube and x ray tube treatment facility. The Company went into
administration in 2013 and ceased trading for about a year, but is now trading again as a new company, part of a
wider group, and trade under the name Display Screen Recycling or DSR. The site operates state of the art glass
separation processing equipment to sort fragmented glass into leaded and unleaded factions. The planning
permission remains in place, and the site is actively operating. This operation can be considered to be of strategic
importance, as it is one of the few facilities which are capable of separating leaded from unleaded glass
originating from WEE waste in the UK.

Lancashire County
Council

Clearly there is a strategic relationship between your plan area and ours as far as waste movements are concerned. I
don't think there are any specific issues identified by the figures.

North East
Lincolnshire Council

The data that you have provided is an accurate representation of that contained in the Environment Agency’s Waste
Data Interrogator and Hazardous Waste Data Interrogator. We are not aware of any specific reasons which would
mean that these waste movements could not continue. The facilities listed are understood to have permanent planning
consents in place.
Consider the movements to be of a significant scale, and the recent trend is an increase in the tonnage received into
North East Lincolnshire from North Yorkshire. It would be preferential for this waste to be managed closer to North
Yorkshire, in line with the proximity principle.
Waste treated at the Ammonia Recovery facility located near Stallingborough and operated by BOC Limited is a
specialist facility that receives waste gases from a nation-wide catchment area. It is likely to be the closest and most
appropriate facility to North Yorkshire for managing this waste.

Sheffield City Council

a) We are satisfied that the information provided is accurate.
b) No to both
c) We are pursuing a co-ordinated approach to waste management and related infrastructure through the Y&H
regional and city regional governance structures and welcome strategic transport planning with NYCC to manage
more environmentally friendly future waste movements, that minimise impacts on the environment and human health,
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Response received
particularly air quality within the Sheffield boundary.

Nottinghamshire
County Council

Can confirm that the information provided from the EA non-hazardous interrogator matches our own assessment of
the available data but note that there is no site-specific information provided in relation to hazardous waste.
All of the sites identified have a current EA permit and are currently active although the Bentinck Tip site was a
temporary operation to allow lagoon capping on a former colliery tip site. A temporary five year permission for wider
landscaping and restoration of this site was subsequently granted which is due to expire in 2019.
In respect of the remaining sites, are not aware of any operational or planning constraints that would limit a similar
pattern and quantity of waste movements in the future.
Nottinghamshire’s own Waste Core Strategy, prepared jointly with Nottingham City Council, was adopted in December
2013 and seeks to ensure net self-sufficiency in waste management capacity whilst allowing for a reasonable level of
waste movements between Waste Planning Authority areas where appropriate.

a) To the best of our knowledge, the information in the Appendix is considered to be accurate.
Barnsley
Metropolitan Borough b) Vernon Works/ C Soar & Sons/ Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS’s) has ceased operations, however, these
operations have moved to the expanded Tank Row Works site (also identified in the Appendix.)
Council
DTS Yard/ SR Waste Recycling Ltd/ WEEE treatment facility had their EA permit revoked and have ceased
operations.
c) We do not consider the waste movements to be of strategic importance.

Hull City Council

a) I consider the information provided to be accurate.
b) I am not aware of any planning reasons why the movements identified could not continue.
c) Our work has not yet reached a stage where we have identified what would be defined as strategic movements
and I would therefore not wish to commit to setting out what is and is not strategic at this time. Notwithstanding
this, as both authorities are active members of the Yorkshire and Humber WTAB, there will be ongoing dialogue
between our authorities to ensure the Duty to Cooperate is complied with.

Newcastle City
Council

a) Yes
b) No I am not aware of any such reasons.
c) No I do not consider the movements of waste referred to as being of strategic importance, nor do they require any
further discussions currently.
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Council
Cheshire West &
Chester Council

Response received
a) Data supplied in the Appendix relating to Waste Data Interrogator and Hazardous Waste Data Interrogator is
considered to be accurate.
b) The Council is not currently aware of any specific reasons why waste movements detailed in the Appendix may
not be able to continue in the future.
c) The Council does not consider the movements of waste identified to be of strategic importance. However, the
Council would appreciate further consultation if there was evidence to suggest that the quantities identified in the
Appendix are to significantly increase in future years.

Stoke-on-Trent City
Council

1) We have no reason to dispute the proposed figures.
2) We are unaware of any issues which would negatively impact the continued operation of the sites mentioned in
the appendix. However the Joint Waste Core Strategy for Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire does not consider
either facility to be ‘strategic’ as such there is no formal protection of each of the sites.
3) The levels of waste are relatively small, and therefore whilst where practical it would be better for the North Yorks
plan to find facilities closer to home to deal with waste arising, it is acknowledged that stopping waste crossing
borders is challenging and that certain forms of waste are so specialist as to be able to sustain only a small
number of processing sites nationwide. We do not therefore consider there to be strategic issues which warrant
further discussion.

Newport City Council

a) The Council do not monitor non-municipal waste movements, but rely on data from Natural Resources Wales
(formerly Environment Agency), and therefore have no basis to question the accuracy of the data.
b) I am not aware of any planning reasons why the current situation cannot continue. None of the facilities listed
have a temporary planning permission are still operating. In the event of a planning application for an extension or
new facility to accept additional tonnage, proposals would have to be in accordance with TAN 21: Waste and the
relevant development plan policies. The origin and method of transportation would be scrutinised and potentially
controlled via planning conditions to adhere to the proximity principle. However, this would be dependent on the
size of the facility and the quantity of waste and method of transportation being proposed.
In terms of restrictions on capacity, Natural Resources Wales monitor waste capacity and licences/permits and
may therefore be able to provide information relating to any waste facilities that may be under review at existing
facilities and potential impact on continued capacity.
With specific regard to the Sim Group facility, this is located in Newport Docks. The protected corridor of the M4
Relief Road currently runs across the docks and the waste site. There is a direction in place to consult Welsh
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Response received
Government on any planning applications affecting the route. Full design details are not known at present,
however, it is understood that in order to accommodate the docks, the road will have to be elevated.

North Tyneside
Council

c) It is difficult to offer an opinion on the level of waste movements noted as there is limited data about private nonmunicipal waste facilities. Natural Resources Wales might be in a better position to offer an informed view on this
point. The Welsh Government updated TAN 21 (Waste) this year, which sets in place monitoring procedures for
waste planning applications and capacity availability in each local planning authority in Wales. Further guidance
on the monitoring procedures is yet to be published, but once in place these may help provide additional
information and clarification on non-municipal waste movements around the country.
a) Yes, the information in the appendix is accurate.
b) There are no planning reasons why all waste movements in the appendix would be able to continue into the
future.
c) The waste movements have been assessed against our own thresholds for the amount of waste considered to
be strategic, that is:
 Hazardous Waste 100 tons
 Non Hazardous Waste 5,000 tons

The individual items of waste sent to North Tyneside from the North Yorkshire sub region are below these
thresholds and as a result they would not deemed to be of significant strategic importance.
A report by Urban Mines, “Model of Waste Arisings and Waste Management Capacity For the North East of
England Waste Planning Authorities” gives further information about waste movements in the north east.

Gateshead Council

d) I would query the 2013 figure for hazardous waste which appears to be lower than the figure displayed when
checked against the 2013 interrogator.
e) No I am not aware of any such reasons.
f) No I do not consider the movements of waste referred to as being of strategic importance, nor do they require any
further discussions currently.
Following clarification of the information queried in d) above a 2nd Response was received:
That’s fine – I had used the normal waste interrogator which explains the difference.
Therefore I am happy the figure you have included is correct based on the advice of the EA.
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Council
Wolverhampton City
Council

Response received
Wolverhampton adopted the Black Country Core Strategy (BCCS) along with Dudley Sandwell and Walsall Councils in
February 2011. The BCCS contains a number of waste policies for the Black Country. The Black Country authorities
are planning to achieve “net self-sufficiency” through the targets in the BCCS, and we expect other waste planning
authorities will plan to do the same. However it is accepted that commercial realities will influence the ability to achieve
this.
In response to the specific questions:
a) I am not aware of any other more accurate data
b) I am not aware of any reasons why the waste movements detailed in the Appendix may not be able to continue in
the future.
c) I do not consider the movements of waste to be of strategic importance

Joint Merseyside
Authorities
(on behalf of
Knowsley Council,
Sefton Council and
Liverpool City
Council)

1. I am responding to your letters sent 7th November 2014 to Knowsley, Liverpool and Sefton Councils regarding
Duty to Cooperate, hazardous waste movements and the North Yorkshire County Council, the City of York
Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority are producing a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan
(MWJP).
2. Knowsley, Liverpool and Sefton alongside Halton, St. Helens and Wirral Councils adopted the Joint
Merseyside and Halton Waste Local Plan (WLP) on 18th July 2013.
3. Merseyside Environmental Advisory Service coordinated preparation of the WLP and provide waste planning
advice to the Merseyside and Halton Councils, so we have been asked to prepare a joint response to your Duty
to Cooperate request.
4. With regard to your 3 questions (a to c) posed in your letters, our response set out below, is informed by the
WLP and its evidence base, Environment Agency (EA) Waste Data Interrogators (WDI) and Hazardous Waste
Data Interrogators (HWDI), and Environmental Permitting Regulations – Waste Sites 2014 as well as local
knowledge of the waste management sector.
a) Yes. The information provided for waste sent from North Yorkshire sub-region to Knowsley and Liverpool is
correct. However, the HWDI shows a lower 2013 tonnage (254 tonnes) for Sefton than is set out in your appendix
table.
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Response received
b) To the best of our knowledge there are no planning reasons why waste movements of the quantity detailed in
your letters may not continue in the future. Please note that existing waste management capacity is safeguarded
under WLP Policy WM7 Protecting Existing Waste Management Capacity for Built Facilities and Landfill. This is
to ensure that sufficient capacity is maintained for the needs of our Plan Area; however, we accept that crossboundary waste movements from other areas occur.
c) Whilst the 2013 tonnages from North Yorkshire sub-region are of a quantity which we would consider to be a
strategic movement, we do not foresee any strategic planning issues which would warrant further discussion.

Suffolk County
Council

(a) I would confirm that a similar figure of some 316 tonnes of hazardous waste imported into Suffolk has been
identified off the 2013 Waste Data Interrogator. I have no other contradictory evidence to suggest alternative
figures.
(b) A breakdown of the tonnage shows it as being oil and oil water mixtures and solvents. The destination of the
material was Holywell waste oil facility, operated by Eco –Oil Ltd a facility that has been in existence for a number
of years. The facility operates under a planning permission administered by Ipswich Borough Council and is
located within the confines of Ipswich Docks. The location has a number of industrial uses falling under the
definition of port operational activities. The Waste Planning Authority does not actively monitor this particular
industrial site. The facility is a permanent development and the extant planning permission does not set import
limitations.
(c) The Holywell facility appears from the Environment Agency data sheets to serve as a specialist handler of waste
oil types arising within and well beyond the East of England. The company themselves, Eco Oil Ltd, advertise as
a national collection service for waste oils of various origins to be reprocessed. The original planning application
statement for the facility referred to the principal source of imports being from marine derived waste oils. Whilst
the facility does appear to have developed a wide market area; this is more likely to have evolved as a result of
commercial practices rather than any strategic aspect.
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Council
AGMA Response
representing
Bury Council and
Salford City Council

Response received
In April 2012 the Greater Manchester Authorities adopted the Greater Manchester Joint Waste Development Plan
Document. This document was prepared by the Minerals and Waste Planning Unit on behalf of AGMA and we
represent the authorities on minerals and waste planning issues
Responded to your inquiry below as a whole response from AGMA, not as individual WPAs, in line with how waste is
planned for across Greater Manchester. In regards to specific questions in the letter sent:
(a) I can confirm that the data you sent is correct for waste movements in 2013 to Salford City Council and Bury
Metropolitan Borough Council.
(b) Similar movement occurred in previous years as shown in your working. As these movements are likely to be of a
commercial nature, they occur outside of the control of the Waste planning Authority. Have no specific concerns
with them continuing and have no information from operators of facilities which treat such waste to indicate these
operations are likely to cease over the period of the Greater Manchester Waste Plan. It is likely that the majority of
waste sent to Bury is going to Pilsworth Landfill site, planning permission for this site will cease in 2028.
(c) With regard to whether we feel the movements are strategic, AGMA have recently agreed to adopt thresholds of
100tpa for Hazardous waste and 1000tps for non-hazardous waste. Would consider any movements above these
levels strategic and would wish to continue to engage with you on these matters.
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Appendix U: Meeting Note between Joint Plan Authorities and West
Yorkshire Combined Authority - May 2015
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Appendix V: Minutes of Y&H WTAB Meeting - 27th March 2017
Yorkshire & Humber Waste Technical Advisory Body
27th March 2017
2.00 pm
Environment Agency Offices, Leeds
Minutes
Attendee

Organisation

Rob Smith (Chair)

North Yorkshire County Council

James Whiteley

North Yorkshire County Council

Carole Howarth

Bradford MD Council

James Barker

Kirklees Council

Paul Copeland

Calderdale Council

Jane Palmer

Stockton Borough Council (on behalf of the
Tees Valley Authorities)

Stephen Littlejohn

Leeds City Council

Roger Gray

Hull City Council

Louise Milwain

Environment Agency

Rachel Jones

Environment Agency (Sustainable Places
Team)

Ian Garrett

Wakefield Council

Iain Cunningham

North Lincolnshire Council

Helen McCluskie

Doncaster MB Council

Leo Oliver

Durham County Council

Apologies
Dave Parrish

Yorkshire Dales NP

Chris Hanson

Sheffield City Council

Vicky Perkin

North Yorkshire County Council

James Durham

East Riding of Yorkshire Council

Cont…
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1. Welcome and Introductions
2. Matters arising from previous meeting (5.9.16)
LM circulated the revised EA RDF consultation paper on 6.9.16
RS and CH have discussed issues related to the next update of the Y&H
Waste Position Statement, further detail provided under Agenda Item 6.
3. Update from EA on current issues

LM

The definition of Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) was published on 16.2.17 by
Defra: “Refuse derived fuel (RDF) consists of residual waste that complies
with the specifications in a written contract between the producer of the
RDF and a permitted end-user for the thermal treatment of the waste in an
energy from waste facility or a facility undertaking co-incineration such as
cement and lime kilns. The written contract must include the end-user’s
technical specifications relating as a minimum to the calorific value, the
moisture content, the form and quantity of the RDF.”
Action Point: LM will circulate a link to the Defra Statement

LM

Small Waste Incineration Plants (capacity under 3 tonnes per hour): Permit
requests for these facilities have increased recently, especially those
managing waste wood, partly as a result of Renewable Energy Incentives.
Confusion is occurring regarding the relevant permit required. If in doubt
notify the EA who will determine what permitting requirements apply.

CH

A recent increase in applications for Biomass Boilers and similar facilities
has been experienced which are intended to supply electricity into the
national grid during times of high demand. These facilities are not being
processed as ‘waste’ applications due to the claim that they are processing
‘clean wood’ (not treated), but the veracity of this claim is hard to prove.
There are also issues regarding impact upon air quality to consider.

LM

Impacts of Brexit remain unclear. EU Regulations requiring the separate
collection of waste are being enforced by the EA with current focus on
major businesses such as retailers.

LM

2015 Waste Data Interrogator (and Hazardous WDI) released in October
2016 – Available to download via https://data.gov.uk/data
The 2016 WDI is due to be released in early Autumn 2017.

LO

Experienced technical issues with WDI such as the layout requiring macros
to be enabled, top bar not being visible and multiple restarts required.
Action Point: LM will pass these concerns onto the relevant EA Team

4. Update on current position with waste plans
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HM

Barnsley, Rotherham and Doncaster – Joint Waste Plan adopted in
2012. Consideration being given to preparation of a Plan on a wider Subregional basis i.e. including Sheffield CC area. The requirement for a Waste
Needs Assessment will be investigated. The South Yorkshire Waste
Strategy commits to a 95% recycling target.

RG

East Riding of Yorkshire and Hull CC – A Joint Plan is currently
progressing but at a very early stage.

LO

Durham CC – A Local Plan including waste policies is being progressed.
An Issues & Options Consultation paper was published last year, but this
received very few waste responses. Currently reviewing impacts of the
Housing White Paper and updates to the evidence base.

JP
IG

IC

JB

Tees Valley Authorities – Joint Minerals and Waste DPDs adopted in
2011. These require updating but nothing formalised as yet, potentially to
be resolved in 2018.
Wakefield MDC – Adopted Waste Core Strategy in 2009. Plan to be
reviewed in 2017 with a focus upon specialist treatment and recycling
facilities.
North Lincolnshire Council – A Local Plan, including waste policies, is
under preparation. Issues & Options consultation will be undertaken in 2018
and adoption in 2019. A Local Capacity Assessment will be required.
Kirklees Council – Producing a Local Plan which includes minerals and
waste policies. Publication was undertaken in Autumn 2016 with c. 7,000
responses but very few waste responses. Submission expected April 2017.
Bradford MDC – Core Strategy currently has a Holding Direction from
DCLG (October 2016) (Update – 28.3.17 Holding Direction withdrawn).

CH

SL

PC

RS

Waste DPD – Currently with PINS, but likely to be adopted when the Core
Strategy Holding Direction is removed. However, legal advice suggests that
policy in the Waste DPD holds weight for planning applications.
Leeds CC – Natural Resources and Waste Local Plan Adopted in 2013 –
No current plans for review. Revised wharves and rail sidings policy was
adopted in September 2015. Site Allocations DPD underway.
Calderdale Council - Local Plan including minerals and waste. Draft Plan
expected May/June 2017, Publication version end of 2017 and intention to
Adopt the Plan by the end of 2018. Currently undertaking updates to the
waste evidence base which will be completed prior to Publication version of
the Plan.
North Yorkshire CC, City of York Council & North York Moors NP –
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication Stage began in November 2016.
Number of waste focused responses has reduced from preferred options
stage. Currently considering the need for a Proposed Changes consultation
prior to Submission.
Yorkshire Dales NP - Local Plan adopted in December 2016. Agreements
with NYCC that waste generated in YDNP will primarily be managed in
NYCC (updated to reflect current position).

5. Progress on local evidence – waste capacity requirements
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CH

RS

West Yorkshire Combined Authority Heads of Planning have determined
the need for a combined Capacity Gap Analysis for West Yorkshire WPAs
up to 2035-36. HoP were conscious of the need for up-to-date information
which required the production of a model to be utilised by all West
Yorkshire WPAs. It is expected this project will be finalised end of 2017.
RS commented that the intention to do this for the WY sub-region,
combined with the joint working on waste planning now taking place in the
SY and NY sub-regions was a positive move and would help ensure that
cross-boundary strategic issues were addressed.

6. Yorkshire & Humber Waste Position Statement (Feb 2016)

RS

Separate discussions with CH regarding the Y&H WPS concluded it would
benefit from the inclusion of waste capacity research that is being
undertaken at Sub-region level (e.g. in NY, SY and WY and other WPA
specific capacity information where available) and is due to be undertaken
in the West Yorkshire Sub-region and potentially in the South Yorkshire
Sub-region. The Humber area is a potential gap in data.

IC

Due to the differences in timescales of plan production the development of
joint waste capacity gap research may not be without issues but this can be
raised with the other Humber WPAs.
Action Point: IC to report to next meeting any discussions regarding joint
working in Humber area to produce waste capacity gap research.
The Y&H WPS and WTAB were noted by the Inspector at the Waste DPD
EiP, demonstrating their effectiveness at contributing to meeting DtC
requirements. To coordinate with WPA evidence base updates, 2018 would
be the next appropriate date to update the WPS.

CH
To ensure the data supporting the WPS is maintained the WPAs should
provide any relevant data when possible (see action point below relating to
circulating the ‘major waste applications and infrastructure table’ every two
months).

RS

The WPS is currently focused towards the Y&H WPAs but in future it could
incorporate relevant headline data from Tees Valley and County Durham,
and other surrounding areas if appropriate, to further help demonstrate
coordination in planning.

7. Addressing the Duty to Cooperate
CH

Housing White Paper (Feb 2017) emphasised the need for joint working
which may have potential implications on DtC requirements and redefined
certain requirements as optional rather than statutory.

JB

Wider cooperation with WPAs outside of Y&H may be required as waste is
transported over an extensive area.

LO

WPAs should reconsider the need to consult WPAs where very small scale
movements of waste have occurred, with the exception of LLRW and
Hazardous waste.
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CH

Potential issues may arise regarding the export of RDF to Europe as a
result of Brexit due to increased costs, approximately 4 million tonnes of
waste is exported out of the UK annually.
Action Point: LM to circulate any EA guidance on this issue

8. Consultation on major waste applications and infrastructure

JW

Information on applications to be included in the Table should be sent to
James Whiteley at NYCC (James.Whiteley@northyorks.gov.uk) prior to
WTAB meetings.

LM

EA provided update (27.3.17) on sites that it is aware of, including
operational status and permit related issues.

CH

Aire Valley EfW Incinerator in Keighley Planning Application was approved
by members on 9th February 2017 but a Holding Direction has been issued
by DCLG prior to determining if the application will be Called In.
Action Point: JW to circulate an updated collated table every two months as
specific dedicated email and prior to each meeting of the WTAB.

9. Any other business
CH

It has been noted that fracking objectors have also objected to applications
for facilities that support the fracking industry, e.g. Waste Treatment
Facilities which could manage fracking waste water and Silica Sand
extraction.
Action Point: CH to forward any relevant info on this matter to JW to
circulate to the WTAB members

SL

Request to commence future WTAB meetings at 1pm to allow greater
involvement.

RS

Should future WTAB Meetings be held immediately after Aggregates
Working Party (AWP) Meetings to encourage greater attendance?

HM

Holding AWP and WTAB Meetings immediately after one another would
lead to unreasonably long meetings reducing input from all members.

RS

Retain current approach to organisation of WTAB meetings

CH

As this would be RS last meeting representing NYCC at WTAB meetings,
CH offered her thanks on behalf of the meeting for his contributions in the
past.

10. Next meeting
Action Point: LM to confirm with JW a date in September 2017 to hold the
next meeting at the EA Offices in Leeds.
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Appendix W: Example of correspondence with WPA’s - September
2016

1of 3 cont…
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2 of 3 cont…
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3 of 3
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Appendix X: Summary of responses to correspondence on cross boundary waste movements –
September 2016
Council
Wakefield
Council

Response
Thank you for your invitation under the Duty to Co-operate on the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan (NYMWJP).The following
comments is provided to assist the strategic planning for waste in the plan area for the period to 2030.
We understand Wakefield was one of the destinations for significant importation of waste from North Yorkshire in the period
2011 to 2013 and you are seeking confirmation in respect of foreseeable changes which may be expected over the life of
the NYMWJP.
1. Do you consider the information provided in the Appendix to be accurate.
The information derived from the EA’s Waste Interrogator is generally regarded as being accurate for the purpose of
identifying destinations for waste management. We have no additional information to this. However, we are able to
provide details of our planning permissions granted for waste management facilities in the district which you may find
helpful. (See attached Excel spreadsheet) If you have any further queries please do not hesitate to contact me.
2. Are you aware of any specific reasons why waste movements detailed in the appendix may not be able to
continue in the future?
There is an issue of continuing planning permission associated with the Welbeck landfill Site, Normanton as planning
permission is due to expire on 18 May 2018. The Wakefield district has the largest permitted landfill capacity at this time
for the Welbeck landfill reclamation scheme at Normanton. The future operation of the landfill site depends on a further
planning permission being granted. Negotiations are currently in progress with the current landfill operator FCC ltd, with a
view to implementing a revised landfill reclamation scheme. The details of potential landfill capacity and timescale
beyond 2018 are not yet known, but are anticipated to be a low level restoration scheme to achieve reclamation within an
appropriate restoration timescale.
3. Do you consider the movement of waste to be of strategic importance
The quantities indicated for the sites within Wakefield are relatively low and not considered to be significant. However,
when considering the waste types which are accepted for treatment within Wakefield district these are predominantly
hazardous waste facilities which are associated with metal and glass recycling industries and are therefore significant in
the context of sub regional facilities? The following commentary is provided to assist further
The data set identifies an n within established industrial umber of hazardous waste operators in the Wakefield district
which serve the sub region and are therefore associated with cross-boundary movement of wastes.
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Response
Most private sector hazardous waste operators are specialists in various aspects of waste management treatment and
disposal, and have been operating for a number of years in the Wakefield area from their own operating centres.
Generally the sites in question are operating with planning permissions from premises within established
commercial/industrial areas, and generally are not limited by planning constraints.
Most Hazardous waste operators in the Wakefield area are expected to continue to serve the market from their existing sites
and premises. However, where competition brings the development of new investment in capacity, it should be accepted
that opportunities for new investment in facilities may also arise. New waste management facilities may come forward with
the availability of sites with good transport links, and may influence company decisions to locate within West Yorkshire.
Decisions to invest in new technology may also give rise to consideration to relocate in order to remain competitive.
Wakefield district is able to offer competitive advantage geographically; accessible from the M1/M62/A1 (M) corridors
provides locational advantages to private sector companies operating in the waste management market in the sub region.
The EA Interrogator data set identifies a specialist operator trading as “Berryman’s” which operates two separate sites at
glass recycling and treatment plants in Knottingley, and in South Kirkby within Wakefield district. The company also
operates a site in Doncaster. The company is the UK’s largest national company for buying and recycling glass. The
operation separates and sorts glass cullet material to recycle from waste streams including bottle banks, kerbside
collections and trade wastes. This operator attracts significant cross- boundary movements to its facilities from other subregions, and is expected to continue throughout the plan period.
In some instances new capacity has been developed for specialist waste management facilities. Since around 2014 a
national company Healthcare Environmental Services has established its new southern headquarters operations at Loscoe
Close, Normanton Industrial Estate near Wakefield. The company is one of the largest independent medical waste
management companies in the UK Specialising in the treatment and disposal of healthcare and hazardous wastes for public
and private sector clients- NHs Trusts; dental practices. The operation in Normanton can provide the market with capacity
for treatment of 34,000 tonnes hazardous waste per annum treat, store, and transfer waste from NHS region hospitals.
Permitted capacity at landfill sites for commercial/industrial and household waste is diminishing as new waste management
facilities are developed. Rates of landfill disposal are falling as waste is treated further up the waste hierarchy. Landfill
disposal will be the option for residual waste in the future.
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Response
There is limited landfill capacity for hazardous waste in the West Yorkshire area. Welbeck site has full containment but does
not accept hazardous waste. This position is unlikely to change within the plan period. Hence Wakefield district will not
become a destination for landfill disposal of hazardous waste.
Household waste from collection authorities is being treated at new waste management facilities in proximity to local waste
arisings. A new PFI waste treatment and recycling centre has been developed in South Kirkby to treat the whole of
Wakefield district collection authority waste. The PFI site is operated in partnership by the private sector (Shanks PLC).The
waste management facility only accepts wastes from Wakefield district at the present time, including small quantities of
hazardous wastes through the CA site facility.
Major new facilities for sustainable waste management through treatment, recovery and recycling are being provided by the
private sector. These operate within a regional market and therefore naturally attract waste arisings from other sub-regions.
Glass recycling facilities particularly are concentrated in the Wakefield district and these facilities will continue to provide
capacity of national and regional significance. It is anticipated that cross boundary movements of other hazardous waste will
continue to specialist waste management treatment plants within the Wakefield district.
Additionally you may be aware that the Secretary of State has granted planning consent for the Ferrybridge Multifuel 2
project MF2 in October 2015, with capacity to process 675K tonnes p/a of refuse derived fuels from various waste sources
to provide energy generation. This facility will reduce the need for landfill of residual wastes even further. Its position close to
the administrative boundary with North Yorkshire means that it could potentially influence the market in terms of solid waste
disposal options for certain wastes types.

Walsall Council

a) I can see no reason why the information provided in the Appendix to your letter should not be accurate and I do not
have other information to provide.
b) I am not aware of any planning reasons why the waste movements detailed in your Appendix should not continue, nor
that there are proposed or impending changes that in themselves would necessarily have a significant influence on
movements of waste.
c) In the sense that the waste movements identified do exceed the thresholds used by your authorities in respect of
hazardous waste then it could be argued that such movements might be ‘strategic’. However, as they are to facilities
that are understood to be likely to continue to operate and that insofar as I am aware are not likely to be significantly
affected by any ‘planning’ changes, then I do not consider that any issues require discussion between our authorities.
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Trafford Council

Response
I trust this is sufficient for your purposes. For my part I am happy to say that I consider you have satisfied the Duty to
Cooperate in respect of the North Yorkshire Joint Waste Plan.
I am writing to you in response to the letter you recently sent regarding waste movements to Trafford Council, one of the ten
Greater Manchester Authorities. You may be aware that in April 2012 the Greater Manchester Authorities adopted the
Greater Manchester Joint Waste Development Plan Document. This document was prepared by the Minerals and Waste
Planning Unit on behalf of AGMA and we represent the authorities on minerals and waste planning issues, as such I am
preparing this response on their behalf. Please visit www.gmwastedpd.co.uk for access to the Greater Manchester Waste
Plan.
I have responded to your inquiry below as a whole response from AGMA, not as individual WPAs, in line with how waste is
planned for across Greater Manchester. In regards to specific questions in the letter sent, I have answered these below.
(a) I can confirm that the data you have sent is correct for waste movements in 2014 to Trafford Council. However, please
note that the Biffa facility in Trafford Park closed on the 14th June 2013 and therefore is no longer available to manage the
waste from North Yorkshire.
(b) As these movements are likely to be of a commercial nature, they occur outside of the control of the Waste planning
Authority. As such we have no specific concerns with them continuing and have no information from operators of facilities
which treat such waste to indicate these operations are likely to cease over the period of the Greater Manchester Waste
Plan.
With the exception of waste taken from North Yorkshire to the (now closed) Biffa site on Trafford Park, the level of waste
movements from North Yorkshire to Greater Manchester is relatively low in quantity and it is considered that it is unlikely to
have a significant effect on how waste is managed locally and the available capacity going forward.
(c) With regard to whether we feel the movements are strategic, AGMA have recently agreed to adopt thresholds of 100tpa
for Hazardous waste and 1000tps for non-hazardous waste. We would therefore consider any movements above these
levels strategic and would wish to continue to engage with you on these matters.

Sandwell
Metropolitan
Borough Council

To whom it may concern,
a) Do you consider the information provided in the Appendix to be accurate? Yes
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Response
b) Are you aware of any specific reasons why waste movements detailed in the Appendix may not be able to continue in the
future, or other potential influences upon movements of waste? No
c) Do you consider the movements of waste identified to be of strategic importance? If so are there any strategic planning
issues that need to be resolved through further discussions between our respective Authorities? No

Middlesbrough
Council

In respect of your letter dated 22 September 2016, regarding duty to cooperate procedures and seeking a Middlesbrough
response to three specific set questions, please see the following:
Your question: Do you consider the information provided in the Appendix (see attached letter) to be accurate? If not could
you provide details of any other relevant information you are aware of?
Our response: The Council is not aware the Environment Agency’s Waste Interrogator or Hazardous Waste Interrogator
source data for cross boundary waste movements to be inaccurate, nor in a position to provide alternative data sources,
other than what is contained in the Tees Valley Joint - Local Aggregates Assessment 2016.
Your question: Are you aware of any specific reasons why waste movements detailed in the Appendix may not be able to
continue in the future, or other potential influences upon movements of waste? For example;

as a result of known or expected planning constraints or policies, or

new planning permissions or current waste operations ceasing.
Our response: The Council is currently in the early stages of reviewing its Local Plan, and is unable to confirm whether or
not future waste movements will be affected by this review of planning policy.
Your question: Do you consider the movements of waste identified to be of strategic importance? If so are there any
strategic planning issues that need to be resolved through further discussions between our respective Authorities?
Our response: The Council does consider the movement of waste to be of strategic importance, particularly the derived
economic benefits by ensuring that the employment needs of local communities are met. The Council is also eager to
maintain dialogue between our respective Authorities to ensure early resolution of any strategic planning issues that may
arise.

Warwickshire
County Council

Thank you for your email dated 22nd Sept 2016 regarding waste movements from City of York to Warwickshire. Apologies
for the delay in responding to your request.
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Response
We assume that if you have used the Waste Data Interrogator information produced by the Environment Agency that the
data provided in your table is correct. All Waste Planning Authorities have access to this and use this to produce data for
their respective plans.
I have no information as to any imminent changes to any treatment or disposal facilities where the waste is exported to.
Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 sets out that Local Planning Authorities (and WPAs) need
only 'co-operate' with other authorities on 'strategic' matters involving a 'significant' impact. In the West Midlands we had a
debate as to what is reasonably strategic/significant in waste movement terms - the West Midlands Resource Technical
Advisory Body (RTAB) is currently of the view that 1000 tpa for hazardous waste and 5000 tpa for other wastes constitute
reasonable thresholds. It is noted however that what may be considered strategic/significant in waste movement terms, is
likely to vary between different WPA areas depending on their own circumstances. In this case given the figures you have
quoted of 1000 tonnes and 100 tonnes; these are not considered to be of strategic importance to Warwickshire.
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Appendix Y: Example letter to MPAs who export aggregate to North
Yorkshire - March 2013
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Appendix Z: Summary of responses to Letter concerning MPAs
who export aggregate to North Yorkshire - March 2013
MPA
DtC Response March 2013
Cumbria County There is uncertainty whether Cumbria will be able to maintain the same
Council
high level of production for land won aggregates in the medium to long
term.
Cumbria produces very high skid resistance roadstone, which is
regarded as being of national importance, and high skid resistance
roadstone which are of sub-regional importance.
The landbank for sand and gravel does not cover the whole plan period,
but a preferred area and areas of search have been identified. The
crushed rock landbank extends past the end of the plan period. The
landbank for high specification roadstone runs up to the end of the plan
period, so additional planning permissions would be needed.
It is unlikely that supply capabilities will be increased.
There are no additional pressures on the high PSV quarries as YDNP
still has adequate supplies.
Derbyshire
County Council

Derbyshire expects to be able to maintain supply of crushed rock at the
volumes needed to maintain current supply patterns. The movements of
aggregate between Derbyshire and NY sub-region are relatively small.

Durham Council

The LAA concludes that crushed rock supply will be maintained up to
2030, there is a landbank of 45 years.
The existing permitted reserves of Carboniferous limestone will
become exhausted before 2030 so County Durham are seeking to
make extra provision to maintain supply. There are adequate reserves
of Magnesian limestone.
The sand and gravel landbank is 17 years at end 2011. Further
permitted reserves are becoming available and the supply of sand and
gravel will not be constrained up to 2030 if the sales levels remain the
same, but further provision may be required towards the end of the plan
period.
Tees Valley is reliant on imports from surrounding MPAs, they have a
permitted reserve of crushed rock and should be encouraged to extract
it to reduce pressure on supply from surrounding areas.

East Riding
Council

The supply of land won sand and gravel is not likely to be constrained in
the future. East Riding has safeguarded some mineral resources. There
is no expectation of further development of sand and gravel resources.

South Tyneside
MB Council

A site at Jarrow for landing marine aggregate is allocated in an adopted
Area Action Plan. It is not considered likely that its continued use to
land and distribute marine aggregates will be constrained. There are no
known proposals at this stage for further development of marine
aggregates infrastructure.

Stockton-onTees Borough
Council

The wharf used for landing marine aggregate is safeguarded by the
adopted Tees Valley Minerals and Waste Development Plan
Documents. It is not expected that there will be any future constraints
on the landing of marine aggregates within the Borough.

Wakefield MD
Council

Wakefield has adopted a LDF. The current crushed rock supply position
is not expected to change significantly over the LDF plan period.
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Darrington Quarry is the largest in West Yorkshire and WMDC would
support NYCC safeguarding the plant in the NYCC area. It provides a
significant supply into the NY sub-region. Wakefield has safeguarded
limestone resources in the LDF. The quality, viability and accessibility
of resources within the Permian limestone belt may become
constrained. It is unlikely that any further large crushed rock sites will
come forward, but there may be small areas which could be considered.
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Appendix AA: Example letter to MPAs - November 2013

1/3

Cont…
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2/3 Cont…
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3/3 end
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Appendix AB: Summary of responses to MPA correspondence November 2013
MPA
Cumbria
County
Council

Bradford
Council

Derbyshire
County
Council
Doncaster
Council

Durham
County
Council

DtC Response December 2013
LAA shows that Cumbria has landbanks in excess of the minimum required
by Government, 35years for crushed rock, 15.3 years for sand and gravel,
20.2 years for high PSV.
It is incorrect to assume that ‘Cumbria is unlikely to be able to export as
much aggregate beyond the mid 2020s. Cumbria County Council and the
Lake District National Park Authority are not actively seeking to supress
aggregates provision, now or in the future.
Maintenance of supply will depend on the grant of further permissions and
we consider that this will be market led.
The importation of sand and gravel from North Yorkshire is believed to be
relatively low.
There are currently no major infrastructure projects which may significantly
impact on the demand for aggregates from Cumbria.
Agree with the assumptions made by North Yorkshire. At present there are
no major infrastructure projects in the Bradford District which may impact
on demand for sand and gravel and crushed rock in the immediate future.
However, the Bradford District Local Plan Core Strategy will be allocating
land for housing, employment and associated infrastructure which will
result in an increased aggregate demand in the long term.
No response at this stage
Doncaster agree that the potential to maintain crushed rock supply is good
but the supply of high quality sand and gravel from South Yorkshire is
becoming more constrained and is also constrained in North
Nottinghamshire, which is a significant source of exports to South
Yorkshire. This suggests that there is likely to be an ongoing need for the
export of aggregate from North Yorkshire to South Yorkshire to continue.
There may be potential increased crushed rock export from elsewhere in
the East Midlands to help maintain supply in South Yorkshire. If this occurs
there is unlikely to be any significant increase in demand on North
Yorkshire sources of crushed rock. High grade crushed rock may also be
sourced from North Yorkshire as it is unavailable from other sources.
It is assumed that a proportion of exports from North Yorkshire to the South
Yorkshire sub-region are to Doncaster.
There are several major infrastructure projects listed by Doncaster which
may have an impact on aggregates requirements.
Durham suggest the following assumptions apply, based on the Pre
Submission Draft Version of the County Durham Plan:
- With regard to crushed rock and sand and gravel, over the 19 year
period 1st January 2012 to 31st December 2030, as set out in the Plan,
there are more than sufficient permitted reserves within County
Durham’s aggregate quarries to meet future need based upon the
current ten year sales average.
- The level of provision between Local Authorities within the North East
Aggregate Working Party will be confirmed within the LAA. The LAA is
expected to be published early 2014.
- As set out in the Plan, County Durham is a major source of primary
aggregates in the North East of England.
There are no major infrastructure projects which would result in an
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East Riding
Council
Leeds City
Council

Norfolk
Council

Redcar and
Cleveland
Borough
Council (Tees
Valley)

unexpected demand for sand and gravel in County Durham.
No response at this stage
Leeds agree with the following assumptions:
- Local supply capacity from within Leeds or West Yorkshire is unlikely
to increase significantly in the foreseeable future.
- There will be ongoing reliance on supply of landwon aggregate from
areas such as North Yorkshire in the foreseeable future, although
imports of marine dredged aggregate may be able to offset some of
the supply in the longer term.
- If HS2 goes ahead it may sterilise mineral resources in Leeds and
Wakefield.
- The West Yorkshire sub-region imports sand and gravel and crushed
rock from the neighbouring planning authorities including North
Yorkshire. The figures available regarding the movements are at subregional level, but not at an individual mineral planning authority level.
However it is assumed that a proportion of exports from North
Yorkshire to West Yorkshire Sub-region are to Leeds.
There are no known expected major infrastructure projects which may
impact on the demand for sand and gravel and crushed rock in the Leeds
area.
The Leziate processing works is a safeguarded site within the Norfolk
Minerals and Waste Development Framework 2010-2026. This is the
processing plant and railhead for the Sibelco UK Ltd silica sand operation
in Norfolk. The sand is extracted from satellite workings and transported to
the processing works, after processing the majority of the sand is
transported via rail from the integrated rail head at the processing plant.
The Leziate works is the sole silica sand operation in Norfolk and the
adopted Core Strategy identifies a need for an allocated site or sites to
deliver an additional 6.4 million tonnes in the plan period. Expected
production from 2011 onwards is estimated to be 750,000 tonnes per
annum, all indications are that this production is being achieved.
As part of the Minerals Site Specific process a number of sites for silica
sand extraction were proposed, however some sites were either withdrawn
or unallocated, therefore only one site was allocated in the pre-submission
publication. This site will provide an additional 3 million tonnes of silica
sand resulting in a shortfall towards the end of the plan period.
Following the Examination in Public the published Inspectors report
recommended adoption of the Minerals Site Specific Allocations with main
modifications to address the shortfall through an early single issue review
of Silica Sand to be completed by 2016.
The MPA considers that suitable areas of silica sand exist in Norfolk from
which either suitable applications or allocations could be brought forward
as part of a single issue review to ensure that sufficient material is available
to allow the continuation of operations at the Leziate processing works until
at least 2026. It is considered that there are silica sand resources in Norfolk
which have the potential to allow extraction to continue after 2026, until at
least 2030.
No additional data on the movements or consumption of aggregate in the
Tees Valley area is currently available.
In the absence of additional viable sites within the Tees Valley, and given
the market driven nature of sale movements, it is expected that the level of
imports of both aggregates into Tees Valley will need to remain similar to
recent levels.
There is potential for an increased contribution of marine dredged
aggregate (sand and gravel) into the region, including from Tees Valley,
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South
Tyneside
Council
Stockton
Council
Wakefield
Council

which could help to ease pressure ion land won supply from North
Yorkshire. However, the potential for such resources to make a greater
contribution to supply is likely to be of only limited significance in the near
term.
There are no expected major infrastructure projects within Redcar and
Cleveland likely to impact on the demand for sand and gravel and crushed
rock.
The Tees Valley authorities have agreed to work together to produce a
Local Aggregate Assessment, which is expected to be published in spring
2014.
The assumptions set out in response to the Local Aggregates Assessment
are correct and are expected to remain valid.
The information provided by Stockton in April 2013 is still considered to be
correct. Have no further information to suggest that the assumptions
relating to the landing of marine aggregates and the supply of marine
dredged aggregate from the Tees Valley area don’t remain valid.
Previous assumptions given in relation to the continuing operation of the
Darrington Quarry is on the basis of the best information available at the
time, and based on the timescale and reserves permitted at DQ. However,
variables on the quality of the formation within the quarry and commercial
viability cannot be guaranteed, and this could affect the quality of the
consented reserves worked at the site. There are no other large scale
dolomitic limestone opportunities readily identifiable once the DQ reserve is
worked. There may however be opportunities for small areas of Magnesian
limestone within the Permian limestone safeguarded areas shown in the
Councils adopted LDF which may have commercial value, although no
operator interest has been identified.
Wakefield district is a net importer of sand and gravel. The district contains
a number of safeguarded sites and consented reserves not currently
worked. There are several infrastructure schemes which may have an
impact on demand for aggregates. There are a number of residential sites
allocated throughout the district in the Council’s LDF which are likely to be
brought forward within the plan period to 2026.
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Appendix AC: List of MPAs contacted in May 2014
Cumbria County Council
Durham County Council
Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
Hartlepool Borough Council
Kirklees Council
Leeds City Council
Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council (on behalf of Tees Valley authorities)
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council
Stockton on Tees Borough Council
Wakefield Council
Yorkshire Dales National Park
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Appendix AD: Example letter sent to MPAs - May 2014

1/2 Cont…
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Appendix AE: Meeting note with Yorkshire Dales National Park July 2014
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Appendix AF: Example Email correspondence to MPAs - August
2016
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Appendix AG: Correspondence with Norfolk County Council (letter
from Norfolk CC - 27 November 2013)
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Appendix AH: Letter to MPAs with silica sand resources - April
2016
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Appendix AI: Responses to silica sand Correspondence - April
2016
Norfolk County
Council

Norfolk County Council are one of the MPAs who supply silica sand into
North Yorkshire, notably to the Saint Gobain float glass facility near
Eggborough in Selby District. At present they have 3.5 years of silica
sand supply left in current permissions. There is an adopted site
allocation made available through the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core
Strategy which will provide a further 4 years supply which would provide
a silica sand resource up to 2023/24. The Plan period for the Council
goes up to 2026 so there is a shortfall of 2/3 years. To deal with the
shortfall the Council are carrying out a Single Issue Silica Sand Review.
A call for sites was issued but only one site was submitted. If this site
was adopted it would provide another 18 months’ supply. To deal with
the remaining shortfall the Council has identified 6 Areas of Search from
which a future application for silica sand extraction could come forward.
There is less certainty of supply levels with Areas of Search than with
site allocations.
The majority of high quality silica sand extracted from Norfolk is
transported to glassworks in the north of England, including North
Yorkshire. All of the silica sand extracted in the Norfolk Plan area is for
specialist end uses.

Surrey County
Council

There is a large resource of silica sand in Norfolk but because of various
constraints it is not viable to be extracted. The constraints include
Natura 2000 sites, Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and water
dependant Sites of Special Scientific Importance. Some of the areas of
silica sand are impacted by the setting of listed buildings, scheduled
monuments and Registered Historic Parks and Gardens. Any Areas of
Search which were impacted by one or more of these designations were
discounted leaving 6 to be considered.
There are 2 active silica sand sites in the Plan area currently with a
landbank of between 5 and 10 years. The figure could not be provided
more precisely due to commercial confidentiality issues as there is only
one operator for both sites. Not all of the silica sand extracted is suitable
for glass manufacture.
North Park Quarry is partly in an Area of Great Landscape Value and
partly in an AONB. There has been a recent extension into a similar
area and this is connected to the main North Park site by a conveyor.
With the extension site being in an AONB the application was subject to
the ‘exception’ test under the NPPF. It was decided that any harm to the
landscape was outweighed by the nature and benefits of the scheme in
national and local terms in respect of the provision of the mineral.
There is 1 new site and 2 Areas of Search allocated in the Surrey
Minerals Plan Core Strategy. The allocated site contains 6.3 million
tonnes of silica sand, of which 1 million tonnes may be suitable for glass
manufacture.
Some of the high quality silica sand extracted was sent to Cheshire for
glass manufacture. The main constraint will be the ability of the mineral
operator to obtain additional land for the extraction of silica sand.
Surrey County Council and Kent County Council produced a Silica Sand
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Cheshire East
Council

Fife Council

Study in March 2010 which provided an overview of the national
situation in relation to high quality silica sand used for glass
manufacturing. The report states that there only a few quarries in the UK
which extract silica sand used in glass manufacturing, and these are
mainly run by one mineral operator. Surrey and Norfolk are the main
suppliers of glass silica sand in England with the glass industry in
Scotland supplied by sites in Fife.
The silica sand quarry in the Cheshire East area has less than 3 years
of reserve left, but glass sand production will cease in 2016 as the
remaining sand will not meet the strict specification required for glass
manufacture. There is no proposed extension to the site and no other
silica sand resource identified in the area.
There are two silica sand quarries in the Fife area and there is currently
over 16 year permitted supply remaining in these quarries. There are
further resources of silica sand in the area if required in the future. The
sites in Fife mainly supply the glass manufacturers in Scotland.
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Appendix AJ: Minutes of the Industrial Sands Working Group
Meeting – May 2017
MEETING MINUTES
MINERAL PLANNING AUTHORITIES – SILICA SAND
FRIDAY 19TH MAY 2017, NATIONAL PARKS ENGLAND LONDON OFFICE

Attendees
Kate Symington (KS) – Surrey County Council
Ian Blake (IB) – West Sussex County Council/South Downs National Park (BPP)
Richard Drake (RD) – Norfolk County Council
Roy Romans (RR) – Central Bedfordshire Council
Emma Williams (EW) - Cheshire East Council
Melissa Spriggs (MS) - Hampshire County Council
Rob Smith (RS) - North Yorkshire County Council
Trevor Badley (TB) – Dorset County Council
Bryan Geeke (BG) – Kent County Council
Marianne Joynes (MJ) – Worcestershire County Council
Robert Thain (RT) – South Downs National Park Authority
Alma Howell (AH) – South Downs National Park Authority

1. Introductions and Reasons for Meeting
RT welcomed everyone and introduced the purpose of the meeting and the
reasons for the establishment of this officer working group of Mineral Planning
Authorities in England. This is to work jointly across the Country (England) to
better plan for silica sand resources and to meet on a regular basis to do this.
RT explained the SDNPA has a particularly current interest in this issue which
has arisen as the joint WSCC and SDNPA Minerals and Waste Plan is to be
shortly examined in the Autumn. The Park is under development pressure for
the extraction of silica sand which the Authority is seeking to resist and
instead operate a broad strategy of managed retreat given the Park’s nationally
important landscape designation. However, currently there is a lack of
information regarding the amount of silica sand resource available across the
Country. In this respect RT highlighted that all MPA’s should be working
collaboratively and to share information in line with para 146 of the NPPF.

Actions
All at the
meeting
supported the
principle of
working
collaboratively
and sharing
information.

2. Duty to Co-operate and Statement of Common Ground
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(SoCG)
Duty to Co-operate
RT introduced the draft (SoCG) and its four broad aims which are to:





To assist MPA’s in addressing para146 of the NPPF in terms of coordinating the supply of silica sand resources nationally,
To ensure the approach between MPA’s is consistent
To set out a Table of Silica Sand resources across the Country
To see if there are any areas of disagreement in planning for this
resource.

RT hoped all members of the group would agree to sign up to the SoCG in
the near future.
RR stated that he was broadly supportive in principle of the SoCG but there
were some details of the document that needed amendment or clarification.
RD explained that he was supportive of the approach proposed and that by
data sharing the MPA’s would have evidence to challenge industry if needed.
KS explained that in 1970’s there had been a similar national MPA’s silica sand
co-ordinating group but since then there has not been anything similar.
RR questioned where a representative of the industry should be invited to join
the group. Everyone agreed that this would be very useful and would provide
important insight into the industry, improve relations, as well as possibly
encourage operators to share their data on resources and sales.
RD suggested that representatives from the Silica and Moulding Sands
Association (SaMSA), which is part of the Mineral Products Association (MPA),
might be appropriate. He suggested in addition that the BGS should also be
invited to join the group.

RT to invite
representative(s)
of the industrial
sand industry
and BGS to join
the group.

Statement of Common Ground (SoCG)
The group read through the paragraphs of the SoCG identifying where
changes were needed.

RT to circulate
revised draft
SoCG to group
and for each
MPA to sign up
to this before
end of Summer.

Parties to Statement
The question whether Scottish MPA’s should be included in the group was
raised in relation to para 1.1. and whether any other English MPA’s had been
missed out.

RT to amend
SoCG to
recognise
Scottish cross
boundary
movements but
group to remain
comprising
English MPA’s.

RD stated that Scotland produces its own guidance and their reserves were
not included in the English totals.
RT explained that there is cross boundary movement between some reserves
in Scotland.
RS proposed that the group should remain English MPA’s but the SoCG
should indicate the areas it covers and recognise that there are Scottish inter

RT to contact
Lincolnshire to
see if they
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boundary movements.
RD questioned whether Lincolnshire should be included as he was aware that
historically extraction of sand had taken place there for coloured container
glass.
National Policy Context
RD considered that other paras of the NPPF should be included in para 2.2
such as that relating to the great weight afforded to mineral extraction.
Aims
MJ felt that the bullet point 3 of the aims should acknowledge the different
types and qualities of silica sand and the different uses.
RR felt that it would be useful if each Authority provided a paragraph
explaining the type of silica sand reserves in their area and their uses.
The group agreed that each MPA would send an email summarising this
information.
MJ highlighted that there are new uses for silica sand such as for the Fracking/
Proppant industry.
RD said that he would send the link to a paper by the British Geological
Survey (BGS) on this issue.

should attend
the group or to
be a nonattending party
such as Notts.
and Staffs.
RT to amend:
section 2 of the
SoCG to include
other relevant
paras of NPPF.
RT to amend
Section 3.1
bullet point 3 to
mention that
there are
different types
and uses of silica
sand.
All to send an
email paragraph
to RT to explain
types of silica
sand reserves in
their area and
their uses.
RD to send link
to BGS paper.

Silica Sand
RT questioned whether the term industrial sand rather than silica sand should
be used as this is the term used in minerals planning guidance.

All agreed the
SoCG should
use the term
“industrial sand”.

Agreement between Attending Parties
The group discussed the implications of para 6:10 regarding not allocating sites
in nationally important landscape designations etc.
KS explained that some sites in Surrey were in the AONB as there were no
other alternatives and they met the tests of exceptional circumstances.
RD suggested that in relation to the maintenance of landbanks outside certain
designated areas the wording of the relevant NPPF paragraph was important in
that it stated “as far as practical” and that there were issues such as where
processing plants were located and the need to keep these operational also
need to be taken into account for the potential location of extraction areas.
He highlighted that there is considerable investment in providing the plant and
in the case of Norfolk the processing plant is strategically attached to a
railway. He felt that the locations of processing plant should also be mapped.

All in group to
provide
information to
RT on locations
of processing
plant.

MJ identified that some processing plants are located in areas not represented
at this group, such as Suffolk.
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RT stated that in terms of allocating sites a sequential test approach should be
adopted and alternative areas examined first as occurs in other areas of
planning such as retail and flooding etc.
All agreed that they supported in principle the approach set out in para 6:10
and by working to understand extent and location of resources then allocation
of sites in nationally important landscape designations should be a last resort
and exceptional.
RR question para 6.9 and how you can control the end use of the resource.
RD stated that this is controlled by profit margins and there are limits to
specifying the end use in any consents or policy allocations etc.

All agreed to
support in
principle
approach set out
in para 6:10,
following a
sequential
approach to
allocating sites.

MJ felt that MPA’s should still seek to encourage high end uses rather than the
resource being used for aggregate, such as by encouraging stockpiling of high
quality resources in line with NPPF paragraph 146.
The group discussed para 6.11 relating to monitoring data and highlighted that
this depended on operators providing data and the issue of commercial
confidentiality.
RR highlighted that there is a duty on MPA’s to survey resources but not on
operator to provide this information.
EW explained that her Authority received data for monitoring purposes from
the industry but this cannot be published.
KS stated that her authority has to sign a legal agreement that they will not be
specific about particular sites.
RD stated that as part of his authority’s monitoring reports Norfolk published
a Silica Sand Assessment which was appended to the LAA. They write to
operators requesting annual reserve figures and 3 and 10 yearly sales figures.
The one operator has provided this information so far.
RR explained that as a result of this issue, his Authority therefore applies a
condition to planning permissions which requires the operator to provide
annual information.

RD to send
example of his
letter to
operators to all
in group.
RR to send
example of
condition to all
in group.

KS explained that her DM colleagues were reluctant to use such a condition as
it was difficult to enforce. RR said that his authority had not so far been
challenged on this.
Actions and Activities
RR raised the question regarding the idea to write an article for Planning
Magazine on the establishment of this group and what it intends to achieve.
RR agreed to do this.
MJ said that para 7.4 should include industry and BGS.

RR to write
article for
Planning
magazine. RT
happy to assist
RR.
RT to amend
para 7.4 to
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include industry
and BGS.
3. Table A – MPA’s Updates on Spreadsheet
The group agreed to fill in the gaps in the table as best they can with the
information that is available and not subject to confidentiality by mineral
operators.
It was agreed that the word resources should be used rather than reserves
The group also agreed to include additional columns in the table such as the
location of processing plants, landscape designations and a comments box at
the end of the table relating to where data was obtained from i.e. planning
application ref no: and the date of this.

RT to amend
table to include
additional
columns. The
revised table to
be circulated to
group and all to
fill in gaps
relevant to their
MPA’s area.

It was agreed that the table should relate to a particular time period in line
with industry and should be the end of the calendar year i.e. 31st December
2016.
RT agreed that the SDNPA would collate and circulate information provided
from this meeting, update table and minutes.
4. AOB
RD felt that it would be useful if all MPA’s present provided links to their
LAA’s and/or monitoring reports for Silica Sand.

All to send
website links to
LAA’s.

5. Arrangements for Next meeting
RT highlighted the importance of the table being completed asap due to the
Examination of the WSCC and SDNPA Minerals Plan in September 2017 and
this would be important evidence.

All agreed to
provide most up
to date data
required asap.

RR raised the question of resources for servicing the meetings.
KS highlighted that as long as all in group shared tasks and provided
information this should not be too onerous.
It was agreed to next meet in early September 2017 and for RR to host the
meeting in Bedford.
RT thanked everyone for attending, acknowledging the good turnout and the
distance some attendees had travelled.

RR to host next
meeting in
Bedford in early
September.

All agreed it had been a very useful meeting and that this was the way forward.
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Appendix AK: Letter to adjacent MPAs on building stone issues June 2014
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Letter to District and Borough Councils in North Yorkshire on
building stone issues - June 2014
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Appendix AL: Summary of Responses to Building Stone Correspondence - July 2014
MPA
City of Bradford
Metropolitan District Council

Cumbria County Council

Response
Majority of quarries in MPA area are building stone ones, limited aggregate. Provided some information on number of
different quarries and overall sales figures for 2012, building stone 18,500tns and aggregate 25,000tns.
Have positive policies for building stone in Publication Draft of Bradford Local Plan. Conservation Team undertook a
study that concluded that limited supply suitable building stone in area have to import some but not same aesthetic
qualities. Need to source more local stone for local use, especially roofing stone.
There are no constraints on future supply of roofing stone.
Information regarding requirement for future supply of building stone is available in the text for Policy EN10 in the
Publication Draft of the Bradford Local Plan http://www.bradford.gov.uk/NR/rdonlyres/A49B9118-6219-4D31-96B47AEED47CC3A7/0/SECTION555MINERALS.pdf
There are several sources of data that the Minerals & Waste Planning Policy Team refer to, regarding sales and
reserves at building stone quarries in Cumbria. The primary source is the
detailed information that is submitted with planning applications; other data is gleaned from the
Local Aggregates Assessment process, site monitoring visits and general liaison with the operators. From this range
of data, the Team has compiled its own database on all the quarries in Cumbria, but the data can be patchy or
incomplete. This database is not in the public domain and some of its content will be confidential. The Team also rely
on English Heritage’s “Strategic Stone Study” for Cumbria and the Lake District, published August 2013.
The Team do not have any specific information on the current or expected future availability of building stone in
Cumbria; however, we do not currently foresee a shortage over the next 15 years.
Cumbria adopted its Core Strategy and its Generic Development Control Policies in 2009
(http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/planningenvironment/policy/minerals_waste/mwdf/AdoptedDocuments.asp). At that time,
there were 17 building stone quarries identified in the county, and it was considered that there were no significant
problems with the supply of building stone. The Core Strategy states that “local distinctiveness and vernacular will be
protected as part of Cumbria's environmental assets”, supporting the continued supply of building stone, and Policy 17
supports the identification and protection of relevant building stone sources, in particular to repair and maintain the
historic environment.
The emerging Cumbria Minerals and Waste Local Plan to 2028 (CMWLP) was issued for public
consultation in February 2013 (http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/planningenvironment/
policy/minerals_waste/MWLP/Consultation.asp). The CMWLP identifies 14 operating building stone quarries (in Table
5.6) and Policy SP12 repeats the Core Strategy’s Policy 17. Furthermore, Policy SAP7 identifies a Mineral
Safeguarding Area for building stones (including slate). The Minerals & Waste Planning Policy Team is in the process
of updating the current draft CMWLP, with a view to taking it out for public consultation later this year. There are no
intentions to change our approach to building stones in this update.
Both the adopted and emerging Plans support the continued supply of building stone, whether at the current rate, or
an increased rate if market demand requires it.
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Doncaster Metropolitan
Borough Council

Durham County Council

East Riding of Yorkshire
Council

Lancashire County Council
Leeds City Council

North York Moors National
Park

There are no constraints on the supply of building stone in either the adopted or emerging Plans.
The Minerals & Waste Planning Policy Team do not have any information on projected future demand for building
stone in Cumbria.
Do not have any specific information on building stone in MPA area,
In terms of the Local Plan building stone has only been considered in terms of safeguarding policy, building stone
sites which are important for provision are identified on proposals map.
Constraints on building stone in the area have not been considered.
Have no information regarding building stone demand, and do not plan to collect any in the near future.
No new sites of building stone have been permitted in the MPA area, and the availability of building stone will
decrease over time as permissions at existing sites are progressively worked. Have produced a minerals and waste
technical paper which contains information regarding building stone, item M1 on this page:
http://durhamccconsult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/planning/cdpev/ Natural building and roofing stone is addressed in
paragraphs in 5.54 to 5.63 of this report.
Positive policy in Submission Draft of Local Plan, looking to provide adequate future supply through planning
permissions and allocations.
No constraints in the Submission Local Plan, Para 10.80 provides spatial guidance related to future working.
Do not have information on projected demand, find it difficult to get information from operators and do not respond to
annual survey. Only national data available and does not relate to MPA area specifically.
Do not have specific information relating to building stone, only one inactive site in area.
Current Local Plan does not support building stone, emerging plan at Preferred approach and will aim to safeguard
only building stone site.
Emerging plan has no constraints in relation to building stone.
Have no data on demand, all building stone currently imported.
Have policy in line with NPPF the minerals and waste core strategy has a policy regarding building stone.
No constraints in relation to building stone
No specific information on availability of or demand for building stone in the MPA area.
Six building stone quarries in area, all busy, no information on sales or future supply/demand. Application in for
proposed new building stone quarry and company in Huddersfield approached Leeds about stone potential in Leeds.
Do not anticipate shortage of supply in near future.
Identified extensions to existing building stone sites in allocations document plus a preferred area, expecting a
planning application for this later in the year.
No constraints as far as building stone is concerned.
There is a shortage of stone suitable for flags and stone roofing slates so sawn paving is used which is inferior.
Too few building stone quarries in area to cater for varieties of stone required by building firms to maintain the local
distinctiveness. Import a large amount form Lincolnshire which provides a good match.
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Stockton on Tees Borough
Council
Yorkshire Dales National
Park

Hambleton District Council
Harrogate Borough Council
Richmondshire District
Council

Reason no more building stone quarries is a commercial issue rather than a planning one.
Tees Valley Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does not contain any policies relating to building stone, it safeguards
shallow limestone.
No existing building stone sites in the area.
No information on future demand for building stone within the area.
Policy in existing Minerals and Waste Local Plan supporting extraction of building stone, similar policy in emerging
Local Plan.
Only one active site in area for building stone and roofing slates and this is worked intermittently, expect an application
for an extension of time so full resource is worked.
Aggregate quarries in the area provide small amount of building stone for local building projects as and when required.
Do not have an estimate of future likely demand but likely to remain low, some of the stone required is provided by
Grey Yaud Quarry, just outside the NP boundary.
Received no interest for new building stone quarries.
There is a lack of stone roofing slate, one particular type which is hard to source is Borrowby slate for a particular
project, currently sourcing it form Northamptonshire.
There is a problem sourcing slate in the Nidderdale AONB, tend to use second hand slate. Natural England will no
longer fund second hand stone. Harrogate insist that Developers find acceptable walling stone.
Building stone used extensively in area, sourcing stone for new build not a problem, even though a lot comes from
outside the area and there is a supply at East Witton. Have problems sourcing particular types of stone found in
different part of the area such as Middleham, Perston under Scar and Leyburn, alternative types are used as a
compromise, this is successful for new builds but is a problem with extensions and repairs. Builders can source the
stone in small quantities, but this is usually a result of demolition of other buildings.
Demand for building stone is unlikely to reduce in the near future.
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Appendix AM: Email to adjacent Mineral Planning Authorities on
Cross Boundary Minerals Safeguarding Paper - August 2014
Dear Sir/Madam,
North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National
Park are working together to produce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. As a whole the Joint
Plan area contains large areas of mineral resources which are proposed to be safeguarded.
As part of the evidence base for the Joint Plan and in order to ensure that any significant
cross boundary implications are considered, a Cross Boundary Safeguarding document has
been produced. This is intended to help identify mineral resources which are safeguarded
(or proposed to be safeguarded) near to or up to the boundary of the Joint Plan area, both
within the Joint Plan area and in adjoining authority areas and to help ensure consistency of
approach where necessary.
Before the document is published on our website we would like to seek your views on it, as
an adjacent authority with safeguarded or draft safeguarded areas in close proximity to the
Joint Plan area. In particular we would appreciate it if you could:
1. Review the information relating to your authority area.
2. Provide an update to the information if there have been any changes or progression
in terms of minerals safeguarding in your authority area.
3. Identify and provide views on any important cross boundary safeguarding issues
which you feel would benefit from further discussion.
Please can you provide a response by 12th September 2014 to
mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk.
Regards
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Appendix AN: Email to adjacent MPAs seeking views on updated
Cross Boundary Minerals Safeguarding Paper - December 2014
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Appendix AO: Agenda for North Yorkshire Development Plans
Forum - May 2015
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Contact us
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team Planning Services, North Yorkshire County
Council, County Hall, Northallerton, North Yorkshire, DL7 8AH

Tel: 01609 780780

Email: mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk

