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The Publication draft of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan was made available for 

comments between the 9th November 2016 and 21st December 2016. Any representations 

received outside these dates were considered ‘Not duly made’. 

A summary of the comments provided is available in the ‘Summary of responses to the 

Publication document’ which can be viewed at www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwjointplan . 

Representations were received from 200 individuals or organisations and a copy of each of 

the full representation are being made available in this document. The document has been 

split into 4 parts with representations from 50 individuals or organisations in each.  

The documents are arranged in ‘respondent number’ order. If you provided one or more 

representation within the dates then you will have received a ‘respondent number’ as part of 

the acknowledgement letter or email, and it is this number which you will need to search for 

to find a copy of your response. 

Part 1 of the document includes responses from respondents starting at 0053 and going up 

to 0948. 

Part 2 of the document includes responses from respondents starting at 1096 and going up 

to 3839. 

Part 3 of the document includes responses from respondents starting at 3844 and going up 

to 4107. 

Part 4 of the document includes responses from respondents starting at 4108 and going up 

to 4158. 

To locate your response when you open the document you will see  

 

Click on the bookmark icon shown above and a list of all the responses in the document will 

appear in a list, as shown below, find the number you want in the list and click on it, this will 

take you to that specific response. 

 

Bookmark 

 

http://www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwjointplan


CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

Part A - Contact details

Your contact details
Name: Title: Ms Initial(s): C

Surname: Skelly

Organisation (if applicable): Hambleton Disitrct
Council

Address: Civic Centre

Stone Cross

Northallerton

Post Code: DL6 2UU
Telephone: 01609 779977
Email: caroline.skelly@hambleton.gov.uk

Please ensure that your contact details in
your representations cannot be recorded.
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

North Yorkshire
County Council

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.pov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

Data Protection:
North Yorkshfre County Council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the City of York Council are registered
under the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and
responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made at
Publication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will only be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as part of the examination.

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Publication Stage- Respodse Form

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
Please also see the note on Data Protection at the

For official use only:
Respondent Number Date received Date entered Date acknowledged



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representationrName or Organisation : Hambleton District Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

‘aragraph No.? Site MJPO7 Policy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant Yes X No I
2.(2)Sound Yes I x No

_____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes I No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_,c No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Although the Plan is considered sound, at the planning application stage NYCC should seek contributions to improve
vehicular access onto the B2627. Resortation conditions should also seek to maximise the area of land restored rather
than water. Care should also be taken to minimise any contamination of lngs Goit Beck, although it is acknowledged that
this will be relocated.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Caroline Skelly Date: 13/12)16

Official Use Only Reference Number

________________ _______________________

I I I I’’%IJ I :1 II’%.I I I $ I’%J I I I I



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : Hambleton District Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

‘Paragraph No.! Site MJP14 Policy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant Yes I X No I
2.(2)Sound Yes x No I

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes_____ No____

Effective Yes

_____

No_____ Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Although the Plan is considered sound, at the planning application stage vcc should seek an independent assessment
of the impacts of working on local groundwater supplies and ensure that work is monitored regularly and robustly in order
to mimimise impact on residential amenity.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box ii necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Caroline Skelly Date: 13/12/16

I Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ _______________________

L I I It_J T1%J II I L_H I



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

EName or Organisation : Hambleton District Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site MJP43 Policy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant Yes

______

No

______

2(2) Sound Yes No

_____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes j No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

The excIuson of (his site is supported.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box P necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

[ Signature: Caroline Skelly Date: 13/12/16

Official Use Only Reference Number
I I I T%lII 11%! II I•NJI



mwjoi ntpla n

Caroline Skelly <Caroline.Skelly@hambleton.gov.uk>
13 December 2016 17:34
mwjointplan
Publication Plan Response
Publication_response_form_part_B1 (1)B.pdf; Publication_response_form_part_B1 (1)
C.pdf; Publication_response_form_partrBl (1)A.pdf;
Publication_response_form_part_Al (1.pdf

Please find attached the comments from Hambleton District Council to the Joint Minerals and Waste Publication
Plan.

Although we have not presented a report to Cabinet to inform these comments they have been discussed with local
Members.

Kind regards

Caroline

Caroline Skelly
Planning Policy Team Leader
Planning Policy
Tel: 01609 767150
Email: caroline.skelly(äThambleton.pov.uk
Website: www.hambleton.gov.uk

Your calls may be recorded for training and quality purposes. The call recording policy is available at
www.hambleton.Qov.uk

The information contained in this email is confidential. It is intended only for the stated
addressee(s) and access to it by any other person is unauthorised. If you are not an addressee,
you must not disclose, copy, circulate or in any other way use or rely on the information contained
in this email. Such unauthorised use may be unlawful. If you have received this email in error,
please inform the sender immediately and delete it and all copies from your system. Any views or
opinions expressed are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of
Hambleton District Council.

All e-mail traffic may be subject to recording and / or monitoring in accordance with relevant
legislation.

Hambleton District Council, Civic Centre, Stone Cross, Northallerton, 0L6 2UU.
4 ;
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

p

cI

HANIBLETON
DISTRICT COUNCIL
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CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

‘CORK
- 0

aONAtV

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joini Plan

Part A - Contact details

Your contact details

Publication Stag- Response Form

Name: Title: Mr Initial(s): C

Surname: Gibben

Organisation (if applicable): Middlesbrough
Council.

Address: Planning Services

P0. Box 504. Civic Centre,

Midd lesbro ugh

Post Code: TS1 9FY
Telephone: 01642 729065
Email: charlton_gibben@middlesbrough.gov.uk

Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the mailers they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannohhyorks.pov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

Data Protection:
North Yorkshire County Council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the City of York Council are registered

tinder the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and

responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made at
Publication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will only be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste Joint

Plan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as part of the examination.

—_-

Date received Date entered Date acknowledged
_,jti - .5.

Agent contact details (if applicable)

For official use only:
Respondent Number
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Planning Services Economic Development

fyi iddlesbrough
moving forward

19 December2016
Direct Line: (01642) 729065

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, Fax: (01642) 729971

Planning Service,
North Yorkshire County Council, Our Ref; cJG/NYMWJDEVI

County Hall, Your Ref:

Northallerton, When telephoning please ask for:

North Yorkshire, CRARLTON GIBBEN

DL7 8BR.

Dear Mr Smith,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication (November 2016— December 2016)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above consultation. This is a joint
officer response on behalf of the five Tees Valley mineral and waste planning
authorities.

The five authorities support the overall aims and objectives of the Publication
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. We also agree that the Joint Plan meets the four
tests of soundness, is legally compliant, and complies with duty to co-operate
aspects.

In addition, the five authorities wish for their previous joint response (submitted 20
January 2016) made at the Preferred Options Consultation stage, to be taken into
account. Furthermore, along with our previous comments, the five authorities wish to
include the following as part of their overall response:

The spatial portrait of the plan area recognises that the economy of the Tees Valley
is particularly relevant to North Yorkshire as commuter patterns cross into these
areas. It also states that population and household growth in adjacent urban areas is
also expected to be relatively high and population and economic growth in these
areas may have implications for minerals demand in North Yorkshire.

The Local policies and strategies recognises that although only a small part of the
Plan area falls within the Tees Valley Local Economic Partnership area, managed by
Tees Valley Unlimited, it is still important to consider the influence which economic
growth from outside the Plan area may have.

This recognition is particularly important within the Tees Valley as authorities review
their development plans, and plan positively for ambitious population and economic
growth.

1

Middlesbrough Council I P0 Box 504 I Civic Centre I Middlesbrough I Si 9EV

www.mlddlesbrough.gov.uk



I trust that our previous submitted response and the above comments will be taken
into account, and welcome the opportunity to continue to co-operate during the plan
preparation process. Should you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to
contact me on 01642 729065 or at pIanningpolicymiddIesbrough.gov.uk

Yours sincerely,

I
Strategic Policy Manager
Middlesbrough Council

On behalf of:

Darlington, Hartlepool, Redcar & Cleveland, Stockton-on-Tees, and Middlesbrough
Borough Councils.

H /



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

____

Name or Organisation Middlesbrough Council on behalf of the five Tees Valley Authorities

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site Policy [Jo. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1)Legally compliant Yes I I No I
2.(2) Sound Yes No I I

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No ] Consistent with National Policy YesI j No [
2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please see covering letter.

(continue on a separate sheeUexpar.d box f nccca;ar)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

, No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: . Date: 21.12.16

I tMdaf Uiibnly Referr



Joan Jackson

From: Chariton Gibben <Charlton_Gibben@middlesbrough.gov.uk>
Sent: 04 January 2017 11:54

mwjointplan
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Joan,

Further to your below email I have spoken to the other Tees Valley Authorities, and we wish for our response to be
recorded as five individual local authority responses. This will ensure that each LA will be properly /officially
represented and kept informed of developments through the examination directly, rather than relying on one
authority acting as a conduit.

In addition, I also need to inform you that there is no longer an organisation called the “Tees Valley Joint Strategy
Unit”. Furthermore, it should be noted, that Tees Valley Unlimited is the Local Enterprise Partnership (a separate
organisation), and should not be used to describe the Local Authorities working together (or, for that matter, the
Tees Valley Combined Authority).

I hope the above is of assistance.

Best Regards,
Chadton Gibben,
Senior Planning Policy Officer,
Planning Services,
Middlesbrough Council,
PO.Box 504,
Civic Centre,
Middlesbrough,

[

TS1 9FY. *

Tel: 01642 729065

From: mwjointplan [mailto:mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk]
Sent: 03 January 2017 15:46
To: Chariton Gibben cCharIton_Gibbenmiddlesbrough.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Mr Gibben,

You recently provided a response to our Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication document, the number we
provided to you was for Middlesbrough Council only. The title we have been using to record combined responses
from the S Tees Valley Authorities has been ‘Tees Valley Unlimited —Joint Strategy Unit’ is this still correct? If not
what title should we use?

Once you have clarified the situation we will provide you with the correct Respondent Number which will cover a

joint submission.

Sorry for the confusion.
I

Regards

Joan Jackson

1



Minerals and Waste Joint Plans Team

From: mwjointpian
Sent: 22 December 2016 09:28
To: ‘Chariton Gibben’
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Mr Gibben,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

Thank you for your response to the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication Stage.

Please accept this email as confirmation of receipt of your response on behalf of Middlesborough Council.

Your response has been noted and will be processed. For reference a Respondent Number has been
allocated to your response. Your unique Respondent Number is 0077. This can be used to identify your
response on the website.

Copies of responses will be made available to view on our website www.northyorks.gov.uklmwiointQlan as
soon as possible after the close of consultation.

The next stage in the process will be submission of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan for Examination in
Public. At that time it will be the role of the Inspector to consider the representations received alongside the
published plan. As you have responded to this consultation you will be automatically notified when the Plan
is submitted.

Yours Sincerely,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team

From: Charlton Gibben fmailto:Charlton GibbèñuhiddlesbrouRh.gov.uk1
Sent: 21 December2016 12:34
To: mwjointplan <mwiointlan@northyorks.gov.uk5..
Cc: Wren, Rebecca <Rebecca.Wrenredcar-cleveland.gov.uk>; ‘Palmer, Jane (DaNS)’
<Jane.PaImer@stockton.gov.uk>; David Nelson <David.Nelson@darlington.gov.uk>; Matthew Clifford
cMatthew.CliffordhartIepool.gov.uk>
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Rob,

Please find attached the Tees Valley Authorities response to the above consultation. If you have any queries
regarding our response please do not hesitate to contact me by the below telephone number or via email.

Best Regards,
Chariton Gibbon,
Senior Planning Policy Officer
Planning Services,
Middlesbrough Council,
PO.Box 504,
Civic Centre,
Middlcsbrouah.
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From: McCluskie, Helen <Helen.McCluskie@Doncaster.Gov.Uk>
Sent: 28 November 2016 14:18
To: mwjointplan
Cc: Johnson, Jeremy; Ward, Nicola (Planning)
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Thanks for the consultation email
Doncaster council does not wish to make a representation regarding legal compliance and soundness.
I can confirm Doncaster has been consulted regularly throughout the process and we support the proposed
allocation of the Barnsdale Bar and Went Edge quarry, recycling and waste management sites close to our borough
boundary and the approach as proposed in the Joint Plan.

Kind regards
Helen McCluskie
Principal Planning Officer
Local Plans Team
Directorate of Regeneration and Environment

Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council
Civic Office
Waterdale
Doncaster
DN1 3BU

Telephone: 01302 734874

From: Johnson, Jeremy
Sent: 09 November 2016 13:48
To: McCluskie, Helen
Cc: Ward, Nicola (Planning)
Subject: FW: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Helen — I guess that you may have received this directly. Can you respond as needed. J

Jeremy Johnson
Planning Policy Manager (Local Plans)
Directorate of Regeneration and Environment
Civic Office
Waterdale
Doncaster
DN1 3BU

Tel: 01302 734933
Email: jeremy.johnson@doncaster.gov.uk

From: mwjointplan [mailto:mwiointplanänorthvorks.gov.uk]
Sent: 09 November 2016 13:38



To: mwjointplan
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Dear Sir/Madam,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority are
working together to prodQce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan covering all three planning authority areas.
When finalised the new Joint Plan will help the three authorities take decisions on planning applications for
minerals and waste development up to 31 December 2030. A number of public consultations have already
taken place to help develop the new Plan, including an ‘Issues and Options’ consultation in 2014 and a
‘Preferred Options’ consultation in 2015.

A final draft of the Joint Plan has now been prepared and is being published for a six week period to allow
for representations to be made, before it is submitted for examination in public by an independent planning
inspector. At this stage only representations relating to the legal compliance and soundness of the Joint
Plan are required. More information about this is contained in the guidance notes attached with this email.

The formal publication period commences on Wednesday 9th November 2016 and will close on
Wednesday 2Vt December 2016. All responses must be received by 5pm on that day. Please note we
will be unable to accept responses after this deadline.

The Joint Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the Joint Plan Website:
www.northyorks.gov.ukImwconsult. Paper copies of the Joint Plan and main supporting documents,
including a response form and guidance notes, are available to view during normal opening hours at all
public libraries in the area covered by the Joint Plan, including mobile libraries and at all main offices of the
three Authorities, as well as at District and Borough Council main offices and the National Park Centres.

Please see attached to this email:

• Formal Publication Letter,
• Statement of Representations Procedure,
• Response Form (Part A & Part B) and
• Guidance Notes

For further information about the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan please visit our website:
www.northyorks.gov.uklmwconsult

Yours faithfully

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team

On behalf of:
North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and North York Moors National Park
Authority

This email has been sent on behalf of North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC), City of York
Council (CYC) and North York Moors National Park Authority (NYMNPA).

WARNING

Any opinions or statements expressed in this e-mail are those of the individual and not necessarily
those of NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA.
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This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended
recipient. If you receive this in error, please do not disclose any information to anyone, notify the
sender at the above address and then destroy all copies.

NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA computer systems and communications may be monitored to ensure
effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. All GCSX traffic may be subject to
recording and/or monitoring in accordance with relevant legislation.

Although we have endeavoured to ensure that this e-mail and any attachments are free from any
virus we would advise you to take any necessary steps to ensure that they are actually virus free.

If you receive an automatic response stating that the recipient is away from the office and you
wish to request information under either the Freedom of Information Act, the Data Protection Act
or the Environmental Information Regulations please forward your request by e-mail to the Data
Management Team (datamanagement.officernorthyorks.gov.uk) who will process your request.

North Yorkshire County Council

City of York Council

North York Moors National Park Authority
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Our ref: Highways Agency
Your ref: Network Strategy (YH)

3rd Floor Tees Wing
Business Reply Service Lateral
Joint Minerals and Waste Plan 8 City Walk
Planning Services Leeds
North Yorkshire County Council LS1 1 9AT
County Hall

I Northallerton I Direct Line: 0113 2835497
DL7 8BR

For the attention of: Planning Manager 16 December 2016

Dear Sir! Madam

CITY OF YORK COUNCIL, NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL AND NORTH YORK
MOORS NATIONAL PARK MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN PUBLICATION DRAFT
(NOVEMBER 2016)

Highways England welcomes the opportunity to provide comments on the Publication Draft
of the North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint Plan (the Plan) for the City of York Council,
North Yorkshire County Council and North York Moors National Park. We have previously
provided comments on the Joint Plan Issues and Options and earlier drafts including the
Core Strategy Issues Paper and Waste Core Strategy First Consultation. This letter provides
a summary of our response, whilst further detailed comment on the preferred policies has
been provided in the accompanying policy schedule. In addition a site appraisal technical
note has been produced to accompany our response, which provides a broad consideration
of the site allocations.

The Strategic Road Network in the Joint Plan Area

The Strategic Road Network (SRN) within the joint plan area comprises of the following
routes:

• The A64(T) provides a southwest-northeast link through the county connecting York
with Scarborough and the Al northeast of Leeds.

• The A1(M) provides a north-south link through the county ultimately connecting the
south of England with the Scottish border.

• The A66(T) links the Al (M) to the northeast coast.
• The Al 68(T) links the A1(M) to the A19 east of Ripon.
• The A19(T) provides a north-south link from the A1(M) to Middlesbrough.
• The M62 which provides an east-west link through the south of the county. The M62

links the county with Leeds, Manchester and Liverpool.

Background

Highways England was generally supportive of the North Yorkshire County Council Minerals
Issues Paper particularly with regards to ensuring transport infrastructure is available,
especially via more sustainable means of transport. Similarly, in response to the Waste Core
Strategy we considered that there were a number of issues in relation to waste transportation
that were particularly important when developing a strategy for waste management and
transportation in the County. As referred to in response to the Minerals Issues Paper, we
were supportive of maximising the use of sustainable transport infrastructure for the
transportation of waste, where feasible, as this would help to reduce the impacts on both the
local and strategic road networks. We also stated that this should be an important
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consideration when identifying appropriate sites for new facilities along with the principle that
waste should be managed near where it arises, which again can help to reduce the need to
transport waste over longer distances that are more likely to use the Strategic Road Network
(SRN).
Highways England most recently responded to the Joint Plan Preferred Options in November
2015. We were generally supportive of the Plan and welcomed that the option to identify
specific sites for allocation in the Plan had been taken forward as we considered that this
approach would provide the greatest degree of certainty as to where future development
would take place, enabling the potential traffic impcts of sites to be assessed both from an
individual and cumulative perspective, along with the requirements for any new or improved
transport infrastructure required to support sites and mitigate their impact on existing
transport infrastructure.

We welcomed the intentions for waste management, which was considered to be in line with
National planning policy, encouraging the management of waste in proximity to where it
arises, and seeking to increase self-sufficiency to help facilitate a reduction in the need to
transport waste out with the authority, which could create traffic movements that would need
to utilise the SRN.

We maintained our support for the safeguarding of existing transport infrastructure, such as
railheads, rail links and wharves which could be utilised in the future to support new facilities
or enable a modal shift to more sustainable transport, which could help to reduce
transportation via the road network and in particular the SRN for more strategic movements.
We were also particularly supportive of Policy D03: Transport of minerals and waste and
associated traffic impacts and the prioritisation of minerals and waste transportation via
alternatives to utilising the highway network, and the policy provisions that would ensure
sufficient capacity should be available in a transport network to accommodate the additional
level of traffic generated by the Plans development proposals. We also supported the
requirement to implement highway improvements where adverse impacts would require
mitigation and welcomed the requirement to provide a transport assessment to support
proposals had been included in the policy.

In the accompanying technical note we considered the suitability of the Joint Plan Traffic
Assessment that supported the Plan and assessed the traffic impacts of sites being
considered for allocation. We considered that the level of traffic generated individually at
each of the sites was unlikely to be of concern to Highways England in capacity terms. The
cumulative impact of the various sites had been considered and it was accepted that these
were generally limited. However, it was noted that should there be any cumulative issues
these could be controlled through appropriate planning conditions. It was also noted that
there is a potential highway safety issue associated with the sub-standard merge and diverge
on the northbound Al Junction with B6474 and therefore additional HGVs at this location
could represent a highway safety issue that would need further consideration.

Joint Plan Publication Draft Summary

On the whole Highways England is generally supportive of the policies within the Joint Plan
and in our consideration of the potential impact of sites on the SRN, the proposed daily traffic
levels at each of the sites is still unlikely to cause us concern in terms of capacity. A small
number of sites may present an issue particularly at peak times due to the proposed number
of HGV movements expected. However, it is considered that these could be resolved as and
when the sites come forward through the planning process utilising conditions to limit HGV
movements during the peak periods.

We also consider that it is unlikely that the cumulative impact of these sites will present an
issue at any particular SRN junction as the sites are utilising a number of different junctions
on various parts of the SRN. There are several sand and gravel sites where HGVs are likely
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to access the Al M at Mid Catterick and Leeming Bar but most are some distance from the
network.

It should be noted that site MJP21 Killerby has the potential to be of concern where 34 HGV
movements may use the Mid Catterick junction each hour. Combined with site MJP33 there
is the potential for a combined impact of 47 HGV movements per hour at this location in
addition to a number of light vehicle movements. However, we again consider that any
concerns can be considered through the planning process when detailed trip generations
and distributions can be considered.

Therefore, to conclude Highways England considers that the Joint Plan is sound when
considered against the tests of being positively prepared, justified, effective, and consistent
with national policy.

I trust this response is helpful, however should you require any further information, please do
not hesitate to contact me and I look forward to receiving confirmation that our comments
have been received in due course.

Yours sincerely

Simon Jones
Asset Manager
Yorkshire and Humber (North)
Highways Agency
simon.ioneshighways.gsi.gov.uk
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standard
of

reclam
ation

and
afteruse

of
m

inerals
and

w
aste

sites
w

ill
be

being
delivered,

providing
a

range
of

benefits
for

local
com

m
unities

and
the

environm
ent

of
the

area,
including

connecting
local

access
and

enhancing
biodiversity

and
ecological

netw
orks

at
a

landscape
scale

w
here

practicable,
as

w
ell

as
protecting

and
restoring

high
quality

agricultural
land.

O
bjectives

1.
E

ncouraging
the

m
anagem

ent
of

w
aste

further
up

the
hierarchy.

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
is

generally
supportive

of
the

objectives
for

the
Plan,

2.
M

aking
adequate

provision
for

the
w

aste
m

anagem
ent

capacity
needed

to
m

anage
and

in
particular

O
bjective

3
and

its
intention

to
safeguard

m
inerals

w
aste

arising
w

ithin
the

sub-region
and

safeguarding
im

portant
w

aste
infrastructure,

including
transport

infrastructure
such

as
railheads

and

2



m
anagem

ent
infrastructure.

3.
S

afeguarding
im

portant
m

inerals
resources

and
m

inerals
infrastructure

for
the

future.
4.

Prioritising
the

long-term
conservation

of
m

inerals
through

facilitating
provision

of
sustainable

alternatives
to

prim
ary

m
inerals

extraction,
including

increasing
the

re
use

and
recycling

of
m

inerals
and

the
use

of
secondary

aggregates.
5.

Planning
for

the
steady

and
adequate

supply
of

the
m

inerals
needed

to
contribute

to
local

and
w

ider
econom

ic
grow

th,
built

developm
ent,

quality
of

life,
local

distinctiveness
and

energy
requirem

ents,
w

ithin
the

principles
of

sustainable
developm

ent.
6.

Identifying
suitable

locations
for

the
extraction

and
recycling

of
m

inerals,
the

production
of

secondary
aggregate,

key
m

inerals
supply

and
transport

infrastructure
and

the
m

anagem
ent

of
w

aste.
7.

S
eeking

a
good

m
atch

betw
een

locations
for

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
infrastructure

and
the

places
w

here
w

aste
arises,

and
betw

een
locations

for
m

ineral
w

orking
and

m
inerals

supply
infrastructure

and
the

places
w

here
m

inerals
and

m
ineral

products
are

used,
in

order
to

m
inim

ise
the

overall
need

for
transport.

8.
Prom

oting
the

use
of

alternatives
to

road
transport

and
ensuring

that
new

developm
ent

is
served

by
suitable

transport
netw

orks.
9.

Protecting
and

w
here

appropriate
enhancing

the
natural

and
historic

environm
ent,

landscapes
and

tranquil
areas

of
the

Plan
area.

10.
Protecting

local
com

m
unities,

businesses
and

visitors
from

the
im

pacts
of

m
inerals

and
w

aste
developm

ent,
including

transport.
11.

E
ncouraging

the
sustainable

design
and

operation
of

m
inerals

and
w

aste
developm

ent
activity,

including
using

opportunities
arising

from
m

inerals
and

w
aste

developm
ent

and
reclam

ation
activity

to
m

itigate
and

adapt
to

clim
ate

change.
12.

D
elivering

benefits
for

biodiversity,
geodiversity,

recreation
and

public
access

and
other

green
infrastructure

through
reclam

ation
of

m
inerals

w
orkings.

w
harfs,

w
hich

support
m

ore
su

stain
ab

le
m

ean
s

of
transportation.

W
e

are
also

generally
supportive

of
O

bjectives
6

to
8,

w
hich

focus
on

optim
ising

the
spatial

distribution
of

m
inerals

and
w

aste
d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t.

O
bjective

6
states

that
ap

p
ro

p
riate

sites
or

areas
for

future
m

inerals
w

orks,
w

aste
m

an
ag

em
en

t
and

tran
sp

o
rt

infrastructure
should

be
identified

and
allocated,

w
hich

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
su

p
p
o

rts
as

this
helps

to
en

su
re

that
the

traffic
im

pacts
of

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

and
req

u
irem

en
ts

for
supporting

tran
sp

o
rt

infrastructure
can

be
assessed

upfront
as

part
of

the
plan

m
aking

p
ro

cess,
rather

than
taking

a
reactive

ap
p
ro

ach
purely

through
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

m
an

ag
em

en
t

p
ro

cess.

O
bjective

7
seek

s
to

develop
a

locational
policy

w
hich

en
co

u
rag

es
new

w
aste

m
an

ag
em

en
t

infrastructure
in

locations
as

n
ear

as
practicable

to
existing

so
u
rces

and
ex

p
ected

p
attern

s
of

grow
th

along
w

ith
co-locating

w
aste

facilities,
w

h
ere

practicable,
w

ith
co

m
p
lem

en
tary

industries,
b

u
sin

esses
and

p
ro

d
u

cers
or

end
u

sers
of

w
aste.

A
s

stated
ab

o
v
e

in
relation

to
P

art
iv

and
v

of
the

V
ision,

w
e

are
particularly

supportive
of

the
principle

of
m

inim
ising

the
overall

d
istan

ce
of

travel
as

it
should

help
to

red
u
ce

the
am

ount
of

traffic
asso

ciated
w

ith
m

inerals
and

w
aste

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
ts

utilising
the

S
R

N
.

A
gain,

w
e

are
particularly

supportive
of

O
bjective

8
and

its
intention

to
prom

ote
the

u
se

of
altern

ativ
es

to
road

transportation,
locating

new
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
here

su
stain

ab
le

tran
sp

o
rt

m
o

d
es

su
ch

as
rail

and
w

ater
and

the
u
se

of
pipelines

can
be

utilised.

w
e

are
also

particularly
supportive

of
O

bjective
10

and
its

to
protect

local
com

m
unities,

b
u
sin

esses
and

visitors
from

the
of

m
inerals

and
w

aste
developm

ent,
including

asso
ciated

such
as

from
m

inerals
and

w
aste

tran
sp

o
rtatio

n
.

P
olicy

M
D

I:
B

road
geographical

approach
to

supply
of

ag
g

reg
ates

Finally,
intention
im

pacts
im

pacts

T
he

Plan
area

outside
the

N
orth

Y
ork

M
oors

N
ational

Park,
the

A
reas

of
O

utstanding
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

has
no

specific
com

m
ent

on
the

broad
geographical

N
atural

B
eauty

and
the

C
ity

of
Y

ork
w

ill
be

the
m

ain
focus

for
extraction

of
aggregate

approach
to

aggregates
supply

and
the

intention
to

focus
aggregate

(sand
and

gravel
and

crushed
rock).

E
xceptions

to
this

principle
will

be
m

ade
for:

extraction
outside

of
the

N
ational

Park,
A

O
N

B
5

and
the

C
ity

of
Y

ork.
In

1)
In

the
N

ational
Park

and
A

reas
of

O
utstanding

N
atural

B
eauty,

the
extraction

of
general

w
e

are
supportive

of
locating

sites
as

close
to

intended
m

arkets
crushed

rock
aggregate

w
here

it
is

incidental
to

and
w

ould
not

com
prom

ise
the

supply
as

possible,
as

a
m

eans
of

reducing
the

transportation
of

m
inerals

from
of

building
stone

extraction
as

the
prim

ary
activity,

and
w

here
the

rem
oval

of
crushed

its
source,

w
hich

could
otherw

ise
require

the
use

of
the

SR
N

for
longer

3



rock
from

the
site

w
ill

not
com

prom
ise

the
high

quality
reclam

ation
and

afteru
se

of
the

d
istan

ced
strateg

ic
m

ovem
ents.

site.
2)

In
the

A
reas

of
O

utstanding
N

atural
B

eauty,
the

extension
of

tim
e

for
the

extraction
of

rem
aining

perm
itted

reserv
es

at
existing

quarries
an

d
/o

r
the

lim
ited

lateral
extension

or
d
eep

en
in

g
of

existing
q

u
arries

w
h

ere
n
ecessary

to
help

en
su

re
continued

operation
of

the
site

during
th

e
P

lan
period.

A
ny

p
ro

p
o
sals

in
th

ese
areas

w
ill

n
eed

to
d
em

o
n
strate

a
particularly

high
stan

d
ard

of
m

itigation
of

any
environm

ental
im

pacts
including,

w
here

practical,
en

h
an

ced
m

itigation
and

higher-quality
site

reclam
ation

co
m

p
ared

w
ith

that
required

by
the

existing
perm

ission/s.
W

h
ere

proposals
are

co
n
sid

ered
to

com
prise

m
ajor

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

the
test

for
m

ajor
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

in
P

olicy
D

04
w

ill
also

n
eed

to
be

satisfied.
3)

In
the

C
ity

of
Y

ork
area,

the
sm

all
scale

extraction
of

san
d

and
gravel

w
here

this
is

co
n
sisten

t
w

ith
safeg

u
ard

in
g

the
historic

ch
aracter

and
setting

of
the

C
ity.

P
o
licy

M
02:

P
ro

v
isio

n
o
f

sa
n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
T

otal
provision

for
san

d
and

gravel
over

the
15

y
ear

period
1st

Jan
u

ary
2016

to
31st

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
have

no
specific

co
m

m
en

t
on

the
overall

provision
of

D
ecem

b
er

2030
w

ill
be

36.6
m

illion
to

n
n
es,

at
an

equivalent
annual

rate
of

2.44
m

illion
sand

and
gravel

required
w

ithin
the

Joint
P

lan
area.

to
n
n
es.

A
dditional

provision
shall

be
m

ade,
through

a
m

id-term
review

of
provision

in
the

P
lan,

if
n
ecessary

to
m

aintain
a

lan
d

b
an

k
of

at
least

7
y
ears

for
san

d
and

gravel
at

31
D

ecem
b
er

2030
b

ased
on

an
annual

rate
of

provision
to

be
determ

ined
through

the
review

.

P
o

licy
M

03:
O

v
erall

d
istrib

u
tio

n
of

sa
n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
p
ro

v
isio

n
O

verall
provision

of
san

d
and

gravel
w

ill
be

allocated
in

the
follow

ing
proportions:

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
have

no
specific

co
m

m
en

t
on

the
overall

distribution

.
C

oncreting
san

d
and

gravel
(S

outhw
ards

distribution
area):

50%
of

san
d

and
gravel

provisions
w

ithin
the

Joint
P

lan
area

and
is

m
ore

.
C

oncreting
san

d
and

gravel
(N

orthw
ards

distribution
area):

45%
co

n
cern

ed
w

ith
the

potential
individual

and
cum

ulative
im

pact
of

specific

.
B

uilding
san

d
:

5%
sites

on
the

operation
of

the
S

R
N

and
the

req
u
irem

en
ts

for
m

itigation

If
it

is
not

practicable
to

m
ak

e
overall

provision
in

acco
rd

an
ce

w
ith

this
ratio,

through
either

physical
or

from
a

d
em

an
d

m
an

ag
em

en
t

p
ersp

ectiv
e.

g
ran

t
of

perm
ission

on
allocated

sites,
provision

for
concreting

san
d

and
gravel

shall
be

m
ad

e
acro

ss
both

areas
in

com
bination.

P
o
licy

M
04:

L
an

d
b
an

k
s

fo
r

sa
n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
A

m
inim

um
7

y
ear

iandbank
for

concreting
san

d
and

gravel
w

ill
be

m
aintained

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
have

no
specific

com
m

ent
on

the
n

eed
for

lan
d

b
an

k
s

throughout
the

P
lan

period
for

each
of

the
northw

ards
and

so
u
th

w
ard

s
distribution

areas
in

relation
to

san
d

and
gravel

req
u
irem

en
ts

w
ithin

the
Joint

P
lan

area.

identified
on

the
key

diagram
.

A
sep

arate
m

inim
um

7
y

ear
landbank

w
ill

be
m

aintained
throughout

the
P

lan
period

for
building

san
d
.

P
o
licy

M
05:

P
ro

v
isio

n
o
f

c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

s
k

ø

4



T
o
tal

p
ro

v
isio

n
fo

r
c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

o
v
er

th
e

15
y

e
a
r

p
erio

d
1
st

Ja
n

u
a
ry

2
0
1
6

to
3
1
st

H
ig

h
w

ay
s

E
n
g
lan

d
h

av
e

n
o

sp
ecific

c
o

m
m

e
n

t
o
n

th
e

o
v
erall

p
ro

v
isio

n
of

D
e
c
e
m

b
e
r

2
0

3
0

sh
all

b
e

5
6
.3

m
illion

to
n
n
e
s,

at
an

eq
u

iv
alen

t
an

n
u
al

rate
of

3
.7

5
m

illion
c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

req
u
ired

w
ith

in
th

e
Jo

in
t

P
lan

a
re

a
.

to
n
n
e
s,

w
ith

in
w

h
ich

sp
ecific

p
ro

v
isio

n
fo

r
a

to
tal

of
2
2
.5

m
illion

to
n
n
e
s

at
an

eq
u

iv
alen

t
an

n
u

al
rate

of
1

.5
0

m
illion

to
n
n
e
s

p
er

an
n
u
m

sh
all

b
e

fo
r

M
ag

n
esian

L
im

esto
n
e.

A
d
d
itio

n
al

p
ro

v
isio

n
sh

all
b

e
m

a
d
e

th
ro

u
g
h

a
m

id
-term

rev
iew

o
f

p
ro

v
isio

n
in

th
e

P
lan

,
if

n
e
c
e
ssa

ry
,

in
o

rd
er

to
m

ain
tain

a
m

in
im

u
m

10
y
e
a
r

lan
d
b
an

k
of

c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

,
in

clu
d
in

g
a

se
p
a
ra

te
m

in
im

u
m

10
y

e
a
r

lan
d

b
an

k
fo

r
M

ag
n

esian
L

im
esto

n
e,

at
31

D
e
c
e
m

b
e
r

2
0

3
0

b
a
se

d
o
n

an
an

n
u

al
rate

o
f

p
ro

v
isio

n
to

b
e

d
eterm

in
ed

th
ro

u
g
h

th
e

rev
iew

.

P
olicy

M
O

6:
L

andbanks
for

cru
sh

ed
rock

A
m

in
im

u
m

o
v
erall

la
n

d
b

a
n

k
o
f

10
y

e
a
rs

w
ill

b
e

m
ain

tain
ed

fo
r

c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

th
ro

u
g

h
o

u
t

H
ig

h
w

ay
s

E
n
g

lan
d

h
a
v

e
n

o
sp

ecific
c
o

m
m

e
n

t
o
n

th
e

n
e
e
d

fo
r

la
n
d
b
a
n
k
s

th
e

P
lan

p
erio

d
.

A
se

p
a
ra

te
m

in
im

u
m

10
y

e
a
r

lan
d

b
an

k
w

ill
b
e

id
en

tified
an

d
m

ain
tain

ed
in

relatio
n

to
c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

re
q
u
ire

m
e
n
ts

w
ith

in
th

e
Jo

in
t

P
lan

a
re

a
.

fo
r

M
ag

n
esian

L
im

esto
n
e

c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

.
W

h
ere

n
ew

re
se

rv
e
s

o
f

c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

a
re

req
u
ired

in
o
rd

er
to

m
ain

tain
th

e
o
v
erall

lan
d

b
an

k
a
b
o
v
e

th
e

10
y
e
a
r

m
in

im
u
m

p
erio

d
th

e
se

w
ill

b
e

so
u
rc

e
d

fro
m

o
u

tsid
e

th
e

N
atio

n
al

P
ark

an
d

A
re

a
s

of
O

u
tstan

d
in

g
N

atu
ral

B
eau

ty
.

P
olicy

M
07:

M
eeting

concreting
san

d
and

gravel
requirem

ents
R

e
q
u
ire

m
e
n
ts

fo
r

co
n

cretin
g

sa
n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
w

ill
b
e

m
et

th
ro

u
g
h

ex
istin

g
p

e
rm

issio
n

s
H

ig
h

w
ay

s
E

n
g
lan

d
p
rev

io
u

sly
h
ad

a
p
re

fe
re

n
c
e

fo
r

O
p
tio

n
1

an
d

th
e

an
d

th
e

g
ra

n
t

of
p
erm

issio
n

o
n

site
s

an
d

a
re

a
s

id
en

tified
in

th
e

Jo
in

t
P

lan
fo

r
w

o
rk

in
g

.
id

en
tificatio

n
of

sp
ecific

site
allo

catio
n
s

fo
r

sa
n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
w

h
ere

Part
1)

S
a
n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
(n

o
rth

w
ard

s
d

istrib
u

tio
n

)
site

allo
catio

n
s:

p
o

ssib
le.

T
h
is

o
p
tio

n
p

ro
v
id

ed
th

e
g

re
a
te

st
d

e
g

re
e

of
certain

ty
a
s

to
i)A

llocations
required

in
o

rd
er

to
m

e
e
t

re
q
u
ire

m
e
n
ts

d
u
rin

g
th

e
P

lan
p

erio
d

:
w

h
ere

fu
tu

re
d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

co
u
ld

tak
e

p
lace

an
d

w
a
s

in
lin

e
w

ith
n
atio

n
al

L
an

d
at

K
illerb

y
(M

JP
2
1
)

p
o

licy
.

U)
A

llo
catio

n
s

p
o

ten
tially

req
u
ired
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c
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b
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e
re
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b
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c
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u
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b
e

a
sse

sse
d

b
o
th

fro
m

an
in

d
iv

id
u
al

an
d

n
o
rth

w
ard

s
d
istrib

u
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c
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n
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m
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at
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u
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b
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d
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in

eral
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v
e
lo
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n
t
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u
ire
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an
d
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itig
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sa
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r
d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

of
th

e
se
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w
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b
e
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u
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tak

e
a
c
c
o
u
n
t

o
f

th
e

k
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o
n
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e

o
p
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n
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th
e
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R

N
.
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an

d
in
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o
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th
e

n
e
c
e
ssa

ry
m

itig
atio

n
m

e
a
su

re
s

th
at

a
re

se
t

o
u
t

in
A

p
p

en
d

ix
1.

W
e

also
p

rev
io

u
sly

sta
te

d
o
u
r

su
p

p
o
rt

fo
r

a
criteria

b
a
se

d
p

o
licy

an
d

th
at

Part
2)

S
a
n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
(so

u
th

w
a
rd

s
d
istrib

u
tio

n
)

site
allo

catio
n
s

an
d

A
re

a
s

o
f

S
e
a
rc

h
:

th
is

sh
o
u
ld

e
n

c
o
u
ra

g
e

b
o
th

a
m

o
d

al
sh

ift
to

m
o
re

su
sta

in
a
b
le

m
e
th

o
d
s

of
i)A

llocations
required

in
order

to
m

e
e
t

re
q

u
ire

m
e
n

ts
d
u
rin

g
th

e
P

lan
p

erio
d

:
tra

n
sp

o
rt

w
h
ere

feasib
le,

ag
ain

to
e
n
su

re
th

at
site

s
a
sso

c
ia

te
d

w
ith

th
e

L
an

d
at

L
an

g
w

ith
H

all
F

arm
(M

JP
O

6
)

au
th

o
rity

’s
sa

n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
re

q
u
ire

m
e
n
t

w
ill

n
o
t

im
p

act
o
n

th
e

S
R

N
.

L
and

at
P

en
n
y
cro

ft
a
n
d

T
h
o
rn

ey
field

s,
R

ip
o
n

(M
JP

1
4

)
A

P
re

fe
rre

d
A

rea
o
n

lan
d

at
O

a
k

la
n

d
s

(M
JP

O
7

)
W

e
th

erefo
re

w
elco

m
e

th
at

th
e

p
o

licy
id

en
tifies

sp
ecific

sites
an

d
c
ro

ss
P

roposals
for

developm
ent

of
these

sites
will

be
required

to
take

account
of

the
key

references
to

A
ppendix

1
w

hich
identifies

the
key

sensitives,
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sensitivities
and

incorporate
the

n
ecessary

m
itigation

m
easu

res
that

are
set

out
in

A
ppendix

1.
ii)

A
reas

of
S

earch
for

concreting
san

d
and

gravel
are

identified
as

show
n

on
the

key
diagram

.
P

lanning
perm

ission
w

ill
be

g
ran

ted
for

d
ev

elo
p

m
en

t
of

sites
w

ithin
an

A
rea

of
S

earch
w

h
ere

n
ecessary

in
order

to
m

aintain
an

ad
eq

u
ate

landbank
at

31
D

ecem
b
er

2030
in

the
so

u
th

w
ard

s
distribution

area
and

the
n
eed

can
n
o
t

be
m

et
through

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
allocated

sites
or

preferred
areas.

P
erm

ission
w

ill
not

be
g

ran
ted

for
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ithin

th
ese

A
reas

of
S

earch
prior

to
2025,

u
n
less

th
ere

is
a

n
eed

for
the

earlier
release

of
further

reserv
es

in
order

to
m

aintain
an

ad
eq

u
ate

landbank
or

th
ere

is
a

shortfall
in

production
capacity

in
the

so
u
th

w
ard

s
distribution

area
requiring

the
release

of
additional

sites
for

w
orking.
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building
san

d
requirem
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_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_

req
u

irem
en

ts
and

m
itigation

that
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

p
ro

p
o
sals

n
eed

to
be

co
n

sid
er

in
order

to
deliver

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

at
the

identified
sites.

F
urther

consideration
h

as
b

een
given

to
th

ese
sites

an
d

req
u
irem

en
ts

in
the

accom
panying

technical
note.

T
his

identifies
that

the
m

ajority
of

sites
do

not
rep

resen
t

any
particular

co
n

cern
,

w
ith

the
exception

of
M

JP
21:

L
and

at
K

illerby,
w

hich
h
as

the
potential

to
g

en
erate

co
n

cern
in

g
p

eak
period

traffic
levels.

H
ow

ever,
it

is
ex

p
ected

that
this

can
be

m
itigated

through
the

planning
p
ro

cess.

R
eq

u
irem

en
ts

for
building

san
d

w
ill

be
m

et
through

existing
p

erm
issio

n
s

and
the

grant
of

perm
ission

on
sites

allocated
in

the
Joint

P
lan

for
w

orking.
B

uilding
san

d
allocations:

L
and

at
H

ensall
Q

uarry
(M

JP
22)

L
and

at
W

est
H

eslerton
Q

uarry
(M

JP
3O

)
L

and
ad

jacen
t

to
P

lasm
o
r

blockw
orks,

G
reat

H
eck

(M
JP

44)
L

and
at

M
ill

B
alk

Q
uarry,

G
reat

H
eck

(M
JP

54)
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
th

ese
sites

w
ill

be
required

to
take

acco
u

n
t

of
the

key
sensitivities

and
incorporate

the
n
ecessary

m
itigation

m
easu

res
that

are
set

out
in

A
ppendix

1.

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
previously

had
a

p
referen

ce
for

O
ption

1
and

the
identification

of
specific

site
allocations

for
san

d
and

gravel
w

here
possible.

T
his

option
provided

the
g
reatest

d
eg

ree
of

certainty
as

to
w

here
future

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

could
take

place
and

w
as

in
line

w
ith

national
policy.

W
e

co
n
sid

ered
that

by
taking

this
ap

p
ro

ach
it

w
ould

be
possible

to
identify

the
m

ost
su

stain
ab

ly
accessib

le
sites,

and
en

ab
le

the
potential

traffic
im

pacts
of

sites
to

be
assessed

both
from

an
individual

and
cum

ulative
p

ersp
ectiv

e,
along

w
ith

any
new

or
im

proved
tran

sp
o

rt
infrastructure

that
could

be
required

in
order

to
su

stain
ab

ly
deliver

the
P

lan’s
m

ineral
related

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

req
u
irem

en
ts

and
m

itigate
its

im
pact

on
the

operation
of

the
S

R
N

.

W
e

also
previously

stated
our

support
for

a
criteria

b
ased

policy
and

that
this

should
en

co
u

rag
e

both
a

m
odal

shift
to

m
ore

su
stain

ab
le

m
eth

o
d
s

of
tran

sp
o

rt
w

here
feasible,

again
to

en
su

re
that

sites
asso

ciated
w

ith
the

authority’s
building

san
d

requirem
ent

w
ill

not
im

pact
on

the
S

R
N

.

W
e

therefore
w

elcom
e

that
the

policy
identifies

specific
sites

and
cro

ss
referen

ces
to

A
ppendix

I
w

hich
identifies

the
key

sen
sitiv

es,
req

u
irem

en
ts

and
m

itigation
that

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

p
ro

p
o
sals

n
eed

to
be

co
n
sid

er
in

order
to

deliver
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

at
the

identified
sites.

F
urther

consideration
has

b
een

given
to

th
ese

sites
and

req
u

irem
en

ts
in

the
accom

panying
technical

note,
w

hich
identifies

that
w

e
do

not
co

n
sid

er
them

to
p
resen

t
any

particular
co

n
cern

in
term

s
of

im
pact

on
the
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e
g

re
a
te

st
d

e
g
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e
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n
esian

L
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n
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n
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d
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p
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u
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e
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d
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n
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1)
A
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n
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u
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o
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m

eet
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u
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d
u
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g

th
e

P
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p
erio

d
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S
o
u
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S
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n
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2
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L
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B
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u
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JP

2
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W
e
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n
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at
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g
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p
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w
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b
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p
o
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L
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W
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E
d
g
e

Q
u

arry
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K
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S
m
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n

(M
JP

2
9
)
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e
m

o
st

su
stain

ab
ly

a
c
c
e
ssib
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sites,
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d

en
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le
th

e
p
o
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P
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A

llo
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n
s

req
u
ired

to
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n
trib

u
te
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m
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g
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a
d
e
q
u
a
te

lan
d
b
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k
at

31
traffic
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p
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b
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b
o
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d

D
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2
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3
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:
cu

m
u
lativ

e
p

ersp
ectiv

e,
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n
g

w
ith

an
y

n
ew

or
im

p
ro

v
ed

tran
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o
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L
and

at
G
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d
y
k
es

Q
u
arry

(M
JP

II)
in

frastru
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re
th

at
co

u
ld

b
e

req
u
ired

in
o
rd

er
to

su
stain

ab
ly

d
eliv

er
th

e

L
an

d
at

P
o
tg

ate
Q

u
arry

(M
JP

1O
)

P
lan

’s
m

in
eral

related
d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t

req
u
irem

en
ts

an
d

m
itig

ate
its

im
p
act

M
ain

ten
an

ce
of

su
p
p
ly

of
cru

sh
ed

ro
ck
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also

su
p

p
o

rted
th

ro
u
g
h

th
e

id
en

tificatio
n

of
on

th
e

o
p
eratio

n
of

th
e

S
R

N
.

allo
cated

sites
at:

L
an

d
at

S
ettrin

g
to

n
Q

u
arry

(M
JP

O
8)
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rassic

L
im

esto
n
e)

W
e

also
p

rev
io

u
sly

stated
o
u
r

su
p

p
o
rt

for
a

criteria
b
a
se

d
policy

an
d

th
at

L
and

at
D

arrin
g

to
n

Q
u
arry

(M
JP

2
4
)

(reten
tio

n
of

p
ro

cessin
g

p
lan

t
site

an
d

haul
ro

ad
)

this
sh

o
u
ld

en
co

u
rag

e
b
o

th
a

m
o
d

al
shift

to
m

o
re

su
stain

ab
le

m
eth

o
d
s

of
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
th

e
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
sites

id
en

tified
in

this
P

olicy
w

ill
b

e
req

u
ired

to
tak

e
tran

sp
o

rt
w

h
ere

feasib
le,

ag
ain

to
en

su
re

th
at

sites
a
sso

c
ia

te
d

w
ith

th
e

acco
u
n
t

of
th

e
k
ey

sen
sitiv

ities
an

d
in

co
rp

o
rate

th
e

n
e
c
e
ssa

ry
m

itig
atio

n
m

e
a
su

re
s

th
at

au
th

o
rity

’s
cru

sh
ed

rock
req

u
irem

en
t

w
ill

n
o
t

im
p
act

o
n

th
e

S
R

N
.

are
se

t
o

u
t

in
A

p
p
en

d
ix

1.
W

e
th

erefo
re

w
elco

m
e

th
at

th
e

policy
id

en
tifies-sp

ecific
sites

an
d

cro
ss

referen
ces

to
A

p
p

en
d
ix

1
w

h
ich

id
en

tifies
th

e
k
ey

sen
sitiv

es,
req

u
irem

en
ts

an
d

m
itig

atio
n

th
at

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

p
ro

p
o
sals

n
eed

to
b
e

co
n
sid

er
in

o
rd

er
to

d
eliv

er
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

at
th

e
id

en
tified

sites.
F

u
rth

er
co

n
sid

eratio
n

h
as

b
een

g
iv

en
to

th
e
se

sites
an

d
req

u
irem

en
ts

in
th

e
acco

m
p

an
y

in
g

tech
n

ical
n

o
te,

w
h

ich
id

en
tifies

th
at

w
e

d
o

n
o
t

co
n
sid

er
th

em
to

p
resen

t
an

y
p
articu

lar
co

n
cern

in
term

s
of

im
p
act

o
n

th
e

n
etw

o
rk

.
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th
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w

ill
b

e
p
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e
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w
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m
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th

e
in
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n
of

th
e
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üi)

to
en

su
re

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

is
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If

th
e

site
is

in
th

e
N

atio
n

al
P

ark
or

an
A

O
N

B
,

th
e

req
u
irem

en
ts

for
m

ajo
r

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

co
n
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t
w

ith
th

e
Jo

in
t

P
lan

s
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

m
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en
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p
o
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P
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eed

for
bulk

ro
ad

tran
sp

o
rt

of
w

ater.
2)

C
u

m
u

lativ
e

im
p
act

i)
H

y
d
ro

carb
o
n

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ill

b
e

p
erm

itted
in

lo
catio

n
s

w
h
ere

it
w

ould
n
o
t

give
rise

to

g



u
n
accep

tab
le

cum
ulative

im
pact,

as
a

result
of

a
com

bination
of

individual
im

pacts
from

the
sam

e
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

an
d

/o
r

through
com

binations
of

im
pacts

in
conjunclion

w
ith

other
existing,

planned
or

u
n
resto

red
h

y
d

ro
carb

o
n

s
developm

ent.
U)

W
ell

pad
density

an
d

/o
r

the
n

u
m

b
er

of
individual

w
ells

w
ithin

a
P

E
D

L
area

w
ill

be
lim

ited
to

en
su

re
that

u
n
accep

tab
le

cum
ulative

im
pact

d
o

es
not

arise.
A

ssessm
en

t
of

the
contribution

to
cum

ulative
im

pact
arising

from
a

proposal
for

hydrocarbon
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ill

include
(but

not
n
ecessarily

be
lim

ited
to)

consideration
of:

a)
T

he
proxim

ity
of

a
p

ro
p

o
sed

new
w

ell
pad

site
to

other
existing,

planned
or

u
n

resto
red

w
ell

p
ad

s,
and

the
ex

ten
t

to
w

hich
any

com
bined

effects
w

ould
lead

to
u
n
accep

tab
le

im
pacts

on
the

environm
ent

or
local

com
m

unities,
including

as
a

result
of

any
asso

ciated
tran

sp
o
rt

im
pacts;

b)
T

he
duration

over
w

hich
hydrocarbon

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

activity
h
as

taken
place

in
the

locality
and

the
ex

ten
t

to
w

hich
any

ad
v

erse
im

pacts
on

the
environm

ent
or

local
com

m
unities

w
ould

be
ex

p
ected

to
continue

if
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ere

to
be

perm
itted:

c)
T

he
sensitivity

of
the

receiving
environm

ent,
taking

into
acco

u
n
t

the
n
atu

re
and

distribution
of

any
environm

ental
constraints,

proxim
ity

to
local

com
m

unities,
the

availability
of

ad
eq

u
ate

access
links

to
the

highw
ay

netw
ork

and
th

e
n
eed

to
en

su
re

a
high

stan
d
ard

of
protection

in
line

w
ith

other
relevant

policies
in

the
P

lan.
W

here
results

from
any

earlier
exploration

an
d

/o
r

ap
p

raisal
activity

are
available,

p
ro

p
o

sals
for

production
of

unconventional
h

y
d

ro
carb

o
n

s
should

include
inform

ation
on

how
the

proposal
is

intended
to

fit
w

ithin
an

overall
sch

em
e

of
production

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ithin

th
e

P
E

D
L

area
and

should
en

su
re

as
far

as
practicable

that
production

sites
are

located
in

the
least

environm
entally

sensitive
areas

of
the

reso
u
rce.

iB)
In

order
to

red
u
ce

th
e

potential
for

ad
v
erse

cum
ulative

im
pact,

p
ro

p
o

sals
for

production
of

h
y

d
ro

carb
o

n
s

w
ill

be
su

p
p
o
rted

in
locations

w
here

beneficial
u

se
can

be
m

ad
e

of
existing

or
planned

supporting
infrastructure

including,
w

here
relevant,

pipelines
for

tran
sp

o
rt

of
g

as
an

d
/o

r
w

ater,
facilities

for
the

p
ro

cessin
g

or
g

en
eratio

n
of

en
erg

y
from

extracted
g
as

and
o
v
erh

ead
or

underground
pow

er
lines

and
grid

co
n

n
ectio

n
s

w
hich

could
serv

e
th

e
developm

ent.
iv)

W
here

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
new

p
ro

cessin
g

,
pow

er
or

pipeline
infrastructure

is
required,

consideration
should

be
given

to
how

the
location

and
design

of
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

could
facilitate

its
u

se
for

m
ultiple

w
ell

p
ad

s
in

order
to

red
u
ce

ad
v
erse

cum
ulative

im
pact.

T
he

M
inerals

P
lanning

A
uthority

w
ill

support
co-ordination

betw
een

o
p
erato

rs
and

the
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
sh

ared
infrastructure

w
here

this
w

ill
help

red
u
ce

overall
ad

v
erse

im
pacts

from
hydrocarbon

developm
ent.

v)
N

ew
p
ro

cessin
g

or
en

erg
y

generation
infrastructure

for
h

y
d

ro
carb

o
n

s
should,

as
a

first
priority,

be
sited

on
brow

nfield,
industrial

or
em

ploym
ent

land.
W

here
it

can
be

d
em

o
n
strated

that
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
agricultural

land
is

required,
and

su
b

ject
first

to
o

th
er

locational
req

u
irem

en
ts

in
P

olicies
M

16
and

M
17,

p
ro

p
o

sals
should

seek
to

utilise
land
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o
f

lo
w

e
r

q
u

a
lity

in
p
re

fe
re

n
c
e

to
h
ig

h
e
r

q
u
a
h
ty

.

3
)

L
o

c
a
l

e
c
o

n
o

m
y

H
y
d
ro

c
a
rb

o
n

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

w
ill

b
e

p
e
rm

itte
d

in
lo

c
a
tio

n
s

w
h
e
re

a
h

ig
h

s
ta

n
d
a
rd

o
f

p
ro

te
c
tio

n
c
a
n

b
e

p
ro

v
id

e
d

to
e
n
v
iro

n
m

e
n
ta

l,
re

c
re

a
tio

n
a
l,

c
u
ltu

ra
l,

h
e
rita

g
e

o
r

b
u
s
in

e
s
s

a
s
s
e
ts

im
p
o
rta

n
t

to
th

e
lo

c
a
l

e
c
o
n
o
m

y
in

c
lu

d
in

g
,

w
h

e
re

re
le

v
a
n
t,

im
p
o
rta

n
t

v
isito

r

a
ttra

c
tio

n
s.

T
h

e
tim

in
g

o
f

sh
o
rt

te
rm

d
e
v

e
lo

p
m

e
n

t
a
c
tiv

ity
lik

ely
to

g
e
n

e
ra

te
h

ig
h

le
v
e
ls

o
f

n
o
ise

o
r

o
th

e
r

d
is

tu
rb

a
n
c
e
,

o
r

w
h
ic

h
w

o
u

ld
g
iv

e
rise

to
h

ig
h

v
o

lu
m

e
s

o
f

h
e
a
v

y
v
e
h
ic

le

m
o

v
e
m

e
n

ts,
sh

o
u
ld

b
e

p
la

n
n

e
d

to
a
v
o
id

o
r,

w
h

e
re

th
is

is
n
o
t

p
ra

c
tic

a
b
le

m
in

im
ise

,

im
p
a
c
ts

d
u
rin

g
lo

c
a
l

sc
h
o
o
l

h
o
lid

a
y

p
e
rio

d
s.

4
)

S
p
e
c
ific

lo
c
a
l

a
m

e
n
ity

c
o
n
s
id

e
ra

tio
n
s

re
le

v
a
n
t

to
h
y
d
ro

c
a
rb

o
n

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

i)
H

y
d
ro

c
a
rb

o
n

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

w
ill

b
e

p
e
rm

itte
d

in
lo

c
a
tio

n
s

w
h
e
re

it
w

o
u

ld
n
o
t

g
iv

e
rise

to

u
n
a
c
c
e
p
ta

b
le

im
p
a
c
t

o
n

lo
c
a
l

c
o
m

m
u
n
itie

s
o
r

p
u

b
lic

h
e
a
lth

.
A

d
e
q

u
a
te

s
e
p
a
ra

tio
n

d
is

ta
n
c
e
s

sh
o
u
ld

b
e

m
a
in

ta
in

e
d

b
e
tw

e
e
n

h
y

d
ro

c
a
rb

o
n

s
d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

a
n

d
re

sid
e
n
tia

l
b
u
ild

in
g
s

a
n
d

o
th

e
r

se
n

sitiv
e

re
c
e
p
to

rs
in

o
rd

e
r

to
e
n
s
u
re

a
h

ig
h

le
v
e
l

o
f

p
ro

te
c
tio

n
fro

m
a
d

v
e
rs

e
im

p
a
c
ts

fro
m

n
o
ise

,
lig

h
t

p
o

llu
tio

n
,

e
m

is
s
io

n
s

to
a
ir

o
r

g
ro

u
n
d

a
n

d
s
u
rfa

c
e

w
a
te

r

a
n
d

in
d
u
c
e
d

se
ism

ic
ity

,
in

c
lu

d
in

g
in

lin
e

w
ith

th
e

re
q
u
ire

m
e
n
ts

o
f

P
o

lic
y

D
0

2
.

P
ro

p
o
s
a
ls

fo
r

s
u
rfa

c
e

h
y
d
ro

c
a
rb

o
n

d
e
v

e
lo

p
m

e
n

t,
p
a
rtic

u
la

rly
th

o
s
e

in
v
o
lv

in
g

h
y
d
ra

u
lic

fra
c
tu

rin
g
,

w
ith

in
5

0
0

m
o
f

re
sid

e
n
tia

l
b

u
ild

in
g

s
a
n
d

o
th

e
r

se
n

sitiv
e

re
c
e
p
to

rs
,

a
re

u
n

lik
e
ly

to
b

e
c
o
n
s
is

te
n
t

w
ith

th
is

re
q
u
ire

m
e
n
t

a
n
d

w
ill

o
n

ly
b

e
p
e
rm

itte
d

in
e
x

c
e
p

tio
n

a
l

c
irc

u
m

s
ta

n
c
e
s
.

h)
P

ro
p
o
s
a
ls

sh
o
u
ld

re
fe

r
to

a
n
y

re
le

v
a
n

t
d
a
ta

fro
m

b
a
se

lin
e

m
o

n
ito

rin
g

a
n

d
o

th
e
r

a
v
a
ila

b
le

in
fo

rm
a
tio

n
to

e
n
s
u
re

th
a
t

a
ro

b
u
st

a
s
s
e
s
s
m

e
n

t
o
f

p
o
te

n
tia

l
im

p
a
c
ts

is
u

n
d

e
rta

k
e
n

,
a
n
d

th
a
t

c
o
m

p
re

h
e
n
s
iv

e
m

itig
a
tio

n
m

e
a
s
u

re
s

a
re

p
ro

p
o

se
d

w
h
e
re

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
ry

.

hi)
P

ro
p
o
s
a
ls

in
v
o
lv

in
g

h
y

d
ra

u
lic

fra
c
tu

rin
g

sh
o
u
ld

b
e

a
c
c
o
m

p
a
n
ie

d
b

y
a
n

a
ir

q
u
a
lity

m
o
n
ito

rin
g

p
la

n
a
n
d

H
e
a
lth

Im
p

a
c
t

A
s
s
e
s
s
m

e
n

t.

P
olicy

M
IS:

O
ther

specific
criteria

applying
to

hydrocarbon
developm

ent
Policy

not
of

relevance
to

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
—

policy
w

ording
not

repeated
verbatim

N
o

C
om

m
ent

h
era

P
olicy

M
19:

C
arbon

and
g

as
sto

rag
e

P
ro

p
o
s
a
ls

fo
r

c
a
rb

o
n

c
a
p
tu

re
and

storage
and

the
u

n
d

e
rg

ro
u
n
d

s
to

ra
g

e
o
f

g
a
s

w
ill

b
e

H
ig

h
w

a
y

s
E

n
g
la

n
d

h
a
s

n
o

p
a
rtic

u
la

r
c
o
n
c
e
rn

s
w

ith
th

is
p

o
lic

y
a
n

d
is

p
e
rm

itte
d

w
h

e
re

it
h
a
s

b
e
e
n

d
e
m

o
n
s
tra

te
d

th
a
t:

g
e
n

e
ra

lly
su

p
p

o
rtiv

e
o
f

th
e

re
q

u
ire

m
e
n
t

fo
r

th
e

tra
n
s
p
o
rt

o
f

c
a
rb

o
n

o
r

g
a
s

i)T
he

local
geological

circum
stances

are
suitable;

to
be

via
pipeline.

U)T
he

proposals
w

ould
not

have
an

unacceptable
im

pact
on

the
q
u
a
lity

a
n

d
a
v
a
ila

b
ility

o
f

g
ro

u
n
d

a
n
d

s
u
rfa

c
e

w
a
te

r
re

s
o
u
rc

e
s
,

o
n

land
sta

b
ility

,
o
r

o
n

p
u
b
lic

h
e
a
lth

a
n
d

sa
fe

ty
;

hi)
T

here
w

ould
be

no
unacceptable

im
pact

on
the

e
n
v
iro

n
m

e
n

t
o
r

lo
c
a
l

c
o
m

m
u
n
itie

s;
a
n
d

iv)
T

he
proposals

are
consistent

w
ith

other
relevant

policies
in

the
Plan.
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T
ran

sp
o

rt
of

carb
o

n
or

g
as

should
be

via
pipeline

w
ith

the
routing

of
lines

selected
to

give
rise

to
the

least
environm

ental
or

am
enity

im
pact.

P
aIcy

M
20:

D
eep

coal
and

disposal
of

colliery
spoil

1)
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
su

rface
and

underground
d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t

for
the

m
ining

of
d
eep

coal
w

ill
be

perm
itted

w
here

all
the

follow
ing

chteria
are

m
et:

i)
th

e
location,

siting
and

d
esig

n
of

the
su

rface
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

en
su

re
a

high
stan

d
ard

of
protection

for
the

environm
ent

and
local

com
m

unities
in

line
w

ith
the

d
ev

elo
p

m
en

t
m

an
ag

em
en

t
policies

in
the

Joint
P

lan;
H)

th
e

p
ro

p
o
sals

w
ould

en
ab

le
coal

to
be

tran
sp

o
rted

in
a

su
stain

ab
le

m
anner;

Hi)
w

here
located

in
the

G
reen

B
elt,

the
p

ro
p

o
sals

w
ould

com
ply

w
ith

national
policy

on
G

reen
B

elt;
iv)

the
effects

of
su

b
sid

en
ce

upon
land

stability
and

im
portant

su
rface

structures,
infrastructure

(including
flood

d
efen

ces)
and

the
natural

and
historic

environm
ent,

w
ill

be
m

onitored
and

controlled
so

as
to

prevent
u
n
accep

tab
le

im
pacts;

v)
that

opportunities
h

av
e

b
een

explored,
and

w
ill

be
delivered

w
here

practicable,
to

m
axim

ise
the

potential
for

reu
se

of
any

colliery
spoil

g
en

erated
by

the
d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t

and
that

p
ro

p
o

sed
arran

g
em

en
ts

for
any

n
ecessary

disposal
of

m
ining

w
aste

m
aterials

arising
from

the
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

are
accep

tab
le

in
line

w
ith

P
art

3
below

;
2)

P
ro

p
o
sals

to
rem

ed
iate

and
resto

re
the

W
om

ersley
S

poil
D

isposal
S

ite
w

ill
be

perm
itted

w
here

they
w

ould
be

co
n
sisten

t
w

ith
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

m
an

ag
em

en
t

policies
in

the
Joint

P
lan.

3)
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
new

spoil
d

isp
o

sal
facilities

w
ill

be
assessed

by
referen

ce
to

the
follow

ing
order

of
p
referen

ce:
i)

Infilling
of

quarry
voids

w
here

this
can

deliver
an

en
h

an
ced

overall
stan

d
ard

of
quarry

reclam
ation;

H)
U

se
of

derelict
or

d
eg

rad
ed

land;
iii)

W
h
ere

u
se

of
agricultural

land
is

n
ecessary

,
u

se
of

low
er

quality
agricultural

land
(A

L
C

G
rad

e
3b

or
below

)
in

p
referen

ce
to

higher
quality

agricultural
land

(A
L

C
G

rad
e

3a
or

higher).
P

referen
ce

w
ill

also
be

given
to

p
ro

p
o

sals
for

new
spoil

d
isp

o
sal

facilities
w

hich
are

located:
iv)

O
utside

the
G

reen
B

elt,
u
n
less

it
can

be
show

n
that

the
p

ro
p

o
sals

can
be

acco
m

m
o
d
ated

w
ithin

the
G

reen
B

elt
in

line
w

ith
national

policy;
v)

W
h
ere

spoil
can

be
delivered

to
the

site
via

su
stain

ab
le

(non-road)
m

ean
s

of
tran

sp
o

rt
or,

w
h

ere
road

tran
sp

o
rt

is
n
ecessary

,
tran

sp
o
rt

of
spoil

can
take

place
w

ithout
u
n
accep

tab
le

im
pacts

on
the

environm
ent

or
local

com
m

unities.

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
previously

stated
that

it
w

ould
be

supportive
of

an
option

that
su

p
p
o

rts
p
ro

p
o
sals

for
d

eep
coal

an
d

d
isp

o
sal

of
colliery

spoil,
w

here
transportation

w
ould

utilise
su

stain
ab

le
m

o
d

es
w

here
possible.

W
e

therefore
w

elcom
e

the
inclusion

of
criterion

ih)
in

relation
to

su
rface

and
underground

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

for
d
eep

coal
m

ining,
w

hich
requires

p
ro

p
o

sals
to

en
su

re
that

coal
can

be
tran

sp
o
rted

in
a

su
stain

ab
le

m
anner.

F
urther

w
e

w
elcom

e
the

inclusion
of

criterion
v)

in
relation

to
p
ro

p
o
sals

for
new

spoil
d

isp
o

sal
facilities

that
seek

s
to

en
su

re
such

that
spoil

can
be

delivered
to

su
ch

sites
utilising

su
stain

ab
le

m
ean

s
of

tran
sp

o
rt

or
transport

of
spoil

can
take

place
w

ithout
any

u
n
accep

tab
le

im
pacts

w
here

transportation
via

road
is

n
ecessary

.

12



Policy
not

of
relevance

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
policy

w
ording

not
repeated

verbatim
N

o
C

om
m

ent
here.

P
olicy

M
22:

P
otash,

polyhalite
and

salt
supply

P
roposals

for
the

extraction
of

potash,
salt

or
polyhalite

from
new

sites
w

ithin
the

N
orth

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
has

no
particular

concerns
w

ith
this

policy
and

Y
ork

M
oors

N
ational

Park
and

renew
ed

applications
for

the
existing

sites
at

B
oulby

M
ine

w
elcom

es
the

inclusion
of

criteria
iv)

w
hich

requires
developm

ent
and

D
oves

N
est

Farm
beyond

their
current

planning
perm

issions
will

be
assessed

proposals
to

consider
the

requirem
ents

of
transport

and
infrastructure

against
the

criteria
for

m
ajor

developm
ent

set
out

in
Policy

D
04.

provided
in

Policy
101.

P
roposals

for
new

surface
developm

ent
and

infrastructure
associated

w
ith

the
existing

perm
itted

potash,
polyhalite

and
salt

m
ine

sites
in

the
N

ational
Park,

or
their

surface
expansion,

w
hich

are
not

considered
to

be
m

ajor
developm

ent,
will

be
perm

itted
provided

they
m

eet
the

requirem
ents

of
Policy

D
li

and
Policy

102
and

that
no

unacceptable
im

pact
w

ould
be

caused
to

the
special

qualities
of

the
N

ational
Park,

its
environm

ent
or

residential
or

visitor
am

enity
in

the
context

of
any

need
for

the
developm

ent.
P

roposals
for

increased
volum

e
of

potash
extraction,

the
extraction

of
other

form
s

of
potash

not
included

in
existing

perm
issions,

or
sub-surface

lateral
extensions

to
the

perm
itted

w
orking

area
in

locations
accessible

from
the

existing
sites

at
B

oulby
P

otash
M

ine
and

the
D

oves
N

est
Farm

site
as

w
ell

as
proposals

for
new

sites
outside

of
the

N
ational

Park,
will

be
perm

itted
w

here
itcan

be
dem

onstrated
that

the
follow

ing
criteria

are
m

et:
I)

T
he

proposals
w

ould
not

detract
from

the
special

qualities
of

the
N

ational
Park,

taking
account

of
any

m
itigation

m
easures

proposed;
ii)

T
he

effects
of

subsidence
upon

land
stability,

coastal
erosion

and
im

portant
surface

structures,
infrastructure

(including
flood

defences)
and

environm
ental

and
cultural

designations,
can

be
m

onitored
and

controlled
so

as
to

prevent
unacceptable

im
pacts;

Ni)
T

he
proposed

arrangem
ents

for
disposing

of
m

ining
w

aste
m

aterials
arising

from
the

developm
ent

are
acceptable;

and
iv)

T
he

requirem
ents

of
Policy

101
for

transport
and

infrastructure
have

been
fully

considered.

P
ollóyM

23:
S

upply
of

gypsum
:H

r2
Policy

not
of

relevance
to

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
—

policy
w

ording
not

repeated
verbatim

N
o

C
om

m
ent

here.

P
olicy

M
24:

S
upply

of
vein

m
inerals

P
roposals

for
the

extraction
of

vein
m

inerals,
including

proposals
for

the
reactivation

of
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

have
no

particular
concerns

w
ith

this
policy

and
dorm

ant
perm

issions,
w

ill
be

determ
ined

in
accordance

w
ith

the
developm

ent
generally

w
elcom

e
the

requirem
ent

for
proposals

relating
to

the
m

anagem
ent

policies
in

the
Joint

Plan,
having

particular
regard

w
here

relevant
to

any
extraction

of
vein

m
inerals,

to
com

ply
w

ith
the

Joint
Plan’s

developm
ent
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im
p
acts

on:
m

an
ag

em
en

t
p

o
licies

an
d

to
give

p
articu

lar
co

n
sid

eratio
n

to
th

e
im

p
acts

i)
im

p
o
rtan

t
h

ab
itats

an
d

sp
ecies;

o
n

tran
sp

o
rt

in
frastru

ctu
re.

H)
p

ro
tected

lan
d

scap
es;

Hi)
h

eritag
e

a
sse

ts;
iv)

to
u

rism
a
sse

ts;
v)

tran
sp

o
rt

in
frastru

ctu
re.

P
olicy

P125:
B

orrow
pits

P
ro

p
o
sals

for
b
o
rro

w
pits,

w
h

ere
p

erm
issio

n
is

req
u
ired

,
w

iN
b
e

p
erm

itted
w

h
ere

th
e

H
ig

h
w

ay
s

E
n
g
lan

d
is

g
en

erally
su

p
p
o

rtiv
e

of
this

policy
an

d
th

e
criteria

req
u
ired

m
in

eral
can

n
o
t

p
racticab

ly
b

e
su

p
p
lied

by
seco

n
d

ary
or

recy
cled

m
aterial

of
in

clu
d
ed

,
w

hich
se

e
k
s

to
en

su
re

th
at

b
o

rro
w

pits
are

lo
cated

w
ithin

or

ap
p

ro
p

riate
sp

ecificatio
n

from
a

so
u
rce

in
clo

se
proxim

ity
to

th
e

co
n

stru
ctio

n
p

ro
ject,

ad
jo

in
in

g
sites

w
h
ere

th
e

m
aterial

is
in

ten
d

ed
for

u
se

to
red

u
ce

an
d
;

w
h

ere
all

th
e

follow
ing

criteria
are

m
et:

sig
n
ifican

t
tran

sp
o

rt
m

o
v
em

en
ts,

w
hich

co
u

ld
utilise

th
e

ro
ad

n
etw

o
rk

,

i)
T

h
e

site
lies

on,
or

im
m

ed
iately

ad
jo

in
s,

th
e

p
ro

p
o
sed

co
n
stru

ctio
n

sc
h

e
m

e
so

th
at

including
th

e
S

R
N

.
m

in
eral

can
b

e
tran

sp
o
rted

from
th

e
b
o
rro

w
pit

to
th

e
p
o
in

t
of

u
se

w
ith

o
u
t

sig
n

ifican
t

u
se

of
th

e
public

h
ig

h
w

ay
sy

stem
;

H)
T

h
e

site
can

b
e

lan
d
scap

ed
an

d
resto

red
to

a
high

stan
d
ard

w
ithin

an
ag

reed
tim

escale
an

d
to

an
ag

reed
e
n

d
-u

se
w

ith
o

u
t

th
e

u
se

of
im

p
o
rted

m
aterial

o
th

er
th

an
th

at
g
en

erated
on

th
e

ad
jo

in
in

g
co

n
stru

ctio
n

p
ro

ject.

P
o
licy

W
O

l:
M

o
v

in
g

w
a
ste

u
p

th
e

w
a
ste

h
ie

ra
rc

h
y

1)
P

ro
p
o
sals

w
ill

b
e

p
erm

itted
w

h
ere

th
ey

w
o
u
ld

co
n
trib

u
te

to
m

o
v
in

g
w

aste
up

th
e

H
ig

h
w

ay
s

E
n

g
lan

d
is

g
en

erally
su

p
p

o
rtiv

e
of

th
e

policy
w

hich
se

e
k
s

to

w
aste

h
ierarch

y
th

ro
u

g
h

:
en

su
re

th
at

w
aste

is
reco

v
ered

at
th

e
n
e
a
re

st
in

stallatio
n

,
th

ereb
y

I)
th

e
m

in
im

isatio
n

of
w

aste,
or;

red
u
cin

g
th

e
n

eed
for

tran
sp

o
rtatio

n
an

d
red

u
cin

g
th

e
co

n
seq

u
en

tial

H)
th

e
in

creased
re-u

se,
recy

clin
g

or
co

m
p
o
stin

g
of

w
aste,

or;
im

p
acts

of
traffic

m
o

v
em

en
ts.

iii)
th

e
p
ro

v
isio

n
of

w
aste

treatm
en

t
cap

acity
an

d
sm

all
scale

p
ro

p
o

sals
for

en
erg

y
reco

v
ery

(in
clu

d
in

g
ad

v
an

ced
th

erm
al

treatm
en

t
tech

n
o
lo

g
ies),

w
hich

w
o
u
ld

h
elp

to
d
iv

ert
w

aste
from

landfill.
2)

F
u
rth

er
cap

acity
for

th
e

larg
e

scale
reco

v
ery

of
en

erg
y

from
w

aste
(in

e
x
c
e
ss

of
7
5
,0

0
0

to
n
n
es

an
n

u
al

th
ro

u
g

h
p

u
t

cap
acity

),
in

clu
d
in

g
th

ro
u
g
h

ad
v

an
ced

th
erm

al
treatm

en
t

tech
n

o
lo

g
ies,

w
ill

only
b

e
p
erm

itted
in

line
w

ith
P

olicy
W

0
4

an
d

w
h
ere

an
y

h
eat

g
en

erated
can

b
e

u
tilised

as
a

so
u
rce

of
low

carb
o
n

en
erg

y
or,

w
h
ere

u
se

of
h
eat

is
n
o
t

p
racticab

le,
th

e
efficien

t
reco

v
ery

of
en

erg
y

can
b

e
ach

iev
ed

.
3)

T
h

e
p
ro

v
isio

n
of

n
ew

cap
acity

for
th

e
landfill

of
resid

u
al

n
o

n
-in

ert
w

aste
w

ill
b
e

p
erm

itted
w

h
ere

it
can

b
e

d
em

o
n
strated

th
at

it
is

th
e

only
p
racticab

le
o
p
tio

n
an

d
su

fficien
t

p
erm

itted
cap

acity
w

ithin
th

e
P

lan
area

is
n
o
t

av
ailab

le.
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
th

e
ex

ten
sio

n
of

tim
e

at
ex

istin
g

p
erm

itted
landfill

sites
w

ith
rem

ain
in

g
void

sp
a
c
e

w
ill

b
e

su
p

p
o

rted
in

p
rin

cip
le,

w
h

ere
n
e
c
e
ssa

ry
eith

er;
(i)

to
m

ain
tain

cap
acity

for
d

isp
o

sal
of

resid
u
al

w
aste,

or;
(ii)

to
ach

iev
e

th
e

satisfacto
ry

resto
ratio

n
of

th
e

site.
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4)
Landfill

of
inert

w
aste

w
ill

be
perm

itted
w

here
itw

ould
facilitate:

i)
a

high
standard

of
quarry

reclam
ation

in
accordance

w
ith

agreed
reclam

ation
objectives,

or;
N)

the
substantial

im
provem

ent
of

derelict
or

degraded
land

w
here

it
can

be
dem

onstrated
that

the
im

port
of

the
w

aste
is

essential
to

bring
the

derelict
or

degraded
land

back
into

beneficial
use

and
the

scale
of

the
im

portation
w

ould
not

underm
ine

the
potential

to
m

anage
w

aste
further

up
the

hierarchy.

P
olicy

W
02:

S
trategic

role
of

the
P

lan
area

in
the

m
anagem

ent
of

w
aste

1)
Support

will
be

given
through

the
allocation

of
sites

and
the

grant
of

planning
perm

ission
for

the
additional

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
capacity

needed
to

help
achieve

net
self-sufficiency

in
capacity

at
a

level
equivalent

to
expected

arisings
in

the
Plan

area,
by

31
D

ecem
ber

2030.
2)

Provision
of

capacity
w

ithin
the

Plan
area

shall
include

provision
for

w
aste

arising
in

the
Y

orkshire
D

ales
N

ational
Park,

w
ith

the
exception

of
m

ining
and

quarrying
w

aste
and

sm
all

scale
w

aste
arisings

w
hich

can
be

appropriately
m

anaged
at

facilities
w

ithin
the

N
ational

Park.
3)

E
xcept

as
provided

for
in

2)
above,

w
here

a
facility

is
proposed

specifically
to

m
anage

w
aste

arising
outside

the
Plan

area
it

w
ill

not
be

perm
itted

unless
it

can
be

dem
onstrated

that
the

facility
w

ould
represent

the
nearest

appropriate
installation

for
the

w
aste

to
be

m
anaged.

4)
P

roposals
w

hich
w

ould
help

m
eet

unforeseen
needs

for
the

m
anagem

ent
of

specific
w

aste
stream

s
arising

in
the

Plan
area

but
not

specifically
identified

or
provided

for
in

the
Joint

Plan,
will

be
perm

itted
w

here
they

w
ould

be
in

line
w

ith
the

requirem
ents

of
Polices

W
10

and
W

il.

N
et

self-sufficiency
in

capacity
for

m
anagem

ent
of

Local
A

uthority
C

ollected
W

aste
w

ill
be

supported
through:

1)
Identification

of
the

A
llerton

Park
(W

JPO
8)

and
H

arew
ood

W
hin

(W
JP11)

sites
as

strategic
allocations

over
the

Plan
period

for
the

m
anagem

ent
of

LA
C

W
.

P
roposals

to
extend

the
tim

e
period

for
continued

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
operations

at
these

sites
over

the
Plan

period
and

the
developm

ent
of

other
appropriate

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
infrastructure

will
be

perm
itted

subject,
in

the
case

of
the

H
arew

ood
W

hin
site,

to
com

pliance
w

ith
relevant

national
and

local
G

reen
B

elt
policy.

2)
D

elivery
of

additional
transfer

station
capacity

for
LA

C
W

to
serve

the
needs

of
Selby

D
istrict

through
the

allocation
of

a
site

at
C

om
m

on
L

ane,
B

urn
(W

JP16).
P

roposals
for

developm
ent

of
transfer

capacity
for

LA
C

W
at

this
site

or
at

an
alternative

location
consistent

w
ith

the
site

locational
and

identification
principles

in
Polices

W
10

and
W

il

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
is

generally
supportive

of
the

policy
w

hich
seeks

to
ensure

that
w

aste
is

recovered
at

the
nearest

installation,
thereby

reducing
the

need
for

transportation
and

reducing
the

consequential
im

pacts
of

traffic
m

ovem
ents.

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
previously

had
a

preference
for

the
identification

of
specific

site
allocations

for
w

aste
m

anagem
ent

facilities
w

here
possible.

T
his

option
provided

the
greatest

degree
of

certainty
as

to
w

here
future

developm
ent

could
take

place
and

w
as

in
line

w
ith

national
policy.

W
e

considered
that

by
taking

this
approach

it
w

ould
be

possible
to

identify
the

m
ost

sustainably
accessible

sites,
and

enable
the

potential
traffic

im
pacts

of
sites

to
be

assessed
both

from
an

individual
and

cum
ulative

perspective,
along

w
ith

any
new

or
im

proved
transport

infrastructure
that

could
be

required
in

order
to

sustainably
deliver

the
Plan’s

m
ineral

related
developm

ent
requirem

ents
and

m
itigate

its
im

pact
on

the
operation

of
the

SR
N

.

P
olicy

W
03:

M
eeting

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
capacIty

requirem
ents

-
L

ocal
A

uthority
C

ollected
W

aste
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w
ill

be
perm

itted.
3)

P
erm

itting
p
ro

p
o
sals

for:
a)

in
creased

capacity
for

the
recycling

an
d

treatm
en

t
of

L
A

C
W

w
here

this
w

ould
red

u
ce

reliance
on

export
of

w
aste

from
the

P
lan

area
and

the
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

be
co

n
sisten

t
w

ith
the

site
locational

and
identification

principles
in

P
olicies

W
iO

and
W

i
1;

b)
im

provem
ents

to
the

H
ousehold

W
aste

R
ecycling

C
entre

netw
ork.

4)
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

at
the

allocated
sites

referred
to

in
I)

and
2)

ab
o

v
e

w
ill

be
required

to
take

acco
u
n
t

of
the

key
sensitivities

and
incorporate

th
e

n
ecessary

m
itigation

m
easu

res
that

are
set

out
in

A
ppendix

1.

W
e

also
previously

stated
our

support
for

a
criteria

b
ased

policy
and

that
this

should
en

co
u
rag

e
both

a
m

odal
shift

to
m

ore
su

stain
ab

le
m

eth
o
d
s

of
transport

w
here

feasible,
again

to
en

su
re

that
sites

asso
ciated

w
ith

the
authority’s

cru
sh

ed
rock

requirem
ent

w
ill

not
im

pact
on

the
S

R
N

.

W
e

therefore
w

elcom
e

that
the

policy
identifies

specific
sites

and
cro

ss
referen

ces
to

A
ppendix

1
w

hich
identifies

the
key

sen
sitiv

es,
req

u
irem

en
ts

and
m

itigation
that

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

p
ro

p
o
sals

n
eed

to
be

co
n
sid

er
in

order
to

deliver
d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t

at
the

identified
sites.

F
urther

consideration
h
as

b
een

given
to

th
ese

sites
and

req
u
irem

en
ts

in
the

accom
panying

technical
note,

w
hich

identifies
that

w
e

do
not

co
n
sid

er
them

to
p
resen

t
any

particular
co

n
cern

in
term

s
of

im
pact

on
the

netw
ork.

P
olicy

W
04:

M
eeting

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
cap

ad
tv

requirem
ents

-
C

om
m

ercial
and

Industrial
w

aste
(including

hazardous
C

&
l

w
aste)

1)
N

et
self-sufficiency

in
cap

acity
for

m
an

ag
em

en
t

of
C

&
l

w
aste

w
ill

be
su

p
p
o
rted

through:
i)

P
erm

itting
p
ro

p
o
sals

w
hich

w
ould

deliver
in

creased
capacity

for
the

recycling
and

treatm
en

t
of

C
&

l
w

aste,
particularly

w
h

ere
this

w
ould

red
u
ce

reliance
on

export
of

w
aste

from
the

P
lan

area
and

the
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

be
co

n
sisten

t
w

ith
the

site
locational

and
identification

principles
in

P
olicies

W
i

0
and

W
i

1;
H)

P
erm

itting
p

ro
p

o
sals

for
additional

tran
sfer

station
cap

acity
for

C
&

l
w

aste
w

here
it

can
be

d
em

o
n
strated

that
additional

provision
w

ould
help

red
u
ce

overall
im

pacts
from

road
tran

sp
o

rt
of

w
aste

and
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

be
co

n
sisten

t
w

ith
the

site
locational

and
identification

principles
in

P
olicies

W
i

0
and

W
i

1;
Hi)

P
roviding

large
scale

cap
acity

for
recovery

of
en

erg
y

and
an

aero
b
ic

digestion
for

C
&

l
w

aste
through

a
com

bination
of

sp
are

capacity
w

ithin
th

e
A

llerton
W

aste
R

ecovery
P

ark
facility

and
the

S
o

u
th

m
o

o
r

E
nergy

C
entre

(W
JP

O
3),

form
er

A
R

B
R

E
P

ow
er

S
tation

(W
JP

25)
and

N
orth

S
elby

M
ine

an
aero

b
ic

digestion
(W

JP
O

2)
sites,

w
hich

are
identified

in
th

e
P

lan
as

allocated
sites

for
th

ese
u

ses.
T

he
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
the

W
JP

O
2

site
w

ill
only

be
perm

itted
w

here
itw

ould
be

co
n
sisten

t
w

ith
the

principles
of

including
land

in
the

Y
ork

G
reen

B
elt;

iv)
P

erm
itting

additional
en

erg
y

recovery
capacity

for
C

&
l

w
aste

w
h

ere
the

planning
authority

can
be

satisfied
that

the
facility

w
ould

be
appropriately

scaled
to

m
eet

unm
et

n
eed

s
for

m
an

ag
em

en
t

of
residual

C
&

l
w

aste
arising

in
the

area
and

the
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

be
co

n
sisten

t
w

ith
the

site
locational

and
identification

principles
in

P
olicies

W
I

0
and

W
ii;

v)
S

ubject
to

en
erg

y
recovery

capacity
becom

ing
operational

at
the

allocated
sites

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
is

generally
supportive

of
this

policy
and

the
intention

to
h

av
e

net
self-sufficiency

in
the

capacity
for

C
&

l
w

aste
m

an
ag

em
en

t,
w

hich
should

have
positive

im
plications

in
term

s
of

m
inim

ising
w

aste
transportation,

particularly
in

relation
to

w
aste

arising
from

o
u

tsid
e

of
the

P
lan

area.
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referred
to

in
part

iii)
of

this
Policy

perm
ission

will
not

be
granted

for
further

large
scale

energy
recovery

for
C&

l
w

aste
w

here
the

w
aste

to
be

recovered
w

ould
arise

m
ainly

outside
the

Plan
area,

unless
itcan

be
dem

onstrated
that

the
facility

w
ould

represent
the

nearest
appropriate

installation
for

the
w

aste
to

be
recovered

and
the

developm
ent

w
ould

be
consistent

w
ith

the
site

locational
and

identification
principles

in
Policies

W
iO

and
W

il.
2)

Provision
of

capacity
for

m
anagem

ent
of

C&
I

w
aste

is
also

supported
through

site
allocations

for
recycling,

transfer
and

treatm
ent

of
C&

l
w

aste
at:

L
and

at
H

alton
E

ast,
near

Skipton
(W

JP13)
L

and
at

T
ancred,

near
Scorton

(W
JP18)

L
and

at
Skibeden,

near
Skipton

(W
JP17)

L
and

at
A

llerton
Park,

near
K

naresborough
(W

JPO
8)

L
and

at
S

eam
er

C
arr,

near
S

carborough
(W

JP1
5)

L
and

at
C

om
m

on
L

ane,
B

urn
(W

JP1G
)

L
and

at
Pollington

(W
JP22)

L
and

at
Fairfield

R
oad,

W
hitby

(W
JP19)

L
and

at
H

arew
ood

W
hin,

R
ufforth

(W
JP1

1)
3)

P
roposals

for
developm

ent
of

the
allocated

sites
referred

to
in

1)
and

2)
above

w
ill

be
required

to
take

account
of

the
key

sensitivities
and

incorporate
the

necessary
m

itigation
m

easures
that

are
set

out
in

A
ppendix

1.

P
olicy

W
05:

M
eeting

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
capacity

requirem
ents

-
C

onstruction,
D

em
olition

and
E

xcavation
w

aste
(Including

h
azard

o
u
s

C
D

&
E

w
aste)

I)
N

et
self-sufficiency

in
capacity

for
m

anagem
ent

of
C

D
&

E
w

aste
w

ill
be

supported
through:
i)

Perm
itting

proposals
w

hich
w

ould
deliver

increased
capacity

for
recycling

C
D

&
E

w
aste

w
here

the
developm

ent
w

ould
be

consistent
w

ith
the

site
locational

and
identification

principles
in

Policies
W

i0
and

W
i

1;
H)

Perm
itting

proposals
for

additional
transfer

station
capacity

for
C

D
&

E
w

aste
w

here
it

can
be

dem
onstrated

that
additional

provision
w

ould
help

reduce
overall

im
pacts

from
road

transport
of

w
aste

and
the

developm
ent

w
ould

be
consistent

w
ith

the
site

locational
and

identification
principles

in
Policies

W
i0

and
W

i1;
Hi)

Perm
itting

proposals
for

additional
landfill

capacity
for

C
D

&
E

w
aste

w
here

itw
ould

be
consistent

w
ith

the
principles

set
out

in
Policy

W
O

i
parts

3)
and

4);
iv)

Perm
itting

proposals
for

extending
the

tim
e

allow
ed

to
use

rem
aining

void
space

at
existing

C
D

&
E

landfill
sites

that
are

the
subject

of
tim

e-lim
ited

perm
issions.

2)
Provision

of
capacity

for
m

anagem
ent

of
C

D
&

E
w

aste
is

also
supported

through
site

allocations
for:

i)A
llocations

for
recycling

of
C

D
&

E
w

aste:
L

and
at

P
otgate

Q
uarry,

N
orth

Stainley
(W

JP24)

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
is

generally
supportive

of
this

policy
and

the
intention

to
have

net
self-sufficiency

in
the

capacity
for

C
D

&
E

w
aste

m
anagem

ent,
w

hich
should

have
positive

im
plications

in
term

s
of

m
inim

ising
w

aste
transportation,

particularly
in

relation
to

w
aste

arising
from

outside
of

the
Plan

area.
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L
and

at
A

llerton
P

ark,
n
ear

K
n

aresb
o

ro
u

g
h

(W
JPO

B
)

L
and

at
D

arrington
Q

uarry,
D

arrington
(M

JP
27)

L
and

at
B

arn
sd

ale
B

ar,
K

irk
S

m
eato

n
(M

JP
26)

L
and

at
W

ent
E

dge
Q

uarry,
K

irk
S

m
eato

n
(W

JP
1O

)
L

and
at

D
uttons

F
arm

,
U

pper
P

oppleton
(W

JP
O

5)
ii)

A
llocations

for
landfill

of
C

D
&

E
w

aste:
L

and
at

B
rotherton

Q
uarry,

B
urton

S
alm

on
(W

JP
21)

L
and

at
D

uttons
F

arm
,

U
pper

P
oppleton

(W
JP

O
5)

L
and

ad
jacen

t
to

form
er

E
scrick

B
rickw

orks,
E

scrick
(W

JP
O

6)
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
landfill

at
sites

W
JP

O
5

and
W

JP
O

6
w

ill
only

be
perm

itted
as

a
m

ean
s

of
enabling

reclam
ation

of
any

m
ineral

w
orkings

d
ev

elo
p

ed
in

connection
w

ith
allocations

M
JP

S
2

and
M

JP
S

5
as

relevant.
S

ites
M

JP
26,

M
JP

27,
W

JP
IO

and
W

JP
O

5
are

located
in

the
G

reen
B

elt
and

any
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ill

n
eed

to
com

ply
w

ith
relevant

national
and

local
G

reen
B

elt
policy.

3)
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
the

allocated
sites

for
recycling

or
landfill

referred
to

in
2)

ab
o

v
e

w
ill

be
required

to
take

acco
u
n
t

of
the

key
sensitivities

and
incorporate

th
e

n
ecessary

m
itigation

m
easu

res
that

are
set

out
in

A
ppendix

1.

P
o
licy

W
06:

M
an

ag
in

g
ag

ricu
ltu

ral
w

a
ste

—

Policy
not

of
relevance

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
policy

w
ording

not
repeated

verbatim
N

o
C

om
m

ent
here.

P
olicy

W
07

M
anaging

low
level

(non-nuclear
industry)

radioactive
w

aste
—

Policy
not

of
relevance

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
policy

w
ording

not
repeated

verbatim
N

o
C

om
m

ent
here.

P
olicy

W
08

M
anaging

w
aste

w
ater

and
sew

age
sludge

Policy
not

of
relevance

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
policy

w
ording

not
repeated

verbatim
N

o
C

om
m

ent
here.

P
olicy

W
09

M
anaging

pow
er

station
ash

and
Incinerator

B
ottom

A
sh

W
’’

Policy
not

of
relevance

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
policy

w
ording

not
repeated

verbatim
N

o
C

om
m

ent
here.

P
olicy

W
1O

:
O

verall
locational

principles
for

provision
of

w
aste

capacity
T

he
allocation

of
sites

and
determ

ination
of

planning
applications

should
be

consistent
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

previously
stated

that
it

w
as

supportive
of

the
w

ith
the

follow
ing

principles:
principles

included
in

O
ption

2
w

hich
w

ould
seek

sites
to

be
located

as
1)

Providing
new

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
capacity

w
ithin

those
parts

of
the

Plan
area

close
as

practicable
to

the
sourcels

of
w

aste
to

be
dealt

w
ith,

and
that

outside
the

N
orth

Y
ork

M
oors

N
ational

Park
and

the
A

reas
of

O
utstanding

N
atural

w
ider

strategic
facilities

should
be

located
w

here
the

overall
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B
eauty,

unless
the

facility
to

be
provided

is
appropriately

scaled
to

m
eet

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
needs

arising
in

the
designated

area
and

can
be

provided
w

ithout
causing

unacceptable
harm

to
the

designated
area.

2)
M

axim
ising

the
potential

of
the

existing
facility

netw
ork

by
supporting

the
continuation

of
activity

at
existing

tim
e

lim
ited

sites
w

ith
perm

ission,
the

grant
of

perm
ission

for
additional

capacity
and/or

appropriate
additional

or
alternative

w
aste

uses
w

ithin
the

footprint
of

existing
sites

and,
the

extension
to

the
footprint

of
existing

sites.
3)

Supporting
proposals

for
developm

ent
of

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
capacity

at
new

sites
w

here
the

site
is

com
patible

w
ith

the
requirem

ents
of

Policy
W

i
1;

and
the

site
is

located
as

close
as

practicable
to

the
source/s

of
w

aste
to

be
dealt

w
ith.

T
his

m
eans:

a)
For

new
facilities

serving
districtscale

m
arkets

for
w

aste,
particularly

LA
C

W
.

C&
l

and
C

D
&

E
w

aste,
or

for
facilities

w
hich

are
not

intended
to

serve
the

specialised
needs

of
particular

industries
or

businesses,
giving

priority
to

locations
w

hich
are

w
ithin

or
near

to
m

ain
settlem

ents
in

the
area

(identified
on

the
key

diagram
)

or,
for

facilities
w

hich
are

intended
m

ainly
to

serve
localised

needs
for

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
capacity

in
m

ore
rural

parts
of

the
Plan

area,
including

agricultural
w

aste,
w

here
they

are
w

ell-located
w

ith
regard

to
the

geographical
area

the
facility

is
expected

to
serve;

b)
For

larger
scale

or
specialised

facilities
expected

to
play

a
w

ider
strategic

role
(e.g.

serving
m

ulti-district
scale

catchm
ents

or
w

hich
w

ould
m

eet
specialised

needs
of

particular
industries

or
businesses),

these
will

be
located

w
here

overall
transportation

im
pacts

w
ould

be
m

inim
ised

taking
into

account
the

m
arket

area
expected

to
be

served
by

the
facility.

fo
ilcy

W
il:

W
aste

site
identification

principles

transportation
im

pacts
w

ould
be

m
inim

ised.
W

e
therefore

w
elcom

e
that

both
of

these
principles

have
been

incorporated
into

the
policy

and
will

therefore
help

to
reduce

the
im

pact
of

w
aste

transportation.

T
he

allocation
of

sites
and

determ
ination

of
planning

applications
for

new
w

aste
m

anagem
entfacilities

should
be

consistent
w

ith
the

follow
ing

principles:
1)

Siting
facilities

for
the

preparation
for

re-use,
recycling,

transfer
and

treatm
ent

of
w

aste
(excluding

energy
recovery

or
open

com
posting)

on
previously

developed
land,

industrial
and

em
ploym

ent
land,

or
at

existing
w

aste
m

anagem
ent

sites,
giving

preference
to

sites
w

here
itcan

be
dem

onstrated
that

co-locational
benefits

w
ould

arise
taking

into
account

existing
or

proposed
uses

and
econom

ic
activities

nearby.
W

here
the

site
or

facility
is

proposed
to

deal
m

ainly
w

ith
w

aste
arising

in
rural

areas
then

use
of

redundant
agricultural

buildings
or

their
curtilages

will
also

be
acceptable

in
principle

and,
for

agricultural
w

aste,
appropriate

on-farm
locations;

2)
Siting

facilities
for

the
open

com
posting

of
w

aste
on

previously
developed

land,
industrial

land,
existing

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
sites

and,
w

here
the

site
or

facility
is

proposed
to

deal
w

ith
sm

all
scale

w
aste

arisings
in

rural
areas,

the
curtilage

of
redundant

agricultural
buildings

or
other

appropriate
on-farm

locations.
W

here
developm

ent
of

new
capacity

on
greenfield

land
is

necessary
then

preference
will

be

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
is

generally
supportive

of
this

policy.
W

e
previously

stated
our

preference
for

O
ption

2
and

the
local

approach
to

the
siting

of
w

aste
facilities.

T
hrough

pursuing
this

approach
and

the
principles

of
c
o

location
opportunities

w
here

they
m

ay
arise,

w
e

considered
that

itw
ould

help
to

reduce
the

need
for

significant
transport

of
w

aste
over

longer
distances,

w
hich

w
ould

generally
be

less
likely

to
therefore

im
pact

on
the

SR
N

.
W

e
also

stated
that

w
e

w
ere

particularly
supportive

of
the

requirem
ent

of
O

ption
2

to
ensure

that
consideration

is
given

to
a

site’s
im

pact
on

the
capacity

of
transport

infrastructure
and

any
cum

ulative
im

pact
from

previous
w

aste
disposal

facilities.
W

e
therefore

w
elcom

e
the

policy
requirem

ent
to

ensure
that

in
all

cases
sites

will
need

to
be

suitable
w

hen
considered

in
relation

to
infrastructure

constraints,
w

hich
specifically

includes
the

capacity
of

transport
infrastructure

and
any

potential
cum

ulative
im

pact
from

previous
w

aste
disposal

facilities.19



given
to

sites
located

on
low

er
quJity

aghcutural
land.

Sites
for

the
com

posung
of

w
aste

w
here

the
process

m
ay

release
bioaerosols

should
be

located
at

least
250

m
etres

from
the

nearest
residential

building;
3)

Siting
facilities

involving
the

recovery
of

energy
from

w
aste,

including
through

anaerobic
digestion,

on
previously

developed
land,

industrial
and

em
ploym

ent
land,

or
at

existing
w

aste
m

anagem
ent

sites,
giving

preference
to

sites
w

here
it

can
be

dem
onstrated

that
co-locational

benefits
w

ould
arise

taking
into

account
existing

or
proposed

uses
and

econom
ic

activities
nearby,

including
w

here
(he

energy
produced

can
be

utilised
efficiently.

For
facilities

w
hich

can
produce

com
bined

heat
and

pow
er,

this
includes

giving
preference

to
sites

w
ith

the
potential

for
heat

utilisation.
W

here
the

site
or

facility
is

proposed
to

deal
m

ainly
w

ith
agricultural

w
aste

through
anaerobic

digestion
including

energy
recovery,

then
use

of
redundant

agricultural
buildings

or
their

curtilages
and

other
appropriate

on4arm
locations

will
also

be
acceptable

in
principle;

4)
Siting

facilities
to

support
the

re-use
and

recycling
of

C
D

&
E

w
aste

at
the

point
of

arising
(for

tem
porary

facilities
linked

to
the

life
of

the
associated

construction
project)

and
at

active
m

ineral
w

orkings
w

here
the

m
ain

outputs
of

the
process

are
to

be
sold

alongside
or

blended
w

ith
m

ineral
produced

at
the

site;
as

w
ell

as
at

the
types

of
sites

identified
in

1)
above1

w
here

these
are

w
ell

related
to

the
sources

of
arisings

and/or
m

arkets
for

the
end

product;
5)

Siting
facilities

to
provide

additional
w

aste
w

ater
treatm

ent
capacity,

including
for

w
aste

w
ater

containing
N

aturally
O

ccurring
R

adioactive
M

aterials,
at

existing
w

aste
w

ater
treatm

ent
w

orks
sites

as
a

first
priority.

W
here

this
is

not
practicable,

preference
will

be
given

to
use

of
previously

developed
land

or
industrial

and
em

ploym
ent

land.
W

here
developm

ent
of

new
capacity

on
greenfield

land
is

necessary
then

preference
will

be
given

to
sites

located
on

low
er

quality
agricultural

land.
Siting

of
facilities

for
m

anagem
ent

of
w

aste
w

ater
from

hydrocarbons
developm

ent
w

ill
also

be
considered

under
the

requirem
ents

of
Policy

M
18

w
here

relevant;
6)

Providing
any

additional
capacity

required
for

landfill
of

w
aste

through
preferring

the
infill

of
quarry

voids
for

m
ineral

site
reclam

ation
purposes,

giving
preference

to
proposals

w
here

a
need

for
infill

has
been

identified
as

part
of

an
agreed

quarry
reclam

ation
schem

e
and

w
here

any
pollution

control
concerns

can
be

m
itigated

to
an

acceptable
level.

In
all

cases
sites

w
ill

need
to

be
suitable

w
hen

considered
in

relation
to

physical,
environm

ental,
am

enity
and

infrastructure
constraints

including
existing

and
proposed

neighbouring
land

uses,
the

capacity
of

transport
infrastructure

and
any

cum
ulative

im
pact

from
previous

w
aste

disposal
facilities,

in
line

w
ith

national
policy.

P
olIcy

101:
M

inerals
and

w
aste

tran
sp

o
rt

infrastructure
1)

T
he

developm
ent

of
rail,

w
ater,

pipeline
or

conveyor
transport

infrastructure,
or

use
ofI

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
are

particularly
supportive

of
this

policy
w

hich
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existing
infrastructure,

w
ill

be
en

co
u
rag

ed
and

perm
itted

for
the

tran
sp

o
rt

of
m

inerals
and

w
aste

produced
or

arising
in

the
P

lan
area,

as
w

ell
as

for
the

reception
of

any
large

scale
im

ports
of

m
inerals

or
w

aste
into

the
area.

2)
W

h
ere

p
ro

p
o
sals

for
m

inerals
or

w
aste

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

be
located

in
clo

se
proxim

ity
to

an
existing

w
harf

or
rail

head,
they

should
include

inform
ation

to
d
em

o
n
strate

that
the

potential
for

u
se

of
su

ch
facilities

h
as

b
een

co
n
sid

ered
and,

w
here

practicable,
should

prioritise
u

se
of

alternatives
to

road
transport.

P
ro

p
o
sals

involving
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of,
or

u
se

of
existing,

non-road
tran

sp
o
rt

infrastructure
(other

th
an

pipelines
and

conveyor
sy

stem
s)

should
also

be
w

ell
located

in
relation

to
the

m
ain

road
netw

ork
in

order
to

facilitate
m

ulti-m
odal

m
o

v
em

en
ts

of
m

inerals
and

w
aste

and
w

ill
be

required
to

d
em

o
n
strate

com
pliance

w
ith

other
relevant

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

m
an

ag
em

en
t

policies
in

the
Joint

P
lan.

W
h
ere

new
m

inerals
or

w
aste

tran
sp

o
rt

infrastructure
is

p
ro

p
o
sed

in
the

G
reen

B
elt

the
d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t

should
p
reserv

e
o
p
en

n
ess

and
be

co
n
sisten

t
w

ith
th

e
p
u
rp

o
ses

of
G

reen
B

elt
designation.

3)
A

vailability
of

su
stain

ab
le

m
inerals

supply
infrastructure

is
su

p
p
o
rted

through
a

site
allocation

for
th

e
rail

reception,
handling

and
onw

ard
distribution

of
ag

g
reg

ate
at:

L
and

at
B

arlby
R

oad,
S

elby
(M

JP
O

9)
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
this

site
w

ill
be

required
to

take
acco

u
n
t

of
the

key
sensitivities

and
incorporate

the
n
ecessary

m
itigation

m
easu

res
that

are
set

out
in

A
ppendix

1.

P
olicy

102:
L

ocations
for

a
n
c
i!y

m
inerals

infrastructure

en
co

u
rag

es
and

su
p
p
o
rts

the
tran

sp
o

rtatio
n

of
m

inerals
and

w
aste

via
m

ore
su

stain
ab

le
m

ean
s,

including
the

u
se

of
rail,

w
ater

and
pipelines.

T
h

e
prioritisation

of
altern

ativ
es

to
road

transport,
particularly

w
here

m
inerals

or
w

aste
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

is
located

in
clo

se
proxim

ity
to

w
harf

or
rail

h
ead

s,
as

identified
in

part
2)

of
the

policy
is

also
particularly

su
p

p
o

rted
,

and
should

h
av

e
a

positive
im

pact
both

on
the

local
road

netw
ork

and
on

the
S

R
N

.

It
is

u
n

d
ersto

o
d

from
p
arag

rap
h

7.7
that

this
w

ill
predom

inantly
involve

the
re-

u
se

of
existing

inactive
and

u
n

d
er-u

sed
infrastructure

as
o
p
p
o

sed
to

new
w

h
arv

es
and

railheads,
w

hich
w

e
generally

support.
W

e
also

w
elcom

e
the

clarity
provided

in
p
arag

rap
h

7.8
that

m
inerals

and
w

aste
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

that
is

located
in

clo
se

proxim
ity

to
su

stain
ab

le
tran

sp
o
rt

infrastructure,
should

give
consideration

to
its

u
se

as
part

of
a

T
ran

sp
o

rt
A

ssessm
en

t,
in

acco
rd

an
ce

w
ith

P
olicy

D
03.

P
art

3)
of

the
policy

identifies
L

and
at

B
arlby

R
oad,

S
elby

(M
JP

O
9)

as
a

site
for

the
rail

reception,
handling

and
onw

ard
distribution

of
ag

g
reg

ate
in

order
to

help
secu

re
its

long
term

u
se

for
su

stain
ab

le
transportation.

W
e

are
therefore

generally
supportive

of
this

intention.
F

urther
consideration

has
b
een

given
to

this
site

in
the

acco
m

p
an

y
in

g
technical

note,
w

hich
identifies

that
w

e
do

not
co

n
sid

er
itto

p
resen

t
any

particular
concern

in
term

s
of

im
pact

on
the

netw
ork

given
the

site
is

alread
y

operational
and

it
is

assu
m

ed
that

there
w

ill
be

no
N

et
ch

an
g
e

in
vehicle

m
o

v
em

en
ts

from
the

existing
operation.

1)
D

evelopm
ent

of
ancillary

m
inerals

infrastructure
at

active
m

inerals
extraction

sites
and

sites
producing

seco
n
d
ary

ag
g

reg
ate

w
ill

be
perm

itted
provided

th
e

follow
ing

criteria
are

m
et:

i)
T

he
ancillary

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

p
ro

d
u
ces

a
‘value

added’
or

co
m

p
lem

en
tary

product
b
ased

m
ainly

on
th

e
m

ineral
ex

tracted
or

seco
n
d
ary

ag
g

reg
ate

produced
on

the
host

site;
and

N)
T

he
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

not
h

av
e

significant
additional

ad
v
erse

im
pact

on
local

com
m

unities,
b
u
sin

esses
or

the
environm

ent;
and

ih)
T

he
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

not
u
n
accep

tab
ly

in
crease

the
overall

am
o

u
n

t
of

road
tran

sp
o

rt
to

or
from

the
host

site;
and

iv)
W

here
the

host
site

is
located

in
th

e
G

reen
B

elt
the

ancillary
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

is
accep

tab
le

in
acco

rd
an

ce
w

ith
national

and
local

G
reen

B
elt

policy;
and

v)
T

he
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

is
linked

to
the

overall
life

of
m

inerals
extraction

or
supply

of

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
previously

stated
a

p
referen

ce
for

O
ption

1
w

hich
w

as
to

include
provisions

to
en

su
re

the
p
ro

cess
or

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

relating
to

ancillary
m

inerals
w

ould
not

significantly
in

crease
the

overall
am

ount
of

road
tran

sp
o

rt
to

and
from

the
site.

W
e

th
erefo

re
w

elcom
e

the
inclusion

of
criteria

1)
iii),

w
hich

states
that

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

should
not

u
n
accep

tab
ly

in
crease

the
overall

am
ount

of
road

tran
sp

o
rt

to
or

from
the

host
site.
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s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y

a
g

g
r
e
g

a
te

a
t

th
e

h
o
s
t

s
ite

,
u
n
le

s
s

th
e

lo
c
a
tio

n
is

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
ia

te
to

its
r
e
te

n
tio

n
in

th
e

lo
n

g
e
r

te
r
m

.

2
)

W
ith

in
th

e
C

ity
o
f

Y
o
rk

a
r
e
a
,

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

o
f

a
n

c
illa

r
y

m
in

e
r
a
ls

in
f
r
a
s
tr

u
c
tu

r
e

w
ill

a
ls

o

b
e

p
e
r
m

itte
d

p
r
o

v
id

e
d

th
e

f
o

llo
w

in
g

c
r
ite

r
ia

a
r
e

m
e
t:

i)
T

h
e

s
ite

w
o
u
ld

b
e

lo
c
a
te

d
o
n

in
d
u
s
tr

ia
l

o
r

e
m

p
lo

y
m

e
n

t
la

n
d
,

p
r
e
v
io

u
s
ly

d
e
v

e
lo

p
e
d

la
n
d
,

o
r

w
o
u
ld

b
e

c
o

-
lo

c
a
te

d
w

ith
o
th

e
r

c
o
m

p
a
tib

le
in

d
u

s
tr

ia
l

o
r

c
o
m

m
e
r
c
ia

l

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t;

a
n
d

H
)

T
h
e

s
ite

h
a
s

g
o

o
d

a
c
c
e
s
s

to
th

e
tr

a
n

s
p

o
r
t

n
e
tw

o
r
k
;

a
n
d

H
i)

T
h
e

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

w
o
u
ld

n
o
t

h
a
v

e
s
ig

n
if

ic
a
n

t
a
d

v
e
r
s
e

im
p
a
c
t

o
n

lo
c
a
l

c
o
m

m
u
n
itie

s
,

b
u
s
in

e
s
s
e
s

o
r

th
e

e
n

v
ir

o
n

m
e
n

t
in

c
lu

d
in

g
h

e
r
ita

g
e

a
s
s
e
t
s
.

3
)

T
h

e
s
itin

g
o
f

a
n

c
illa

r
y

m
in

e
r
a
ls

in
f
r
a
s
tr

u
c
tu

r
e

w
ith

in
th

e
N

o
r
th

Y
o
rk

M
o
o
r
s

N
a
tio

n
a
l

P
a
r
k

w
ill

o
n

ly
b

e
s
u
p
p
o
r
te

d
w

h
e
r
e

it
w

o
u
ld

b
e

lo
c
a
te

d
w

ith
in

th
e

B
o
u
lb

y
m

in
e

s
u
r
f
a
c
e

s
ite

o
r

D
o
v
e
s

N
e
s
t

F
arm

m
ine

s
u
r
f
a
c
e

s
ite

if
d

e
v

e
lo

p
e
d

,
o
r

w
ith

in
th

e
W

h
itb

y
B

u
s
in

e
s
s

P
a
r
k

id
e
n
tif

ie
d

o
n

th
e

P
o
lic

ie
s

M
a
p

.

P
o

lic
y

S
O

l:
S

afeguarding
m

in
e
ra

l
r
e
s
o

u
r
c
e
s

P
olicy

not
of

relev
an

ce
to

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
—

policy
w

ording
not

rep
eated

verbatim
N

o
C

o
m

m
e
n

t

here.

P
o
lic

y
5
0
2
:

D
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
ts

p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d

w
ith

in
M

in
e
ra

ls
S

a
f
e
g
u
a
r
d
in

g
A

r
e
a
s

P
olicy

not
of

relev
an

ce
to

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
—

policy
w

ording
not

rep
eated

verbatim
N

o
C

o
m

m
e
n
t

here.

P
olicy

S03:
W

aste
m

anagem
ent

f
a
c
ility

safeguarding
P

olicy
not

of
relev

an
ce

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
policy

w
ording

not
rep

eated
verbatim

N
o

C
o
m

m
e
n

t

here.

P
o
lic

y
5
0
4
:

T
ransport

in
f
r
a
s
tr

u
c
tu

r
e

safeguarding
R

a
ilh

e
a
d
s
,

ra
il

lin
k

s
a
n
d

w
h

a
r
v

e
s

id
e
n
tif

ie
d

o
n

th
e

P
o
lic

ie
s

M
a
p

,
w

ith
a

lO
O

m
b

u
f
f
e
r

H
ig

h
w

a
y
s

E
n
g
la

n
d

is
s
u
p

p
o
r
tiv

e
o
f

th
is

p
o
lic

y
a
n

d
th

e
in

te
n
tio

n
s

to

z
o

n
e
,

w
ill

b
e

s
a
f
e
g

u
a
r
d

e
d

a
g
a
in

s
t

d
e
v

e
lo

p
m

e
n

t
w

h
ic

h
w

o
u

ld
p

r
e
v

e
n

t
o
r

f
r
u

s
tr

a
te

th
e

u
s
e

s
a
f
e
g
u
a
r
d

tr
a
n

s
p

o
r
t

in
f
r
a
s
tr

u
c
tu

r
e
,

w
h

ic
h

c
o
u

ld
b
e

u
tilis

e
d

in
th

e
f
u

tu
r
e

to

o
f

th
e

in
f
r
a
s
tr

u
c
tu

r
e

f
o

r
m

in
e
r
a
ls

o
r

w
a
s
te

tr
a
n
s
p
o
r
t

p
u
r
p
o
s
e
s
,

u
n
le

s
s
:

s
u

p
p

o
r
t

n
e
w

f
a
c
ilitie

s
o
r

e
n
a
b

le
a

m
o

d
a
l

s
h

ift
to

m
o
r
e

s
u
s
ta

in
a
b
le

i)
T

h
e

n
e
e
d

f
o

r
th

e
a
lte

r
n
a
tiv

e
d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

o
u
tw

e
ig

h
s

th
e

b
e
n
e
f
its

o
f

r
e
ta

in
in

g
th

e
tr

a
n
s
p
o
r
t

o
p
tio

n
s
.

T
h
is

th
e
r
e
f
o
r
e

h
a
s

th
e

p
o
te

n
tia

l
to

s
u

p
p

o
r
t

a
r
e
d

u
c
tio

n

fa
c
ility

;
a
n
d

in
th

e
tr

a
n
s
p
o
r
ta

tio
n

o
f

m
in

e
r
a
ls

a
n
d

w
a
s
te

v
ia

th
e

r
o
a
d

n
e
tw

o
r
k

a
n
d

in

H)
W

h
e
re

th
e

m
in

e
ra

ls
o
r

w
a
s
te

tr
a
n
s
p
o
r
t

in
f
r
a
s
tr

u
c
tu

r
e

is
in

a
c
tiv

e
u

s
e

o
n

th
e

la
n
d
,

a
p

a
r
tic

u
la

r
th

e
S

R
N

fo
r

m
o
r
e

s
tr

a
te

g
ic

m
o
v
e
m

e
n
ts

.

s
u

ita
b

le
a
lte

rn
a
tiv

e
lo

c
a
tio

n
c
a
n

b
e

p
ro

v
id

e
d

f
o

r
th

e
d

is
p

la
c
e
d

in
f
r
a
s
tr

u
c
tu

r
e
;

o
r

iii)
T

h
e

in
fra

s
tru

c
tu

re
is

n
o

t
in

u
s
e

a
n
d

th
e
re

is
n
o

r
e
a
s
o

n
a
b
le

p
r
o
s
p
e
c
t

o
f

it
b

e
in

g
u
s
e
d

f
o

r
m

in
e
r
a
ls

o
r

w
a
s
te

tr
a
n

s
p

o
r
t

in
th

e
f
o

r
e
s
e
e
a
b

le
f
u

tu
r
e
.

W
h
e
re

d
e
v

e
lo

p
m

e
n

t,
o

th
e
r

th
a
n

e
x

e
m

p
t

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

a
s

d
e
f
in

e
d

in
th

e
S

a
f
e
g
u
a
r
d
in

g

E
x

e
m

p
tio

n
C

r
ite

r
ia

list,
is

p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d

w
ith

in
a
n

id
e
n
tif

ie
d

b
u
f
f
e
r

z
o
n
e

p
e
r
m

is
s
io

n
w

ill
b

e
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g
ra

n
te

d
w

h
e
re

a
d
e
q
u
a
te

m
itig

a
tio

n
c
a
n

,
if

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
ry

b
e

p
ro

v
id

e
d

to
re

d
u
c
e

a
n
y

im
p

a
c
ts

fro
m

th
e

e
x

istin
g

o
r

p
ro

p
o

se
d

a
d
ja

c
e
n
t

m
in

e
ra

ls
o
r

w
a
s
te

tra
n

sp
o

rt
in

fra
stru

c
tu

re
u
s
e
s

to

a
n

a
c
c
e
p

ta
b

le
le

v
e
l,

a
n
d

th
e

b
e
n
e
fits

o
f

th
e

p
ro

p
o
s
e
d

u
s
e

o
u
tw

e
ig

h
a
n
y

s
a
fe

g
u
a
rd

in
g

c
o

n
sid

e
ra

tio
n

s.

P
o
lic

y
S

0
5
:

M
in

e
ra

ls
ancillary

Infrastructure
safeguarding

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_
_

_
_

_
_
_

_
_
_

_
_

_
_
_

_
_
_

_
_

_
_
_

_
_
_

_
_

_
_
_

_
_

_
_

M
in

e
ra

ls
a
n

c
illa

ry
in

fra
stru

c
tu

re
s
ite

s
id

e
n
tifie

d
o
n

th
e

P
o
lic

ie
s

M
a
p

,
w

ith
a

1
0

D
m

b
u

ffe
r

H
ig

h
w

a
y

s
E

n
g
la

n
d

is
g
e
n
e
ra

lly
su

p
p

o
rtiv

e
o
f

th
is

p
o

lic
y

a
n
d

th
e

z
o

n
e
,

w
ill

b
e

s
a
fe

g
u

a
rd

e
d

a
g
a
in

s
t

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

w
h
ic

h
w

o
u
ld

p
re

v
e
n
t

o
r

fru
stra

te
th

e
u

s
e

in
te

n
tio

n
s

to
s
a
fe

g
u
a
rd

a
n

c
illa

ry
in

fra
stru

c
tu

re
.

o
f

th
e

site
fo

r
m

in
e
ra

ls
a
n

c
illa

ry
in

fra
stru

c
tu

re
p
u
rp

o
s
e
s
,

u
n
le

ss:

I)
T

h
e

n
e
e
d

fo
r

th
e

a
lte

rn
a
tiv

e
d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

o
u
tw

e
ig

h
s

th
e

b
e
n
e
fits

o
f

re
ta

in
in

g
th

e
site

;

a
n
d

N)
W

h
e
re

m
in

e
ra

ls
a
n

c
illa

ry
in

fra
stru

c
tu

re
is

in
a
c
tiv

e
u

s
e

o
n

th
e

la
n
d
,

a
su

ita
b

le

a
lte

rn
a
tiv

e
lo

c
a
tio

n
c
a
n

b
e

p
ro

v
id

e
d

fo
r

th
e

d
isp

la
c
e
d

in
fra

stru
c
tu

re
;

o
r

iN)
T

he
site

is
n
o
t

in
u

s
e

a
n
d

th
e
re

is
n
o

re
a
s
o

n
a
b

le
p
ro

s
p
e
c
t

o
f

it
b
e
in

g
u
s
e
d

fo
r

m
in

e
ra

ls
a
n

c
illa

ry
in

fra
stru

c
tu

re
in

th
e

fo
re

s
e
e
a
b
le

fu
tu

re
.

W
h

e
re

d
e
v

e
lo

p
m

e
n

t,
o

th
e
r

th
a
n

e
x

e
m

p
t

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

a
s

d
e
fin

e
d

in
th

e
S

a
fe

g
u
a
rd

in
g

E
x

e
m

p
tio

n
C

rite
ria

list,
is

p
ro

p
o

se
d

w
ith

in
a
n

id
e
n
tifie

d
b
u
ffe

r
z
o
n
e

p
e
rm

issio
n

w
ill

b
e

granted
w

here
adequate

m
itigation

can,
ifnecessary,

be
provided

to
reduce

any
im

pacts
fro

m
th

e
e
x

istin
g

o
r

p
ro

p
o
s
e
d

a
d
ja

c
e
n
t

m
in

e
ra

ls
a
n

c
illa

ry
in

fra
stru

c
tu

re
u
s
e
s

to
a
n

a
c
c
e
p
ta

b
le

le
v
e
l,

a
n
d

th
e

b
e
n
e
fits

o
f

th
e

p
ro

p
o

se
d

u
s
e

o
u
tw

e
ig

h
a
n
y

s
a
fe

g
u
a
rd

in
g

c
o

n
sid

e
ra

tio
n

s.

P
olicy

SO
G

:
C

onsideration
of

applications
in

C
onsultation

A
reas

Policy
not

of
relevance

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
policy

w
ording

not
repeated

verbatim
N

o
C

om
m

ent
here.

P
olicy

D
O

l:
P

resum
ption

in
favour

of
su

stain
ab

le
m

inerals
and

w
aste

developm
ent

w
a
s
te

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

O
n
e

o
f

th
e

k
e
y

fu
n
c
tio

n
s

o
f

H
ig

h
w

a
y

s
E

n
g
la

n
d

is
to

su
p

p
o
rt

a
n

d
fa

c
ilita

te

W
h
e
n

c
o
n
sid

e
rin

g
d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

p
ro

p
o

sa
ls

th
e

A
u

th
o

ritie
s

w
ill

ta
k
e

a
p

o
sitiv

e
a
p
p
ro

a
c
h

th
e

d
e
liv

e
ry

o
f

s
u
s
ta

in
a
b
le

e
c
o
n

o
m

ic
g
ro

w
th

a
n
d

w
e

a
re

th
e
re

fo
re

that
re

fle
c
ts

th
e

p
re

su
m

p
tio

n
in

fa
v
o
u
r

o
f

s
u
s
ta

in
a
b
le

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

c
o
n
ta

in
e
d

in
th

e
su

p
p

o
rtiv

e
o
f

th
e

g
e
n

e
ra

l
p
rin

c
ip

le
o
f

ta
k
in

g
a

p
o
sitiv

e
a
p
p

ro
a
c
h

th
a
t

N
PPF.

T
h
e

A
u

th
o

ritie
s

w
ill

a
lw

a
y
s

w
o
rk

p
ro

a
c
tiv

e
ly

w
ith

a
p
p
lic

a
n
ts

to
fin

d
so

lu
tio

n
s

re
fle

c
ts

th
e

p
re

su
m

p
tio

n
in

fa
v
o
u
r

o
f

s
u
s
ta

in
a
b

le
m

in
e
ra

ls
a
n
d

w
a
s
te

w
hich

m
ean

that
proposals

can
be

a
p

p
ro

v
e
d

w
h
e
re

v
e
r

p
o
ssib

le
,

a
n
d

to
s
e
c
u
re

d
e
v

e
lo

p
m

e
n

t
a
s

p
ro

m
o

te
d

b
y

th
e

N
a
tio

n
a
l

P
la

n
n
in

g
P

o
lic

y
F

ra
m

e
w

o
rk

.

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

th
a
t

im
p
ro

v
e
s

th
e

e
c
o
n
o
m

ic
,

so
c
ia

l
a
n
d

e
n
v
iro

n
m

e
n
ta

l
c
o
n
d
itio

n
s

in
th

e
W

e
a
re

th
e
re

fo
re

su
p

p
o
rtiv

e
o
f

th
is

p
o

lic
y
.

a
re

a
.

P
la

n
n
in

g
a
p
p
lic

a
tio

n
s

th
a
t

a
c
c
o

rd
w

ith
th

e
p
o
lic

ie
s

in
th

is
L

o
c
a
l

P
la

n
(a

n
d
,

w
h
e
re

re
le

v
a
n
t,

w
ith

p
o

lic
ie

s
in

n
e
ig

h
b

o
u

rh
o

o
d

p
la

n
s)

w
ill

b
e

a
p
p
ro

v
e
d

w
ith

o
u
t

d
e
la

y
,

u
n
le

s
s

m
a
te

ria
l

c
o
n
s
id

e
ra

tio
n
s

in
d
ic

a
te

o
th

e
rw

ise
.

W
here

there
a
re

n
o

p
o

lic
ie

s
re

le
v
a
n
t

to
th

e
a
p
p
lic

a
tio

n
o
r

re
le

v
a
n

t
p

o
lic

ie
s

a
re

o
u
t

o
f

d
a
te

th
e
n

the
A

u
th

o
rity

w
ill

g
ra

n
t

p
e
rm

issio
n

u
n

le
ss:
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.
A

ny
adverse

im
pacts

of
granting

perm
ission

w
ould

significantly
and

dem
onstrably

outw
eigh

the
benefits,

w
hen

assessed
against

the
policies

in
the

N
PPF

taken
as

a
w

hole;
or

.
Specific

policies
in

the
N

PPF
indicate

that
developm

ent
should

be
restricted

such
as

policies
relating

to
N

ational
P

arks
and

A
O

N
B

s.
W

here
proposals

constitute
m

ajor
developm

ent
in

the
N

ational
Park

and
A

O
N

B
5

they
w

ill
be

assessed
against

the
requirem

ents
for

m
ajor

developm
ent

in
designated

areas
set

out
in

Policy
D

04
of

this
Joint

Plan.

P
olicy

D
02:

L
ocal

am
enity

and
cum

ulative
im

pacts
1)

P
roposals

for
m

inerals
and

w
aste

developm
ent,

including
ancillary

developm
ent

and
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

have
no

particular
com

m
ent

but
are

generally
m

inerals
and

w
aste

transport
infrastructure,

w
ill

be
perm

itted
w

here
it

can
be

supportive
of

this
policy.

dem
onstrated

that
there

w
ill

be
no

unacceptable
im

pacts
on

local
am

enity,
local

businesses
and

users
of

the
public

rights
of

w
ay

netw
ork

and
public

open
space

including
as

a
result

of:
•

noise,
•

dust,
.

vibration,
.

odour,
.

em
issio

n
s

to
air,

land
or

w
ater

.
visual

intrusion,
•

site
lighting

•
verm

in,
birds

and
litter

•
su

b
sid

en
ce

and
land

instability
.

public
health

and
safety

.
disruption

to
the

public
rights

of
w

ay
netw

ork
.

the
effect

of
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

on
opportunities

for
enjoym

ent
and

u
n

d
erstan

d
in

g
of

the
special

qualities
of

the
N

ational
P

ark
•

cum
ulative

effects
arising

from
one

or
m

ore
of

the
ab

o
v
e

at
a

single
site

an
d

/o
r

as
a

result
of

a
n

u
m

b
er

of
sites

operating
in

the
locality

P
ro

p
o
sals

w
ill

be
ex

p
ected

as
a

first
priority

to
prevent

ad
v
erse

im
pacts

through
avoidance,

w
ith

the
u

se
of

robust
m

itigation
m

easu
res

w
here

av
o
id

an
ce

is
not

practicable.
2)

A
pplicants

are
en

co
u
rag

ed
to

conduct
early

and
m

eaningful
en

g
ag

em
en

t
w

ith
local

com
m

unities
in

line
w

ith
S

tatem
en

ts
of

C
om

m
unity

Involvem
ent

prior
to

subm
ission

of
an

application
and

to
reflect

the
o

u
tco

m
e

of
th

o
se

d
iscu

ssio
n
s

in
the

d
esig

n
of

p
ro

p
o

sals
as

far
as

practicable.
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P
olicy

003:
T

ransport
of

m
inerals

and
w

aste
and

asso
ciated

traffic
im

pacts
-

1)
W

here
practicable

m
inerals

and
w

aste
m

ovem
ents

should
utilise

alternatives
to

road
transport

including
rail,

w
ater,

pipeline
or

conveyor.
W

here
road

transport
is

necessary,
proposals

will
be

perm
itted

w
here:

•
T

here
is

capacity
w

ithin
the

existing
netw

ork
for

the
level

of
traffic

proposed
and

the
nature,

volum
e

and
routing

of
traffic

generated
by

the
developm

ent
w

ould
not

have
an

unacceptable
im

pact
on

local
com

m
unities,

businesses
or

other
users

of
the

highw
ays

netw
ork,

or
any

such
im

pacts
can

be
appropriately

m
itigated,

for
exam

ple
by

traffic
controls,

highw
ay

im
provem

ents
and

traffic
routing

arrangem
ents;

and
•

A
ccess

arrangem
ents

are
appropriate

to
the

volum
e

and
nature

of
any

road
traffic

generated
and

safe
and

suitable
access

can
be

achieved
for

all
users

of
the

site,
including

the
needs

of
non-m

otorised
users,

w
here

relevant;
and

•
T

here
are

suitable
arrangem

ents
in

place
for

on-site
m

anoeuvring,
parking

and
loading/unloading.

W
here

access
infrastructure

im
provem

ents
are

needed
to

ensure
that

the
requirem

ents
above

can
be

com
piled

w
ith,

inform
ation

on
the

nature,
tim

ing
and

delivery
of

these
should

be
included

w
ithin

the
proposals.

2)
For

all
proposals

generating
significant

levels
of

road
traffic,

a
transport

assessm
ent

and
green

travel
plan

will
also

be
required

to
dem

onstrate
that

opportunities
for

sustainable
transport

and
travel

have
been

considered
and

will
be

im
plem

ented
w

here
practicable.

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
previously

stated
that

in
relation

to
the

transportation
of

m
inerals

and
w

aste
and

the
associated

traffic
that

is
generated,

that
its

preference
w

as
for

a
com

bination
of

O
ption

1
and

O
ption

3
w

hich
w

ere
considered

to
provide

the
strongest

policy
direction

for
prioritising

m
ore

sustainable
non-road

transport
of

m
inerals

and
w

aste.
W

e
considered

that
the

addition
of

the
criteria

set
out

in
O

ption
3

w
ould

ensure
that

w
here

proposals
w

ould
give

rise
to

significant
m

ovem
ents

on
the

road
netw

ork,
including

the
SR

N
,

that
appropriate

consideration
w

ould
be

given
to

its
potential

im
pact

on
the

netw
ork,

the
ability

of
the

netw
ork

to
support

additional
capacity

and
w

here
adverse

im
pacts

arise,
m

itigation
of

such
im

pacts
w

ould
be

delivered.
W

e
also

stated
that

w
e

w
ould

w
elcom

e
the

inclusion
of

the
requirem

ent
for

a
transport

assessm
ent

to
be

provided
in

support
of

proposals.
W

e
therefore

w
elcom

e
the

inclusion
of

all
these

provisions
w

ithin
the

policy.

W
e

note
that

the
policy

includes
the

requirem
ent

that,
W

here
access

infrastructure
im

provem
ents

are
needed

to
ensure

that
the

requirem
ents

above
can

be
com

piled
w

ith,
inform

ation
on

the
nature,

tim
ing

and
delivery

of
these

should
be

included
w

ithin
the

proposals’.
In

line
w

ith
C

ircular
02/13:

Planning
and

the
S

trategic
R

oad
N

etw
ork,

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
usually

considers
that

any
capacity—

enhancem
ents,

including
new

or
im

proved
infrastructure

required
to

facilitate
the

delivery
of

the
Plan’s

developm
ent,

should
be

identified
upfront

during
the

preparation
of

the
Plan.

T
his

provides
the

best
opportunity

to
consider

the
Plan’s

overall
developm

ent
aspirations

and
potential

cum
ulative

im
pacts

that
could

result
from

specific
sites,

and
negates

the
need

to
consider

new
proposals

for
infrastructure

im
provem

ents
at

the
planning

application
stage,

w
hich

doesn’t
allow

for
the

forw
ard

planning
of

infrastructure,
particularly

w
here

tim
ing,

delivery
and

funding
could

affect
developm

ent
viability.

H
ow

ever,
based

on
the

findings
of

our
accom

panying
assessm

ent
and

that
there

is
no

identified
requirem

ent
for

any
physical

w
orks

affecting
the

SR
N

that
the

policy
approach

is
sufficiently

appropriate.

P
olicy

004:
D

evelopm
ent

affecting
the

N
orth

Y
ork

M
oors

N
ational

P
ark

and
the

A
O

N
R

s
t-

Policy
not

of
relevance

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
pc/icy

w
ording

not
repeated

verbatim
N

o
C

om
m

ent
here.
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P
o
lic

y
D

0
5
:

M
in

e
ra

ls
a
n
d

w
a
s
te

d
e
v

e
lo

p
m

e
n

t
in

th
e

G
re

e
n

B
e
lt

P
o

lic
y

n
o

t
o

f
re

le
v
a
n
c
e

to
H

ig
h
w

a
y
s

E
n
g
la

n
d

—
p

o
lic

y
w

o
rd

in
g

n
o

t
re

p
e
a
te

d
v

e
rb

a
tim

N
o

C
o

m
m

e
n
t

h
e
re

.

P
o
lic

y
0

0
6

:
L

a
n
d
s
c
a
p
e

P
o

lic
y

n
o
t

o
f

re
le

v
a
n

c
e

to
H

ig
h
w

a
y
s

E
n

g
la

n
d

—
p
o
lic

y
w

o
rd

in
g

n
o

t
re

p
e
a
te
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM Ch24t1

York and North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan
PREPARED FOR: Highways England

PREPARED BY: Katie Dixon

DATE: 16 December 2016

PR0JEaNuMBER: AF.16.21 KDO1

APPROVED BY: Richard Edwards

1.0 Introduction and Background
This technical note has been prepared in order to provide comments on the suitability of specific site
allocations within the ‘Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, Publication Draft’ produced by York and North
Yorkshire councils and dated November 2016. The main purpose of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan
[MWJP] is to provide guidance to developers, local communities and other interested parties on where
and when minerals and waste development may be expected over the next 15 years, as well as how it
will be managed to reduce any adverse impacts and maximise any benefits. (Minerals development
includes activities such as mining, quarrying and gas extraction. Waste development includes activities
such as waste recycling and the treatment and disposal of waste.) The MWJP will cover the period to 31
December 2030 and the geographical scope of the Joint Plan is the three minerals and waste planning
authority areas of North Yorkshire, the City of York and the North York Moors National Park.

Highways England have previously provided comments at consultation stages throughout the
development of the MWJP, namely:
• Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Preferred Options (November 2015), including the Joint Plan Traffic

Assessment (October 2015)
• Issues and Options consultation (February 2014)
• Core Strategy First consultation (May 2013)

Once completed, the MWJP will replace the existing minerals and waste policies held by the 3
authorities.

2.0 Type of Sites
The MWJP includes specific site allocations as well as a number of preferred areas. During preparation
of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan a call for sites was issued so interested parties could indicate land
they wanted made available for minerals and waste development for the period to the end of 2030. This
resulted in specific site allocations where the grant of planning permission may reasonably be expected
subject to submission of an acceptable planning application. In a number of cases Preferred Areas have
been identified. These are broader areas within a defined boundary in which it is considered that there
is likely to be potential to develop a suitable site, for example in order to meet longer term
requirements for a particular mineral, although more detailed environmental and other investigations
are likely to be needed before any part of the area could be confirmed as being suitable for

HALCROW GROUP LIMITED, A CH2M HILL COMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY 1



YORK AND NORTH YORKSHIRE MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN

development. They provide an indication of where development may be supported subject to necessary
further testing.

Following consultation on the first full draft of the Plan, a number of sites and preferred areas put
forward have either been withdrawn by the original submitter, or have not been considered suitable to
take forward further. As a result and in order t provide flexibility to help ensure that an adequate
supply of sand and gravel can be made available to meet potential requirements Areas of Search for
sand and gravel have been identified. These are areas where evidence suggests that suitable resources
are likely to be present. They are relatively large areas, whose boundaries are defined with a lesser
degree of precision than for specific site allocations or preferred areas, within which developers should
direct their more detailed site search activity in order to bring forward additional resources if necessary.

Although CH2M have reviewed proposed site allocations for Highways England previously, this version
of the MWJP includes further sites that were submitted since the last consultation. The current version
of the MWJP includes a large number of sites, many of which are small operations. For the purpose of
this assessment we have considered the larger sites which are more likely to have a traffic impact upon
the SRN. In order to discount smaller sites we have made the following assumptions.

• Minerals sites generating under 50 2 way HGV movements per day are unlikely to represent a
significant traffic impact for the SRN.

• Assuming a 10 hour working day this represents 5 2 way HGV movements per hour.
• 50% of HGVs arrive empty and 50% leave fully loaded.
• 20 tonne HGV used for transporting minerals.
• Each HGV is associated with an arrival and departure (25 loaded HGVs per day)
• Even distribution of trips throughout each hour of the working day.
• 300 working days per annum results in output of 150,000 tonnes per annum.

As a result of these assumptions we have not assessed any site with a predicted annual output of under
150,000 tonnes. The remaining sites are considered below by type.

3.0 Sand and Gravel Sites
There are 10 allocated sand and gravel sites within the MWJP and an estimate of the annual output is
made along with an estimate of daily light and heavy vehicle movements. Four sites have an estimated
annual output of under 150,000 tonnes therefore have not been assessed any further. The remaining 6
sites are summarised in Table 3.1 below along with the 2 proposed areas of search.

2 HALCROW GROUP LIMITED, A CH2M HILL COMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM C1124t1

3.1 MJPO6 Langwith Hall Farm, east of Well

This site is not of concern to Highwys England given there are already existing operations whicl are to
be extended, an average of 20 two way HGV trips per hour and the distance from the SRN.

3.2 MJPD7 Qaklands, near Well

This site is not of concern to Highways England given there are already existing operations which are to
be extended, it is estimated there will be an average of 20 two way HGV trips per hour and the overall
distance from the SRN.

3.3 MJP33 Home Farm, Kirkby Fleetham

CH2M have previously assessed this site in January 2016 and found that approximately 12 heavy
vehicles per hour would utilise the Mid Catterick junction on the A1(M). It was concluded that the level
of traffic appeared reasonable and would not be a concern to Highways England.

3.4 MJP21 Land at Killerby

CH2M have previously assessed this site in January 2016. The review found that the existing junction
with the Al was unsuitable for increased HGV use but that there was a proposal to use the upgraded
local access road adjacent to the upgraded Al and joining the SRN at Mid-Catterick, The traffic
information assessed found that 87% of HGVs would travel north along the Local Access Road to the Al
Mid Catterick junction equating to circa 36 vehicles per hour. Although CH2M did not undertake a
detailed assessment the estimates appeared reasonable with the traffic levels not of concern to
Highways England during the off peak period. Consideration of the impact at peak periods would
however be required through the planning process, with HGV movements during peak hours controlled
by a condition.

3.5 MJP17 Land to South of Catterick

This site has not previously been raised as a cause for concern by Highways England. It is likely to be a
replacement for Killerby once reserves at that site are exhausted and the anticipated traffic levels are
not of a level to cause concern on the SRN.

3.6 MJP14 Ripon Quarry

This site is not of concern to Highways England given there are already existing operations which are to
be extended, an average of 15 two way HGV trips per hour and the distance from the SRN.

3.7 Area of Search A Dishforth

This Area of Search crosses the AlGa near Dishforth. Any sites brought forward in this area would need
to consider the impact upon the SRN including the potential for subsidence to ensure the stability of the
SRN.

3.8 Area of Search C Brearton

This area of search is further from the SRN to the north of Harrogate so less of a concern to Highways
England. However any site brought forward in this area must consider the impact on the SRN as it is
brought forward.

HALCROW GROUP LIMITED, A CH2M HILL COMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY 4
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4.0 Clay Sites
Three sites have been nominated for consideration for extraction of clay with two sites having an
estimated annual output of over 150,000 tonnes. These sites can be seen in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Clay Sites (output over 1 0,000 tonnes per annum)

Site Ref MJP4S MJP5S

Site Type Allocated Allocated

Site Location Land to north of Hemingbrough Land adjacent to former Escrick
Brickworks

Site Area 14.3lha ll2ha

Tonnes per Annum 200,000 200,000

SRN M52 A54

First Point of contact i37 A64/A19

Distance from SRN 10km 8km

2 Way Lorries 100 100

2 Way Light Vehicles 16 10

Previous Comments Assumed no Net change in vehicle No traffic expected. The level of traffic is unlikely

movements from existing operation, to be a concern for the SRN

concern No No

4.1 MJP4S Land to the north of Hemingbrough

The site is an existing operation with existing vehicle movements. It is expected there will be no net
change in movements and that given the low number of trips and the distance from the network there is
no concern to Highways England.

4.2 MJP55 Land adjacent to former Escrick Brickworks

This site involves reopening a closed clay quarry and using the clay at the adjacent brickworks. As such
there is not expected to be a traffic impact and the site is of no concern to Highways England.

5.0 Magnesium Limestone, Limestone and Stone Sites
Seven sites have been allocated for the extraction of limestone, magnesium limestone and building
stone. Of these three sites have an estimated annual output of under 150,000 tonnes and are therefore
do not require further consideration. The sites considered by CH2M are shown in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1: Magnesium Limestone Sites (output over 150,000 tonnes per annum)

Site Ref MJPU MJP1O MJPZ9 MJP23

Site Type Allocated Allocated Allocated Allocated

Site Location Gebdykes Quarry, Potgate Quarry, went Edge Quarry, Kirk Jackdaw crag, Shutton

near Masham North Stainley Smeaton

Site Area 27.lha 19.4ha 3.9ha Eha

HALCROW GROUP LIMITED, A CH2M HILL COMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY 5
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Tonnes per 235,000 235,000 600,000 300,000
Annum

SRN A1(M) A1(M) Al A64

First Point of J50 iso Al/Wentedge Road A64/A659 Tadcaster S

Contact

Distance from 18km 12km 2km Adjacent

SRN

2 Way Lorries 64 162 100 334

2 Way Light 7 32 6 6

Vehicles

Previous Assumed a net change N/A Assumed no Net Assumed no Net

Comments in HGV movements of change in vehicle change in vehicle

just 16 HGVs over movements from movements from

existing uses and existing operation. existing operation.

additional traffic not a (Review of 2015 TA in

concern for the SRN. ian 2016)

Concern No No No No

5.1 MJP1I Gebdykes Quarry, near Masham

The site is an existing operation with existing vehicle movements. It is expected there will be a small
increase in HGV movements but that overall the number of movements will be low. Given the low
number of trips and the distance from the network there is no concern to Highways England.

5.2 MJP1O Potgate Quarry, North Stainley

This site is a proposed extension to an existing operation. Given the relatively low HGV movements
expected and the distance from the SRN this location is not of concern to Highways England.

5.3 Mi P29 Went Edge Quarry, Kirk Smeaton

The site is an existing operation with existing vehicle movements. It is expected there will be no net
change in movements and that given the low number of trips and the distance there is no concern to
Highways England.

5.4 MJP23 iackdaw Crag, Shutton

This is an existing quarry with an extension proposed to extend operations at the site. In ianuary 2016 a
review of the supporting TA found that there was unlikely to be an increase in traffic movements above
current levels. A planning application for the area (NY/2009/0523/ENV) is currently awaiting
determination and traffic on the A64 has been highlighted as a consideration. Highways England would
seek to limit any increase in operations above current levels as while there is unlikely to be a significant
impact off peak, there could potentially be a peak hour issue at the junction which should be addressed
through the planning process.

6.0 Minerals handling and processing sites
Two processing sites are identified within the MW1P and these are summarized in Table 6.1 below.

6 HALCROW GROUP LIMITED, A CH2M HILLCOMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY



YORK AND NORTH YORKSHIRE MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN

Table 6.1: Minerals Processing Sites (output over 150,000 tonnes per annum)

Site Ref MJPO9 MJPZ4

site Type Allocated Allocated

Site Location Barlby Road, Selby Darrington Quarry

Site Area 2Sha lO4ha

Tonnes per Annum 170,000 500,000

SRN M62 Al

First Point of Contact A19 Al Darrington

Distance from SRN 15km 2km

2 Way Lorries 120 146

2 Way Light vehicles 25 100

Previous Comments Site already operational, assumed no Net Site already operational, assumed no Net change
change in vehicle movements from existing in vehicle movements from existing operation.
operation.

Concern No No

6.1 MJPO9 Barlby Road, Selby

The site is an existing rail and road freight distribution facility including handling facility for aggregates. It
is a current operation with existing vehicle movements. Given the distance from the SRN and the low
number of HGV movements this is not a concern for Highways England.

6.2 MJP24 Darrington Quarry

The site is a processing plant site and haul road for processing of Magnesian limestone extracted from
part of Darrington Quarry. It is an existing operation with existing vehicle movements and does not
cause concern to Highways England.

7.0 ‘Other’ Minerals Sites
There are a number of other types of mineral excavation that are identified within the MWJ P. These are:

• Recycled and secondary aggregates
• Marine aggregates
• Silica sand
• Hydrocarbons - oil and gas
• Carbon and gas storage
• Coal
• Potash, Polyhalite and Salt
• Gypsum
• Vein minerals
• Borrow pits

While locations these minerals are present are highlighted no specific sites have been identified for any
of these categories. It would be the preference of Highways England that sites are identified and
allocated at an early stage to ensure feasibility in terms of the SRN and the ability to accommodate the
development traffic. However, in the absence of this all planning applications should be supported by

HALCROW GROUP LIMITED, A CH2M HILL COMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY 7
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both a Transport Statement / Transport Assessment and a Traffic Management Plan and Highways
England will provide comment accordingly.

8.0 Waste Sites
Where waste sites both import anc export materials it has been assumed that the same HGVs cpn both
import and export and therefore nb vehicles will travel to or from the site empty. Nineteen waite sites
are identified within the MWJP and of these thirteen sites have imports (or imparts/exports) of under
150,000 tonnes per annum. The remaining six sites are summarized in Table 8.1.

8.1 WJPO8 Allerton Park, near Knaresborough

This is an existing site and it is proposed to retain the landfill and associated landfill gas utilisation plant
and use of site for growth of energy/biomass crops beyond 2018. The number of HGV movements
estimated are low with an average of 7 2way HGV movements an hour. Traffic at this level is unlikely to
cause any concern to Highways England.

8.2 WJPO6 Land adjacent to former Escrick brickworks, Escrick

It is proposed to import inert waste to this location for use in restoration of the proposed clay extraction
under MJP55. The site is not currently operational and thus the 10 light vehicle trips and 100 HGV trips
per day would be additional to the network. It should be noted that site MJP5S would generate the
same level of traffic as well. The location of the imported inert waste is unknown. Given the sites
location it is likely to import waste from Selby and York and therefore there will be limited impact on the
SRN and therefore is unlikely to be of concern to Highways England.

8.3 WJP21 Brotherton Quarry, Burton Salmon

This site has permission for import of material to restore the site until 2020. This allocation is for the
continuation of the import of inert waste for restoration purposes. This would allow the western part of
the quarry to be restored with a potential need for about 400,000 tonnes of inert material to restore the
site. The site is already undergoing restoration and given the existing HGV movements it is not expected
continuation of restoration will have a significant impact on the SRN.

8.4 WJPO3 Southmoor Energy Centre, Former Kellingley Colliery

Planning permission for this facility was granted in February 2015 which considered the proposed level
of traffic associated with the site. As such the site was found acceptable.

8.5 WiP25 Former ARBRE Power Station, Eggborough

Planning permission for this Energy Recovery facility with Advanced Thermal Treatment facility was
granted in May 2015 which considered the proposed level of traffic associated with the site. As such the
site was found acceptable.

8.6 WJP11 Harewood Whin, Ruffofth

It is proposed to retain the landfill site beyond 2017 and construct a new waste transfer station. An
application for the construction of a Waste Transfer Station (16/00357/FULM) is currently awaiting
determination as is an application for the continuation of the landfill site beyond 2017
(16/00534/FULM). The traffic impact of the proposals will be assessed through these applications.
However given the proposed traffic movements and the distance from the SRN Highways England do
not have any concerns with the site.

B HALCROW GROUP LIMITED. A CH2M HILL COMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM C112.4i4

9.0 All Sites
Each allocated and un-allocated sie that comes forward for planning permission will be assessd on an
individual basis by Highways England. As such, a Transport Statement / Transport Assessment will be
required. For the sites where there is potential for a cumulative impact this should be taken into
consideration.

A Traffic Management Plan will be required which is likely to require the minimisation of transportation
of minerals on the SRN through inclusion of non-road based modes of transportation and potential
restrictions upon HGV movements within the network peak hours.

10.0 Summary
This technical note has been prepared in order to provide comments on the suitability of specific site
allocations within the ‘Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, Publication Draft’ produced by York and North
Yorkshire Councils and dated November 2016.

Specific mineral site allocations are proposed for sand & gravel, magnesium limestone, limestone,
building rock, clay, minerals processing sites. Specific waste site allocations are also proposed including
a number of recycling sites.

The MWJP document has estimated the likely tonnes per annum as an output from each site along with
an estimate of heavy and light vehicle movements. The proposed daily traffic levels at each of the sites
are unlikely to cause concern to Highways England in terms of capacity. However a small number of sites
may present an issue particularly at peak times due to the proposed number of HGV movements
expected. It is considered that these could be resolved as and when the sites come forward through the
planning process via the attaching conditions to any permission limiting HGV movements during the
peak periods.

It is unlikely that the cumulative impact of these sites will present an issue at any particular SRN junction
as the sites are utilizing a number of different junctions on various parts of the SRN. There are several
sand and gravel sites where HGVs are likely to access the AiM at Mid Catterick and Leeming Bar but
most are some distance from the SRN. Of particular concern is site MJPZ1 Killerby where 34 HGV
movements may use the Mid Catterick junction each hour. Combined with site MJP33 there could be a
combined impact of 47 HGV movements per hour at this location in addition to a number of light vehicle
movements. Any concerns should be considered through the planning process when detailed trip
generations and distributions can be considered.

HALCROW GROUP LIMITED, A CH2M HILL COMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY 10



Joan Jackson

From: jones, Simon <Simon.Jones@highwaysengland.co.uk>
Sent: 16 December 2016 14:11
To: mwjointplan; Rachel Pillar; mwjointplan; Paul N Roberts
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage
Attachments: Cover Letter.docx; Joint Plan Publication Review Schedule (Final).docx; Tech Note AF

16 21 KDO1 PC Final.docx

Afternoon all

Please find attached the response of Highways England regarding the York, NY and NY National
Park Minerals and Waste Joint Plan (consisting of a cover letter, policy review schedule, and site
assessment technical note).

Given that we have not identified any serious concerns with the plan, at this stage, there is no
objection in principle to raise.

Kindest regards

Simon Jones, Asset Development Manager
Highways England I Lateral 18 City Walk I Leeds I LS11 9AT
Tel: +44(0) 300 4702472 I Mobile: + 44(0)7710 958399
Web: hffp://www.highways.gov.uk
GTN: 0300 470 2472

_____________

From: mwjointplan [mailto:mwiointplan©northvorks.oov.ukj
Sent: 09 November 2016 13:38
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Dear Sir/Madam,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority are
working together to produce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan covering all three planning authority areas.
When finalised the new Joint Plan will help the three authorities take decisions on planning applications for
minerals and waste development up to 31 December 2030. A number of public consultations have already
taken place to help develop the new Plan, including an ‘Issues and Options’ consultation in 2014 and a
‘Preferred Options’ consultation in 2015.

A final draft of the Joint Plan has now been prepared and is being published for a six week period to allow
for representations to be made, before it is submitted for examination in public by an independent planning
inspector. At this stage only representations relating to the legal compliance and soundness of the Joint
Plan are required. More information about this is contained in the guidance notes attached with this email.

The formal publication period commences on Wednesday November 2016 and will close on
Wednesday 21st December 2016. All responses must be received by 5pm on that day. Please note we
will be unable to accept responses after this deadline.

The Joint Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the Joint Plan Website:
www.north’orks.gov.ukImwconsult. Paper copies of the Joint Plan and main supporting documents,
including a response form and guidance notes, are available to view during normal opening hours at all
public libraries in the area covered by the Joint Plan, including mobile libraries and at all main offices of the
three Authorities, as well as at District and Borough Council main offices and the National Park Centres.

1
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mwjointplan

From: Paul Jackson

Sent: 20 December 2016 09:44

To: mwjointplan

Cc: Liz Small

Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication (November 2016 - December 2016)

I have the following comments to make on the published version of the Plan: 

 

1. In para 5.122 (and referenced in subsequent paragraphs) the MWJP refers to the “proposed” Surface 

Development Restriction regulation pertaining to fracking in wells drilled from the surface within Protected 

Areas. I’ve double-checked the Government response of July 2016 and it seems to confirm my previous 

understanding that the Surface Development Restriction provisions, including the Ministerial Policy 

Statement covering existing PEDL Licences, are now in place. Some updating of the text to reflect the 

current legislative and policy position would therefore seem to be required. 

2. Between paras 9.21 and 9.22 it would aid consistency and support the policy provisions if the Purposes of 

AONB designation were included as a new paragraph, as the Purposes of National Park designation are 

detailed in Para 9.19. The full Purposes of AONB designation, as laid out in ‘Areas of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty: A Policy Statement, Countryside Commission, CCP 352, 1992’ are as follows: 

 

• The primary purpose of designation is to conserve and enhance natural beauty.  

• In pursuing the primary purpose of designation, account should be taken of the needs of agriculture, 

forestry and other rural industries and of the economic and social needs of communities. Particular regard 

should be paid to promoting sustainable forms of social and economic development that in themselves 

conserve and enhance the environment.  

• Recreation is not an objective of designation, but the demand for recreation should be met so far as this is 

consistent with the conservation of natural beauty and the needs of agriculture, forestry and other uses.  

 

So as not to unwitttingly undermine either the designation or the evidence for the policy provision, the Purposes 

should be included in full and not paraphrased or summarised. 

 

 

 

Paul Jackson 

AONB Manager 

Howardian Hills AONB 

The Old Vicarage 

Bondgate 

Helmsley 

York 

YO62 5BP 

 

T: 0845 034 9495 (01609 536778) / NYCC ext 6775 

Mob: 07715 009426 

W: www.howardianhills.org.uk 

T: @Howardian_Hills 
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From: D1O SEE-EPS SG1a1 (Dale, Louise Miss) <DIOSEE-EPSSG1a1@mod.uk>
Sent: 22 November 2016 08:42
To: mwjointplan
Subject: 20161122 Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Formal Publication
Attachments: 20151117 NYCC MW JP Preferred Options.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Sir/Madam

DlO Safeguarding has been consulted throughout the process regarding site allocation etc This office last responded

on the 17/11/15 in regards to Additional Sites and Preferred allocations. On reviewing the formal publication, I can
confirm our comments remain with regards to the sites identified (please see attached for reference).

Kind Regards

Louise Dalel Assistant Safeguarding Officer - Smtutoiy & Offshore-Environment & Planning Support-Safeguarding
DlO Safety Environment & Engineering

DIOl
Building 49 Kingston Road! Sutton Coldileld 875 7RL
Civ: 0121 31! 3656lMil: 94421 3656 Fax: 0121 311 2218
Email: DIOsEE-El’ss(;Ial1a niod.til

Website: www.moduk’dio
MOD Safeguarding

httpsJ/www.pov.uk/govemmenUpublications/wind-farms-ministr-cf-defence-safuardinp

NB: I work Monday - Wednesday84.

1



Defence
Infrastructure

ivunistn’ Organisation
of Defence

Safeguarding Department
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team Statutory & Offshore
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council Defence Infrastructure Organisation
County Hall Kingston Road
Northallerton Sutton Coldfield
DL7 8AH West Midlands

B75 7RL

Tel: +44 (0)121 311 3656 Tel (MOD): 94421 3656
Fax: +44(0)121 311 2218
E-mail: DlO-safeguarding-statutory@mod. uk

w.modul4DIO

14 December2015

Dear Sir/Madam

North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Preferred Options

Thank you for consulting the Ministry of Defence in relation to the above referenced consultation.

The MOD originally responded in February 2015 and our original comments remain relevant to
these sites.

However, on reviewing appendix one the MOD recognises there are a large number of additional
sites included for review. Therefore, I would like to register the following comments:

Sites MJPO6,07 and 14 all fall within the statutory safeguarding consultation zone for RAF
Leeming and RAF Topcliffe. Therefore, any development exceeding 91 .4m above ground level
(agl) should be referred to this office for review. The proposed sites also fall within the statutory
birdstrike safeguarding zone, therefore any restoration schemes which include wetland creation,
or open water bodies should be referred to this office for review.

Sites MJP33,21 ,17,46 and WJP23 all fall within the statutory safeguarding consultation zone for
RAF Leeming. Therefore any development exceeding 91 .4m agl should be referred to this office
for review. Site MJP 11 also falls within the statutory safeguarding zone for RAF Leeming,
therefore any development exceeding 1 5.2m agl should be referred to this office for review. The
sites also fall within the statutory birdstrike safeguarding zone, therefore any restoration schemes
which include wetland creation or open water bodies should be referred to this office for review.

Sites MJPO4 and MJP 51 both fall within the statutory 45.7m height consultation zone surrounding
RAF Topcliffe and Dishforth airfield. Therefore any development exceeding this height criterion
should be referred to this office for review. The sites also fall within the statutory birdstrike
safeguarding zone, therefore any restoration schemes which include wetland creation or open
water bodies should be referred to this office for review



Site MJP35 falls within the statutory 91 .4m height consultation zone surrounding RAE Linton on
Ouse. Therefore any development exceeding this height criteria should be referred to this office
for review. This site also falls within the statutory birdstrike safeguarding zone, therefore any
restoration schemes which include wetland creation or open water bodies should be referred to
this office for review

The remaining sites all fall outside of the statutory safeguarding areas; therefore we have no
safeguarding concerns for those sites.

I trust this adequately explains our position on this mailer.

Yours sincerely

Louise Dale
Assistant Safeguarding Officer (Statutory & Offshore)
DlO Safeguarding



























































































































































































































































Date: 20 December 2016
Our ref: 201149

Minerals and Waste Planning Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH
mwjointplannorthyorks.gov.uk

BY EMAIL ONLY

Dear Minerals and Waste Planning Team

NATURAL
ENGLAND
Customer Services
Hombeam House
Crewe Business Park
Electra Way
crewe
cheshire

____________________________

cWl 6GJ

T 0300 060 3900

Planning consultation: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication (November 2016- December
2016) Regulation 19 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations
2012

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 09 November 2016 which was received by
Natural England on the same date.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.

Natural England has had very limited capacity to review the Kirklees Publication Draft Local Plan
consultations and have therefore concentrated on areas of greatest concern with regards to our
interests. If there are any additional specific issues or elements of the consultation documents you
would like us to provide comments on then please contact Merlin Ash at
merlin.ash(änaturaIengland.org.uk or on 02080 266382.

We recognise that comments at this stage of the plan making process should be based on the Tests
of Soundness as set out in paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
Therefore we have set out comments below under section 1 ‘Legal compliance and soundness
concerns’, along with Section 2 ‘Additional advice’ on improvements to the Plan, which should be
considered before formal submission to the Secretary of State.

1. Legal compliance and soundness concerns

As advised in our previous response Natural England has an outstanding objection with regards to
application NY/2011/0429/ENV and do not consider that sufficient information has been provided at
this stage to determine that the minerals extraction at this site will not destroy or damage the
interest features for which Ripon Parks Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and River Ure Bank
Ripon Parks SSSI are designated.

Natural England has had further discussions with both the county council and the applicant since
our last response which has resolved a number of issues, however we still have outstanding
concerns regarding the impact of the proposal on hydrology and geomorphology. For more
information please see our correspondence with the county council regarding this consultation.

We are expecting further information in the near future which may address our concerns however at

1.1 MJP14 Ripon Quarry



—

__

this stage we are unable to withdraw our objection. As a result Natural England considers that there
is insufficient evidence on which to base the assessment of this site in the Sustainability Appraisal
and that therefore we consider it not to be legally compliant.

Natural England advises that, unless sufficient evidence can be provided to rule out damage to
Ripon Parks 5551 and River Ure Bank Ripon Parks 5551 this allocation should be removed from
the plan. Should this further evidence determine that the proposal cannot go ahead without damage
to the 5551’s it will be for the county council to determine whether there are other sustainability
considerations which optweigh the damage to the SSSI. However we advise tha as nationally
designated sites the SSSIs should be give great weight in decision making. I

2. Additional advice

2.1 We previously raised concerns regarding the assessment of MJP35 Ruddings Farm Walshford
in the Habitats Regulations Assessment report but note that this allocation has been removed from
the plan at this stage.

2.2 We also note that MJP15 Blubberhouses Quarry has been discounted at this stage.

2.3 Natural England welcomes the reference to Landscape Character Assessment in the supporting
text for policy D06 Landscape.

2.4 We welcome the specific references to designated sites in proximity to allocations in the site
briefs in Appendix 1.

3. Sustainability Appraisal

3.1 Notwithstanding the comments regarding MJP14 Ripon Quarry Natural England is otherwise
broadly satisfied with the Sustainability Appraisal and has no further comments to make.

4. Habitats Regulations Assessment

4.1 Natural England welcomes the assessment and has no further comments to make.

We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any
queries please do not hesitate to contact us.

For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter please contact Merlin Ash at
merlin.ashnaturalengland.org.uk or on 02080 266382. For any new consultations, or to provide
further information on this consultation please send your correspondences to
consultationsnaturalengland.org.uk.

We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We have attached a
feedback form to this letter and welcome any comments you might have about our service.

Yours faithfully

Merlin Ash
Yorkshire and Northern Lincolnshire Team
Natural England



We value your opinion

At Natural England we value our customers and seek to improve the quality of
our services based on feedback and suggestions from you. If you would like to
let us have your views, we would be grateful if you could take a few minutes to
answer these questions and return it to us using the Submit by Email” button.

1. Please indicate if your consultation refers to.

Land Consultation Marine Consultation C Wildlife Licensing fl

2. With reference to the
recent consultation or
application and where
applicable, please rate your
satisfaction with
a) The quality of online
guidance that Natural
England provides

b) The ease of contacting
someone who could help you o 0 0 0 0 0

c) The extent to which our
staff were helpful, friendly and
polite 0 0 0 0 0

d) The extent to which our
staff understood your needs

0 0 0 0 0

e) The clarity of our requests
for further information when o o o odealing with your consultation

0 The extent to which you
understood the
advice/in formation you o 0 0 0 0 0
received

g) The practicality and
helpfulness of the advice o o o o ogiven to you

h) The clarity of our
communication

0 0 0 0 0 0

i) The extent to which we kept
you updated and informed on 0 0 0 0 0 0

progress

201149

North Yorkshire

Very

satisfied

Fairly
satisfied

Neutral Fairly

dissatisfied

Very
dissatisfied

N/A



j) The timeliness of us
negotiating revised deadlines
(where applicable) 0 0 0 0 0 0

k) Our response within
agreed deadlines 0 0 0 0 0 0

I) The extent to which you felt
you had been treated fairly
and withrespect 0 0 0 0 0 0

m) The ease of completion of
application/renewal 0 0 0 0 0 0

n) The clarity of published
guidance for completing an o o o o o oapplication

o) The helpfulness of advice
from staff on site visit? 0 0 0 0 0 0

Improving the overall quality of our service

3) Please add any suggestions or feedback you may have to improving our service for you, and include
the name of anyone who had been particularly helpful to you. If you have responded ‘dissatisfied’ or ‘very
dissatisfied’ for any question we would appreciate further details so we can investigate and improve our
service in the future

We would like to update you on any action we have taken following your comments and suggestions. If
you would like an update, please add your name and email or telephone number

Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views.

Ian Fugler, Director for Sustainable Development.

Using and sharing your information

The data controller is Natural England, 41h Floor, Foss House, Kings Pool, 1-2 Peasholme Green, York,
Yol 7PX. Your information will be stored and processed in accordance with the Data Protection Act
1998. This Act gives you, as an individual, the right to know what data we hold on you, how we use it,
with whom we share it and for it to be accurate.

Any information you provide will only be used by Natural England for the purposes of service standard



Oil’,
Joan Jackson

From: Ash, Merlin (NE) <Merlin.Ash@naturalengland.org.uk>
Sent: 20 December 2016 13:15
To: mwjointplan
Cc: Hall, Richard (NE); O’Reilly, Liam (NE); Reaney Ruth (NE); Newton, Joanne L (NE)
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage
Attachments: 201149 Natural England Response.pdf; NE Feedback Forn1 2016.pdf

Dear Minerals and Waste Planning Team,

Thank you for consulting Natural England on the Publication Draft of the North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan.

Unfortunately Natural England has had very limited capacity to review the Publication Draft of the North Yorkshire
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan consultation and have therefore concentrated on areas of greatest concern with
regards to our interests. If there are any additional specific issues or elements of the consultation documents you
would like us to provide comments on then please contact Merlin Ash at merIin.ashnaturalenpland.org.uk or on
02080 266362.

We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We have attached a feedback form to this
letter and welcome any comments you might have about our service.

Yours faithfully,

Merlin Ash
Lead Adviser
Sustainable Development and Marine
Yorkshire and Northern Lincolnshire
Natural England
Foss House, 1-2 Peasholme Green, York, YOl 7PX
Tel: 02080 266382

www.naturalcnEland.org.uk

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations.

Natural England offers two chargeable services — The Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) provides pre-application,
pie-determination and post-consent advice on proposals to developers and consultants as well as pre-licensing
species advice and pre-assent and consent advice. The Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) provides advice for
protected species mitigation licence applications.

These services help applicants take appropriate account of environmental considerations at an early stage of project
development, reduce uncertainty, reduce the risk of delay and added cost at a later stage, whilst securing good
results for the natural environment.

In an effort to reduce Natural England’s carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to
meetings and attend via audio, video or web conferencing.

From: mwjointplan [mailto:mwiointplan’northyorks.gov.uk]
Sent: 09 November 2016 13:38
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Dear Sir/Madam,

1



Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority are
working together to produce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan covering all three planning authority areas.
When finalised the new Joint Plan will help the three authorities take decisions on planning applications for
minerals and waste development up to 31 December 2030. A number of public consultations have already
taken place to help develop the new Plan, including an ‘Issues and Options’ consultation in 2014 and a
‘Preferred Options’ consultation in 2015.

A final draft of the Joint Plan ias now been prepared and is being published for a si week period to allow
for representations to be made, before it is submitted for examination in public by an independent planning
inspector. At this stage only representations relating to the legal compliance and soundness of the Joint
Plan are required. More information about this is contained in the guidance notes attached with this email.

The formal publication period commences on Wednesday gth November 2016 and will close on
Wednesday 21st December 2016. All responses must be received by 5pm on that day. Please note we
will be unable to accept responses after this deadline.

The Joint Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the Joint Plan Website:
www.northyorks.gov.uklmwconsult. Paper copies of the Joint Plan and main supporting documents,
including a response form and guidance notes, are available to view during normal opening hours at all
public libraries in the area covered by the Joint Plan, including mobile libraries and at all main offices of the
three Authorities, as well as at District and Borough Council main offices and the National Park Centres.

Please see attached to this email:

• Formal Publication Letter,
• Statement of Representations Procedure,
• Response Form (Part A & Part B) and
• Guidance Notes

For further information about the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan please visit our website:
www.northyorks.gov.uklmwconsult

Yours faithfully

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team

On behalf of:
North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and North York Moors National Park
Authority

This email has been sent on behalf of North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC), City of York
Council (CYC) and North York Moors National Park Authority (NYMNPA).

WARNING

Any opinions or statements expressed in this e-mail are those of the individual and not necessarily
those of NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA.

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended
recipient. If you receive this in error, please do not disclose any information to anyone, notify the
sender at the above address and then destroy all copies.
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vIZO

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team,
Planning Services,
North Yorkshire County Council,
County Hall,
NO RT H ALLE RTO N
DL7 8AH

Our Ref
Your Ref:

Telephone:
Mobile:

H0/P5069/22

01904 601977
0797 4312960

30 November 2016

Dear Sirs,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication Draft

Thank you for consulting Historic England about the Publication Draft of the Minerals and
Waste Joint Plan. We have the following comments to make regardng its contents:-

Page Section Sound! Comments Suggested Change
unsound

16 Paragraph Sound Ths makes t clear thatthe primary purpose
2.14 of the Green Belt around York is o protect

the character and setting of the historic City.
16 Paragraph Sound This provides a good summary of the

2.15 heritage assets of the pan area and
uncerlines why it is so important that
minera’ and waste devebpments are
delivered in a manner consistent with
safeguarding the significance of these assets.

35 Paragraph Sound We would endorse the following as being a
3.4 key issue and challenges which the Local

Plan needs to address:-
Mi nera Is
• Continuing to provide a supply of

building stone for repair of traditional
buildings and for new build;

• Ensuring there are sufficient safeguards
in place to minimise the impacts of
minerals extraction on communities, the
environment and other important assets

Waste
• Ensuring there are sufficient safeguards
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Page Section sound! Comments I Suggested Change
Unsound

in place to minimise the local impacts of
waste management on communities,
the environment anc other important
assets

General
. Establishing policies which are

appropriate across the diverse
characteristics of t’-e Plan area;

. Developing an appropriate approach to
the protection and enhancement of the
Plan areas’ important landscapes, and
natural and heritage assets including the
North York Moors National Park, AONBs
and World Heritage Site, the historic city
of York, numerous Conservation Areas,
Green BeLt, and listed buildings; as well
as the wide range of non-designated
assets which are important for their own
intrinsic value;

37 Paragraph Sound We support that part of the proposed Vision
4.1, Vision which relates to maintaining a careful

balance between meeting future needs
whilst protecting and enhancing the Plan
area’s environment. Given the high
environmental quality of the plan area (and
the huge contribution which the
environment of North Yorkshire and York
makes to the quality of life of its
communi:ies and the economic well-being
of the area) it is essential that the need for
minerals and waste developments takes
place in a manner which is corsistent with
safeguarding these assets.

37 Priority U Sound We support the intention to make provision
for local materials to help maintain and
improve the quality of the area’s built
environment. North Yorkshire’s rich
architectural heritage owes much to the
great variety of stones used in its buildings
and other structjres and the Joint Plan area
has, historically, been a supplier of building

2
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Unsound

stone not just for the local area but also
elsewhere across the Country

38 Priority Hi Sound We support the inclusion of environmental
considerations in determining whether or
not to allow developments which would
deliver a good match between locations of
mineral supply and demand.

There is a large demand for aggregates from
the area lying outside and to the north of the
Plan area. However, the northern part of the
Joint Plan area contains not only a National
Park but also some very important
archaeological landscapes. The inclusion of
environmental considerations in this Priority
will ensure that pressure is not put on some
of the most important landscapes of the
plan area to meet the needs of areas outside
North Yorkshire.

38 Priority vi Sound We support the intention that, in identifying
appropriate locations for the delivery of both
minerals and waste developments, the
distinguished natural, historic and cultural
environment and unique and special
landscapes of the Plan area will have been
protected, with particular protection
afforded to the North York Moors National
Park, the Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty, the historic City of York and the
World Heritage Site at Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal.

The County’s environmental assets make an
important contribution to the character of
this part of Yorkshire, to the area’s economic
well-being, and to quality of life of its
communities. The particular areas identified
in this Priority are recognised as being of
especially importance to the character of the
plan area and it is wholly appropriate that
the plan identifies these area as warranting
particular attention in the consideration of
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Unsound

minerals and waste developments.
37 Prioriy vii Sound We support the intention that minerals and

waste developments will be expected to take
place in accorcance wth the highest
practicable standards of design, operation
and mitiga:ion in order to ensure that the
high-quality environment of the Plan area is
given robust protection.

The County’s environmental assets make an
important contribution to the character of
this par of Yorkshire, to the area’s economic
well-being, and to quality of life of its
communities. It is wholly appropriate,
therefore that mineral and waste
developments take place in a manner which
safeguards_these assets.

39 Objective 3 Sound We support the Objective of safeguarding
important minerals resources for the future.
As one of the important mineral resources of
the Joint Plan area, there is a need ensure
that potential sources of building and
roofing stone (which are essential to the
repair and maintenance of the heritage
assets of the County and beyond) are not
sterilized by other uses.

40 Objective 5 Sound We support that part of the Objective which
relates to the ensuring an adequate supply
of minerals to contribute to local
distinctiveness. North Yorkshire’s rich
architectural heritage owes much to the
great variety of stones used in buildings and
other structures and the Joint Plan area has,
historically, been a supplier of buEding stone
not just for the local area but also elsewhere
across the Country.

41 Objective 9 Sound We support the Objectve of protecting and,
where appropriate, enhancing the natural
and historic environment, the landscapes
and the tranquil areas of this part of North
Yorkshire. This Objective will help to deliver
that part of the Vision which seeks to ensure
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that the demand for minerals takes place in
a mannerwhich protects the environmental
assets of the County.

48 Policy MO! Sound We support this PoLicy. Given the landscape
sensitivity of the National Park and the
AONBs, their generally poor connectivity to
the primary road network, and the breadth
of their environmental assets, we support
the intention to meet the demand for
aggregates from outside these areas

We also endorse:
. The requirement that any crushed rock

aggregate which occurs as an incidental
part of building stone extraction does
not compromise the supply of the
building stone from that quarry
(Criterion 2), and

. The requirement that any applications
for small-scale extraction of sand and
gravel around York need to be consistent
with safeguarding the special historic
character and_setting of the City.

51 Policy MO3 Sound Whilst the approach of Policy MO3 would
reduce the distances which aggregates
would have to travel, this strategy (which
seeks to establish new sources of suppLy as
close as practicable to the main external
markets) could put pressure for the
development of new quarries in some of the
most environmentally-sensitive parts of the
Joint Plan area. This approach could,
potentially, pose a greater threat to the
environment of the County than a strategy
which enables the assessed needs for sand
and gravel to be met from across the whole
of the Plan area (excluding the National
Parks and AQNB5). Therefore we welcome
the intention that, should it not be possible
to meet the overall provision through the
grant of pLanning permission on allocated
sites, that the requirements will be met

-5-



In the past, the Minerals Plan for the County
has not sought to identify a separate
provision for Magnesian Limestone. Indeed,
it recognised that some of the demand for
this type of crushed rock may be able to be
met from other sources. We are concerned
about the potentia. impact which the
approach set out in this Policy (of identi’ing
a separate provision for Magnesiar
Limestone and in seekng to ensure that
there is a separate 10 year landbank of this
resource) might have upon the County’s
heritage assets. There is a considerable
concentration of designated and
undesignated heritage assets along the
Southern Magnesian Limestone Ridge. These
include the Neolithic ritual landscape at
Thornborough (which is considered to be
internationally significant and ranks
alongside the monuments of Wessex and
Orkney in its potential contribution to our
understanding of late Neolithic cosmology
and the inter-relationship between
architecture and the surrounding
landscape).

Policy M05 delete
reference to a
specific figure for the
amount of
Magnesian
Limestone to be
provided in the Plan
or for a 10-year
Iandbank of this type
of crushed rock

Whilst the scale of provision is relatively
small in the context of the geographical
extent of the ridge and the site-specific
allocations within that area have taken
account of the impact upon the historic
environment and historic landscapes,
nevertheless, the inclusion of a separate
provision for Magnesian Limestone and the
icentification of a separate landba,k for tis
type of crushed rock and an intention to

Page Section Sound/ Comments I Suggested Change
Unsound

across both areas in combination. This
should assist in ensuring that there is not
pressure for inceased sand and gravel
extraction in the more environmentally
sensitive areas purely to meet the demands
from outside the county

53 Policy M05 Unsound
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Unsound

maintain a 10-yearsupply, could increase
pressure for mineral extraction in an area of
known archaeological importance and
which has a significance number of other
designated heritage assets..

55 Policy M06, Unsound In the past, the Minerals Plan for the County Policy M06, first
first has not sought to identify a separate Paragraph delete
Paragraph provision for Magnesian Limestone. Indeed, reference to a

it recognised that some of the demand for specific figure for the
this type of crushed rock may be able to be amount of
met from other sources. We are concerned Magnesian
about the potential impact which the Limestone to be
approach set out in this Policy (of identifying provided in the Plan
a separate provision for Magnesian or for a 10-year
Limestone and in seeking to ensure that landbank of this type
there is a separate 10 year landbank of this of crushed rock
resource) might have upon the County’s
heritage assets. There is a considerable
concentration of designated and
undesignated heritage assets along the
Southern Magnesian Limestone Ridge. These
include the Neolithic ritual landscape at
Thornborough (which is considered to be
internationally significant and ranks
alongside the monuments of Wessex and
Orkney in its potential contribution to our
understanding of late Neolithic cosmology
and the inter-relationship between
architecture and the surrounding
landscape).

Whilst the scale of provision is relativeLy
small in the context of the geographical
extent of the ridge and the site-specific
allocations within that area have taken
account of the impact upon the historic
environment and historic landscapes,
nevertheless, the inclusion of a separate
provision for Magnesian Limestone and the
identification of a separate landbank forthis
type of crushed rock and an intention to
maintain a 10-yearsupply, could increase
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Unsound

pressure for mineral extraction in an area of
known_archaeological_importance.

55 Policy M06, Sound In view of the sensitvity of the landscapes of -

second the AONB and the National Park, the advice
Paragraph given in nationa. policy guidance, and the

estimated reserves of crushed rock across
the remainder of the Joint Plan, we support
the inten:ion tha: there should be a zero
requirement for the reserves ror crushed rock
to be met from sites from within these areas.

56 Policy M07, Unsound We have concerns about the impact which Policy ViO7, Paft(1)0)
Pat (1)0) mineral development from the following and(1) (H) for the
and(1) (ii) sites might have upon the historic Following

environment:- allocations:
• Land at Killerby (MJP21) • Land at Kilterby
. Land at Home Farm, Kirkby Fleetham (MJP21)

(MJP33 • Land at Home
. Land South of Catterick (MJP17) Farm, Kirkby

Fleetham (MJP33
In all these cases, the Sustainability Heritage • Land South of
Impact Assessment considers that minerals Catterick
extraction would be likely to have a (MJ P17)
“moderately negative effect” on the either:-
significance of nearby Listed Buildings. This
is the second-highest degree of harm in the (a) These
scoring system used in that Assessment. In allocations should be
all these cases, it does not appearfrom the deleted, or
Appraisal that this harm is capable of
mitigation in a manner which, itself, would (b) The extent of the
not harm the significance of these allocations should
designated heritage assets. be reduced to a size

which would
When considering the impact of proposals safeguard the setting
upon the significance of a designated of the nearby Listed
heritage asset, Paragraph 132 makes it clear Buildings, or
that “great weight” should be given to the
conservation of those assets. The fore (c) The Plan needs
important the asset, the greater the weight to explain what
should be. public benefits justify

the Allocation of a
In addition, there is a requirement under 566 site which is likely to
of the Planning (Listed Buildings and result in harm to the
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Unsound
Conservation Areas) Act that special regard significance of a
should be had to the desirability of designated heritage
preserving Listed Buildings or their setting or asset (as is required
any features of special architectural or by NPP, Paragraph
historic interest which they possess. 133 or 134).

Therefore, an allocation which would be
likely to result in harm to an element which
contributes to the significance of a number
of Listed Buildings in its vicinity is contrary to
both the provisions of Ve NPPF and to the
statutory requirements set out in the 1990
Act.

In view of the fact that the harm to these
Listed Buildings seems incapable of effective
mitigation, either:

(a) These allocations should be deleted, or

(b) The extent of the allocations should be
reduced to a size which would saeguarc the
setting of the nearby Us:ed Buildings, or

(c) The Plan needs to explain what public
benefits justi’ the Allocation of a site which
is likely to result in harm to the significance
of a designated heritage asset (as is required
by NPPF, Paragraph 133 or 134).

56 Policy M07, Sound Appendix lof sets out details of the key
final sensitivities of each site and the
Paragraph development requirements that need to be

taken into account in order to ensure that
mineral extraction takes place in a manner
which will minimise harm to the
environmental assets in the area. This
Paragraph ensures that these development
principles are effectively tied into the Local
Plan and helps to provide certainty to both
potential developers and local communities
about precisely what will, and will not, be
permitted on these sites..
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57 Paragraph Sound The Preferred Area at Oaklands (MJPO7) ties
538 within the Swale/re river catchrnents. This

larger area contains the most significant
concentration of Neolithic and Bronze Age
momments and related archaeologicai
deposits in the north of England. Within this
area are seven henges, two cursus
monuments, several barrows, enclosures, pit
a.ignments and the Devils Arrows stancing
stones. Many of the features within this
landscape are scheduled as na:ionally
important. The three henges on
Thornborough Moorareunparalleed in their
size, alignment and form, and the degree of
preservation. The northern henge, currently
under woodland, is probably the best-
preserved such monument in the country;
on[y the great bank and ditch atAvebury
exceeds it in scale

Archaeological evaluations within the site
area have demonstrated the presence of
archaeological features in the southern half
of this site (identified in the Environmental
Statement which accompanied Application
No NY/2011/0242/ENV as Area D). These
should be considered as having high
archaeological value and are part of, and
contribute to, our understanding of the
significance of the Thornborough landscape.

We fuUy support the statement in this
Paragraph t”at the potential for mineral
development may be for a signficantly
reduced area than that shown.

59 Policy MOB, Sound Appendix 1 of sets out details of the key
final sensitivities of each site and the
Paragraph development requirements that need to be

taken into account in order to ensure that
mineral extraction takes place in a manner
which will minimise harm to the
environmental assets in the area. This
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Paragraph ensures that these development
principles are effectively tied into the Local
Plan and helps to provide certainty to both
potential developers and local communities
about precisely what will, and will not, be
permitted on these sites.

60 Policy M09, Sound Appendix 1 of sets out details of the key
final sensitivities of each site and the
Paragraph development requirements that need to be

taken into account in order to ensure that
mineral extraction takes place in a manner
which will minimise harm to the
environmental assets in the area. This
Paragraph ensures that these development
principles are effectively tied into the Local
Plan and helps to provide certainty to both
potential developers and local communities
about precisely what will, and will not, be
permitted on these sites.

65 Policy Mu, Sound The landscape character of a number of
Criterion (2) areas within North Yorkshire (including large

areas within the North York Moors National
Park) and the significance of some of its
heritage assets is the result of previous
extractive and industrial activities. In these
areas, the waste from these processes now
contributes to the distinctive character of the
local area, it may be of archaeological
importance, and can also, potentially,
contribute to understanding of past
industrial activity. It is important, therefore,
that any proposals for reworking such areas
are carefully examined against the potential
harm they might have upon those elements
which contribute to the landscape character
and the contribution they make to the
significance of heritage assets in the area.

69 Policy M13, Sound Appendix 1 of sets out details of the key
Criterion (3) sensitivities of each site and the

development requirements that need to be
taken into account in order to ensure that
mineral extraction takes place in a manner
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which will minimise harm to the
environmental assets in the area. This
Paragraph ensures that these development
principles are effectively tied into the Local
Plan and helps to provide certainty to both
potential developers and local communities
about precisely what will, and will not, be
permitted on these sites,

72 Policy MIS Sound We support the approach to the supply of
building stone that is set out in this Policy.
North Yorkshire’s rich architectural heritage
owes much to the great variety of stones
used in its buildings and other structures. It
is essentia:, therefore, that the plan sets out
a framework which will support the deIiver
of the necessary supplies of new matching
stone which are needed for repar and
restoration of the area’s heritage assets and
for new construction within sensitive areas.
Given the importance of this resource and
the contribution which locally-sourced
building and roofing stone plays in delivering
the Qbjectves for conseNing and enhancing
the historic environment which are set out in
the numerous Local Plans wi:hin this part of
Yorkshire, it is essential that the Joint
Minera,s and Waste Plan clearly expresses i:s
support forthe prirciple of tie continuec
production of such stone.

For the repair and restoration of some
heritage assets, it wUl be essential that the
material used comes from the original
source of the building stone or, where they
exist, from a compatibLe quarry source.
Therefore, in some cases, the only option will
be to reopen a face on a currently-disused or
dormant quarry. Therefore, we welcome
Criterion (1)(iii).

72 Policy MiS, Sound We support the allocation of Site MJPG3
Criterion 4 (Brows Quarry) as a Preferred Area for the

supply of Building Stone. Stone from the
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adjacent site has been used for the
construction of a number of important
buildings in the local area and the stone
from this extension would help the
maintenance and repair of the heritage
assets in the County.

83 Policy M16, Sound We welcome the intention to limit support
Criterion for surface proposals associated with
(b)(i) hydrocarbon developments only where they

are outside:
• one of the designated heritage assets

which the NPPF recognises as being of
the highest significance,

. anAONB
• the National Park, or
• where they would affect the character

and setting of historic City of York.

The Plan area is characterised by a very high-
quality environment and it is essential that
those assets which are acknowledged of
being of especial importance to the area are
not harmed.

83 Policy M16, Unsound Whilst we welcome the intention to only Policy M16, Criterion
Criterion allow propos&s underneath one of the (b)(ii), line4 amend
(b)(U) designated heritage assets which the NPPF to read:

recognises as being of the highest “... demonstrated
significance where it can be demonstrated that they would not
that it will not result in harm to these assets, harm the significance
we are concerned about the degree of harm of those assets... etc
that this Criterion would, potentially, allow.

The Plan area is characterised by a very high-
quality environment and it is essential that
those assets which are acknowledged of
being of especial importance to the area are
not harmed.

When considering the impact of proposals
upon the significance of a designated
heritage asset NPPF Paragraph 132 makes it
clear that_‘great weight”_should_be given_to
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the conservation of those assets. The more
inportant the asset, the greatr the weight
should be. All the designated heritage assets
identified in Policy MIG, Criterion (b)(i) are
those which the Government considers to oe
of the highest signifcance (and, therefore, to
which the greatest weight to their
conservation should be giver).

Therefore) as drafted Criterion (b)(U) (which
would permit as a matter of course some
degree of harm to designated heritage assets
which the Government considers to be of the
highest significance) would appear to be
contrary to national poLicy guidance.

If there is harm, then it would not necessarily
prevent lateral drilhngwhere it can be shown
that it will deliver sufficient public benefits to
outweigh that harm

90 Policy M17 Sound We support the caveats within this Policy to
ensure that hydrocarbon developments take
place in a manner which minimises harm to
the environmental assets of the plan area
particularly that:
• Gas pipelines should be routed to have

the least practicable environmental
impact (Criterion (1)0W))

• In assessing the cumulative impact of
such developments) account should be
taken of the sensitivity of the receiving
environment, taking accourt of the
nature and distribution of any
environmental constraints (Criterion
(2)Oi)(c))

. Hydrocarbon developments will be
oermitted in locations where a high
standarc of protection can be proided
to environmental, cultural of herzage
assets important to the local economy
(Criterion (3)
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The Plan area is characterised by a very high-
quality environment and these assets make
an important contribution to the economy of
the area. Consequently, it is essential that
such development take place in a manner
consistent with safeguarding the elements
which contribute to the significance of these
assets.

102 Policy M22 Sound We support this Policy which should help to
ensure that developments associated with
the supply of potash, polyhalite and salt take
place in a mannerwhich will safeguard the
special qualities of the National Park.

104 Policy M23 Sound We support this Policy especially the
requirement that:
• The location, siting and design of surface

developments should ensure a high
standard of protection for the
environment

. Theeffectsofanysubsidenceuponthe
historic environment will be monitored
and controlled so as to prevent
unacceptable_impacts.

105 Policy M24 Sound We support Criterion (iH) relating to the need -

for the extraction of vein minerals to have
particular regard to the impact upon
heritage assets. The parts of the plan area
where these minerals occur have a rich
historic environment which make an
important contribution to the local tourism
economy. It is essential, therefore, that any
extraction pays particular attention to
ensuring that these assets are not harmed.

124 Policy W04, Sound Appendix 1 of sets out details of the key
Criterion (3) sensitivities of each site and the

development requirements that need to be
taken into account in order to ensure that
any waste management facilities takes place
in a manner which will minimise harm to the
environmental assets in the area. This
Paragraph ensures that these development
principles_are_effectively_tied_into_the_Local
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Plan and helps to provide certainty to both
potential developers and local communities
about precisely what will, and will not, be
permitted_on_these sites.

128 Policy W05, Sound Appendix 1 of sets out details of the key
Criterion (3) sensitivities of each site and the

development requirements that need to be
taken into account in orderto ensure that
any waste management facilities takes place
in a manner which will minimise harm to the
environmental assets in the area. This
Paragraph ensures that these deveiopment
principles are effectively tied into the Loc&
Plan anc helps to provide certainty to both
po:ential developers and local communities
about preciseiy what will, and will not, be
permitted on these sites.

137 Policy WiD Sound We support the intention to avoid locating
new waste rranagement facilities within :e
National Park orAONBs unless the facility to
be provided is appropriateLy scaled to meet
waste management needs aMsing in the
designated area and can be provided
without causing unaccep:able harm to the
designated area.

This will help to ensure that the most
inportant landscapes of the Plan area are
appropriately protected.

149 Policy 501 Sound Given the importance of the building and
roofing stone resources of the Joint Plan
area to the conseation of the historic
assets of both North Yorkshire and beyond,
we support the proposed approach of
safeguarding both active and known former
building stone quarries together with a 25Dm
buffer around them. This reflects the
recommendations of BGS and should ensure
that these reserves are not sterilised.

149 Policy S02, Sound Given the importance of the building and
Part 1 roofing stone resources of the Joint Plan

area to the conservation of the historic
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assets of both North Yorkshire and beyond,
we support the proposed approach towards
the consideration of development proposals
in the Minerals Safeguarding Areas.

163 Policy D03 Sound We support the approach to minerals
transportation that is set out in Policy D03
and the prioritization of minerals and waste
developments which can be accessed by
means of non-road_transport.

165 Policy D04 Sound We support the approach to development
which might affect the landscapes of the
National Parks and the AONB5 that is set out
in Policy D03. It is important that the special
qualities of these protected landscapes are
not harmed through inappropriate mineral
or waste development.

168 Policy D05 Sound The York Green Belt is different from the
and West Yorkshire Green Belt insofar as it is one
Paragraph of only six Green Belts in England whose
9.29 primary purpose is to safeguard the

character and setting of a historic city.
Although the York Green Belt performs some
of the other Green Belt functions to some
extent, these are nowhere near as important
as this primary purpose.

The Policy and this part of the justification
make it clear to users of the document that
the purposes (and hence considerations) for
developments affecting the West Yorkshire
Green Belt and York Green Belt are
substantially different.

170 Policy D06 Sound We support the approach to the protection
of the landscape of the Plan area that is set
out in Policy DOS. The range and variety of
different landscapes across the plan area
makes a huge contribution to the distinctive
character of the County, to the quality of life
of its communities, and are one of the
reasons why the area has so many visitors. It
is important, therefore, that the Joint Plan
ensures that the qualities of all these
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We support the approach that is set out in
Policy DOS. The Plan area has an immensely
rich and diverse historic environment. Its
heritage assets make an important
contribution to the distinct identity of the
County’s towns, villages and countryside,
they contribute to the quality of life of its
communities, and they play a key role in
encouraging people to live, visit and invest in
the area. It is essential, therefore, that the
Local Plan sets out a sufficiently robust
Policy framework for the consideration of
development proposals likely to affect this
resource.

We particularly welcome the identification in
the Policy of those aspects of the plan area’s
extensive range of heritage assets which are
considered to be of especial importance to
the character of the County (Criterion (2)).
The identification of those elements within
this Policy help the decision-maker
determine whether or not a particular
proposal would be likely to harm one of the
key attributes whicn contribute to the area’s
distinctiveness (and, therefore, ought to be
weighed more heavijy in the decision-
making process).

We would fully endose te advice in
Paragraph 3.67 regarding the use of the good
practice advice contained in the Manoaing
Landscape Change Study to inform the
preparation of planning applications.
Evaluation of mineral and waste

Page Section Sound/ Comments Suggested Change
Unsound

landscapes (not simply those which are
identified as being of natioral importance)
are not harmed through inappropriate
mineral orwaste developments. This Poicy
will help to deliver that pat of Objective 9
re.ating to the protection of the lar.dscapes
of the plan area.

176 Policy DOS Sound
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Page Section sound! Comments Suggested Change
Unsound

developments needs to be based upon a
robust assessment of the likely impacts
which they might have upon the
environment. The Managing Landscape
Change Study should assist in this process.

The framework which is set out in Policy DDS
and its justification provides tne type of
approach needed to satis’ the requirements
of NPPF Paragraph 126 by helpirg to clear.y
set out how a cecision-maker should react
to a development prozosal affecting the
historic environment and will assst in the
delivery of Objectve 9 of the pan nsoar as
it relates to the historic environment.

183 PoEcy DiD, Sound We support the approach which is set out in
part 2, Criterion (v) of part 2 of Policy DiD relating to
Criterion (v) restoration proposals in the vicinity of

heritage assets. In the past, the potential
which the restoraton of minerals sites might
provide in helping to deliver enhancements
for the historic environment have often been
ignored. This shoulc ensure that this does
not happen in future reclamation and
afteruse schemes.

Proposed Allocated Sites and Areas of Search

Our comments on the Proposed Allocated Sites and Areas of Search are set out in the
attached Schedule.

If you have any queries about any of the matters raised above or would like to discuss
anything further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully,

Ian Smith
Historic Environment Planning Adviser (Yorkshire)
e-mail: ian,smithserwlish-heritae.orp.uk
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Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team, Our Ref: HD/P5069/23
Planning Services, Your Ret:
North Yorkshire County Council,
County Hall,
NORTHALLERTON Telephone: 01904 601977
DL7 8AH Mobile: 0797 4312960

30 November2016

Dear Sirs,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication Draft Sustainability Report

Thank you for consulting Historic England about the Sustainability Appraisal Report of the
Publication Draft of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. On the whole, we would broadly agree
with the conclusions in the document regarding the likely significant effects which the
Policies and proposals of the Plan would be likely to have upon the historic environment.
Where there is Likely to be an adverse effect, we would concur with the mitigation measures
which have been suggested.

Heritage Impact Assessment Supporting Paper

In terms of the proposed Allocations, we welcome the production of the Heritage Impact
Assessment. Although, as you can see from our comments, below, we have a number of
reservations about certain aspects of that document, on the whole it does provide a good
evaluation of the potential impact which the development of the sites to which we expressed
particular concerns in the last iteration of the Plan might have upon the historic environment.

The only aspects of the document where we do not agree are as follows:

Page Section Comments
4 Table 1 Grade II Listed Buildings are of National importance. Therefore, they

should be in the ‘High” column
5 Table 3 and 4 In order to evaluate the significance of the impact, it would have been

helpful to have included an additional Table which had ‘Magnitude of
Impact” (Tables 3 and 4) on one axis and “Value of Heritage Assets”
(Tables 1 and 2) on the other. This would have helped to flag-up that,
for example, harm to a Grade II’ Listed Building would be likely to be
more of a concern than harm to a Grade II Listed Building.
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Page Section Comments I
13 Appendix 4 The Heritage mpact Assessment which accompanies the

(MJP1T Sustainability Appraisal considers that this site “forms an important
part of the agricultural landscape context” of Rudd HaH and part of “the
wider agricultural landscape (which) is also important to the setting” of
Gyll Hall. As a result, the Heritage Impact Assessment considers that
the loss of this site and its subsequent development for minerats
extraction would be likely to have a ‘moderateLy negative effect” on
the significance of the both these Listed Buildings.

If complete restoration of the landscape is unlikely to be possible, then
the harm identified to the significance of these assets post excavation
is not capable of effective mitigation.

As a result, both the extraction of the mineral and the restoration is
likely to harm the setting of these Listed Buildings. Therefore, the only
effective mitigation measure either:

(a) The allocation should be deleted, or

(b) The extent of the allocation should be reduced to a size which
would safeguard the setting of these Listed Buildings, or

(c) The Plan needs to explain what public benefits justify the Allocation
of a site which is likely to result in harm to the significance of a
designated heritage asset (as is required by NPPF, Paragraph 133 or
134).

23 Appendix 5 The Heritage Impact Assessment which accompanies the
(MJP21) Sustainability Appraisal considers that this site “forms an important

port of the agricultural landscape context of the overall farm/hall
compla which is the primory setting of”the Grade II Listed stable block
to Killerby Hall. If that is the case, then the loss of this area must,
according to the scoring system for assessing the magnitude of the
impact in the Heritage Impact Assessment, have a “Moderate Negative
Effect” upon that designated heritage asset.

If complete restoration of the landscape is unlikely to be possible, then
the harm identified to the significance of these assets post excavation
is not capable of effective mitigation.

As a result, both the extraction of the mineral and the restoration is
likely to harm the setting of these Listed Buildings. Therefore, the only
effective mitigation measure either:
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Page Section Comments F
(a) The allocation should be deleted, or

(b) The extent of the allocation should be reduced to a size which
would safeguard the setting of these Listed Buildings, or

(c) The Plan needs to explain what public benef its jus:ify the Allocation
of a site which is likely :o result in harm to the significance of a
designated heritage asset (as is required by NPPF, Paragraph 133 or

________________

134).
31 Appendix 7 The Heritage Impact Assessment which accompanies the

IMJP33; Sustainabili:vAporaisal identifiesthatthe loss of this Site and its
subsequent developrent for minerals develoumrtwould be likelyto
have a ‘moderately negative effect’ on the significance of the Grade II’
Listed Buildings at KirkDy Fleetham. Underthe appraisal syMem setout
in the Heritage Impact Assessment, this is the second-highest level of
harm to an asset which is considered to be of the second-highest Value
(i.e. this harm is at the upper end o’ the spectrum of harm and,
therefore, is a significant sustainabilty issue in terms of the h.storic
environ menU

If complete res:oraton of the landscape is unlikely to oe possible, then
the harm identified to the significance of these assets post excavation
is not capable of effec:ive mitigaton.

As a resut, zoth the extraction of the mineral and the restoration is
likely to harm the setting of these Usted Buldings. Therefore, the oniy
efrectve mitigation measure either:

(a) The allocation should be deleted, or

(b) The extent of the allocation should be reduced to a size which
would safeguard the setting of these Listed Buildings, or

(c) The P[an needs to explain what public benefits justify the Allocation
of a site which is likely to result in harm to the significance of a
designated heritage asset (as is required by NPPF, Paragraph 133 or

_________ _______________

134).

If necessary, the above considerations also need to be reflected in the respective Tables in
the main Sustainability Appraisal

Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided by you
with your letter correspondence received on 13th November, 2015. To avoid any doubt, this
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does not affect our obligation to provide fLrther advice and, potentially, object to specific
proposals which may subsequently arise (either as a result of this consultation or in later
versions of the Plan) where we consider that, despite the SA/SEA, these would have an
adverse effect upon the historic environment.

If you have any queries about this matter or would like to discuss anything further, please do
not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully,

Ian Smith
Historic Environment Plannirg Adviser (Yorkshire)
e-maiL ans.mithCenpIish-heri:aewwi;
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North Yorkshire County Council 
Minerals and Waste Planning Unit 
County Hall 
Northallerton 
North Yorkshire 
DL7 8AH 
       
    
 
           21 December 2016 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN PUBLICATION STAGE CONSULTATION  
 
Thank you for consulting us on the North Yorkshire County Council, City of York 
Council and North York Moors National Park Authority Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan (‘MWJP’) publication draft. We have the following comments to make: 
 
I refer to our preferred options consultation response dated 27th January 2016 in 
which the Environment Agency (EA) highlighted that our main concern related to 
insufficient consideration of the plan’s obligations under the Water Framework 
Directive. 
 
We are satisfied that this concern has been addressed in the publication draft 
version of the plan (see further details below) and that the comments that we raised 
at the preferred options stage have been taken into consideration. Therefore, insofar 
as the matters under our remit are concerned, we consider the MWJP to be 
positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.   
 
Further comments 
 
We would like to take this opportunity to provide you with some further comments 
that may be helpful to you. Please note that the comments below are 
recommendations only; we do not consider them to affect the soundness of the plan.  
 
Chapter 5: Minerals – Hydrocarbons (oil and gas) 
 
Figure 13, p 79 
 
The text box in the flow chart that currently states ‘Environment Agency issues 
environmental permit’ should be amended to say ‘Environment Agency determines 
environmental permit’. 
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Paragraph 5.116 
 
With regard to the second sentence of this paragraph, we would like to clarify that 
the responsibility for giving final consent for drilling lies with the Oil and Gas Authority 
(OGA) rather than DBEIS. 
 
Chapter 9: Development Management 
 
Policy D09: Water Environment  
 
We are pleased to see that part 2 of policy D09 has been amended to make it clear 
that development which would lead to an unacceptable risk of pollution, or harmful 
disturbance to groundwater flow, will not be permitted. This amendment ensures 
greater consistency with Environment Agency guidance, specifically ‘Groundwater 
protection: Principles and practice (GP3), August 2013’ and ensures a greater level 
of protection for surface and groundwater. 
 
We are also pleased to see that part three of policy D09 has been amended in line 
with our suggestion at the preferred options stage, in order to clarify that all sources 
of flooding must be considered. We would however point out that the second 
reference to groundwater in the last sentence of part 3 of this policy needs to be 
removed: 
 
‘(i.e. surface and groundwater flooding and groundwater flooding from rivers and 
coastal waters)’ 
 
We suggest that this text is amended to read: 
 
‘(i.e. flooding from surface water, groundwater, rivers or coastal waters)’. 
 
In our response to the preferred options consultation (dated 27th January 2016) we 
highlighted concerns regarding the plan’s minimal reference to the Water Framework 
Directive (WFD). We are pleased to see that the policy justification text relating to 
policy D09 has been amended to acknowledge that in addition to developers, the 
planning authorities also have an obligation under the WFD to ensure that no 
deterioration of any waterbody should take place as a result of development. We 
welcome the inclusion of clarification that the WFD covers all waterbodies including 
non-main rivers, lakes and groundwater. We are satisfied that the policy justification 
text now clearly states that, where appropriate mitigation cannot be provided to 
prevent deterioration of surface water or groundwater bodies, the development 
would be contrary to the objectives of the WFD and should not therefore be 
permitted. 
 
We would however suggest that the second to last sentence of paragraph 9.71 is 
amended as the second part of the sentence is currently unclear. We suggest that 
this sentence should read: 
 
‘Supporting the achievement of water body objectives outlined in River Basin 
Management Plans and their supporting documents is important in meeting 
obligations under the WFD.’ 
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Appendix 1: Allocated Sites and Areas of Search 
 
MJP33  
 
This site lies immediately adjacent to the River Swale and this is not currently listed 
as a ‘key sensitivity’ in the proforma on p.25 . Any work here must not result in any 
pollution, including sediments, entering the river from the site. The operations must 
also not impact upon the geomorphological processes of the river i.e. increase 
erosion or deposition elsewhere. This should be added to the key sensitivities and 
development requirements sections of the site proforma. 
 
Duty to Co-operate 
 
The Environment Agency is identified under Regulation 4 of the Local Planning 
Regulations 2012 with regard to the Duty to Co-operate.  This duty is detailed under 
Section 33A (1)(c) and requires local authorities and other bodies to work together to 
effectively address strategic issues. 
 
We have worked closely with the MWJP authorities during the development of the 
plan and we can advise that we consider there are no outstanding strategic issues 
raised by the MWJP which necessitate attention under the duty to co-operate. 
 
If you require any clarification or wish to discuss these comments further, please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Ms Clare Dance 
Sustainable Places – Planning Adviser 
 
Tel:  020 847 48366 
Email:  clare.dance@environment-agency.gov.uk 
 



































































 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  
 

The information on this site in Appendix 1 Allocated Sites does not include the information that the 
York to Selby Cycle Path is a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) and runs through 
the centre of the site. This provides further evidence of the value of the site for biodiversity. Given 
the sensitivities of the site there should be at least a partial restoration to nature conservation with 
a long term management plan and endowment. The restoration should focus on habitat 
connectivity in the area, with potential to connect habitat from north to south along the cycle path 
and east west along dykes and drains which run between the Ouse and Derwent. The restoration 
could potentially include ponds and wetland areas as brick ponds can be particularly valuable for 
aquatic invertebrates. This would be consistent with the NPPF paragraphs 109, and 114 
 
109. The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment by: 

● protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation 

interests and soils; 

● recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; 

● minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity 

where possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the 

overall decline in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological 

networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures; 

 

114. Local planning authorities should: 

● set out a strategic approach in their Local Plans, planning positively for the 

creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of 

biodiversity and green infrastructure; 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
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4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 

Possible site aftercare on page 78 at present states: 

“No detailed design available yet, but would be back to 

agriculture at or near original ground levels” 

 

Could be changed to: 

“Detailed designs should include partial restoration to nature conservation, potentially including ponds 

and wetland areas so that habitat is connected up in the area.” 

 

The section: 

“Key Sensitivities identified by Site Assessment 

· Ecological issues, including impacts on: Skipwith Common SAC site and SSSI, Heron 

Wood SINC and ancient woodland, trees, protected species, potential habitats” 

 

Changed to: 

“· Ecological issues, including impacts on: Skipwith Common SAC site and SSSI, Heron 

Wood SINC, the York to Selby Cycle path SINC and ancient woodland, trees, protected species, potential 

habitats” 

 
                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
All responses received will be considered and any information provided  

will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 
 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

x  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

2. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

Shale gas extraction is said to be valuable: 
“as part of a transition towards use of lower carbon energy sources”. This is then linked to policy 
D11 which is about reducing carbon dioxide emissions. 
 
Although there are some opinions that shale gas could be seen as a bridge to a lower carbon 
economy this is definitely not a well supported conclusion. Recent research at Cornell University 
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/ese3.35/pdf has shown that increases in fugitive 
methane emissions due to shale gas extraction could negate any carbon emission reductions from 
using shale gas. The investment in shale gas extraction technology and infrastructure could also 
delay transition to a lower carbon economy by delaying investment in renewable energy 
infrastructure and carbon reduction technologies. 
 
Using less carbon energy sources is part of a wider objective of combating global climate change,  
Natural gas is a fossil fuel and during exploration, production, transportation, post production (all 
possible phases and beyond) there is potential for methane leakage, a much more potent gas 
than CO2 which can far greater effects on climate change. It is essential to look at life cycle 
comparison of source not just at the point of combustion. 
 
The authority cannot imply that by permitting shale gas extraction there will be a reduction in UK 
carbon emissions. The extraction of hydrocarbons which are at present locked into shale cannot 
be seen as part of a progression towards a lower carbon economy. 
 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
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4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
Leaving out the phrase “as part of a transition towards use of lower carbon energy sources” and 
the footnote. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date:  

 

 

 

 

 

x  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

3. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The sentence: 
 
“Once the rock has been fractured some fluid returns to the surface (known as flow-back) and this 
will require disposal or recycling in accordance with the required environmental permits” 
 
The sentence does not include the information that flow-back fluid can also contain hazardous 
chemicals which have been dissolved from the shale and brought back to the surface. See 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/research/newsalert/pdf/chemical_composition_of_frac
king_wastewater_404na4_en.pdf for example, a brief paper produced for the European Union. 
Due to the potentially hazardous nature of flow-back fluids the authority will need to be particularly 
aware of the importance of avoiding spills and ensuring safe disposal. Impacts on wildlife and 
biodiversity can be severe. 
 
“typically 98-99% of the liquid is water, small quantities of chemicals are often added” 
 
98-99% needs to be defined clearly. The statement is meaningless without context. 1-2% appears 
to be a small amount but if the total volume of fracking fluid is large the amounts of chemicals will 
also be large. Also chemicals are ALWAYS added, to fracking fluid. By using the word “often” this 
implies that at times no chemicals will be used which is incorrect. 
Also in this paragraph it is important to know the likely quantities to be recycled and quantities to 
be disposed of, this is surely a very important part of planning for expansion in shale gas 
extraction – sites, road traffic, infrastructure will all be required to collect, treat and dispose of 
fracking fluid. The extra development will have implications for the local population and for 
biodiversity and wildlife.  
 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 

5.109   

 x 

 x 

x  

 

  Y

  Y

 

  Y

  

x 

  



Official Use Only Reference Number 
                    

 

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
Expand the sentence “Once the rock has been fractured some fluid, also potentially 
contaminated with hydrocarbons and radioactive compounds, returns to the surface (known 
as flow-back) and this will require disposal or recycling in accordance with the required 
environmental permits”. Added phrase in bold. 
 
“typically 98-99% of the liquid is water, small quantities of chemicals are often added” 
This sentence needs to be put in context as to what quantities of chemicals are expected 
otherwise the authority cannot plan for their correct disposal. 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

4. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The Trust supports the overall intention in the policy to ensure a net gain for biodiversity. It is essential 

that there is consistency in measuring whether there is actually a net gain for biodiversity. Without 

accurate reporting prior to development and consistent measuring of impacts there could be long drawn 

out discussions based on opposing opinions and no net gain in biodiversity.  

 

A consistent standard of ecological survey must be required for mineral sites in order to ensure that there 

is an objective baseline so that impacts on biodiversity are correctly assessed and net gains can be shown. 

The Trust would recommend that BS42020 is quoted as being the standard expected by the authority for 

ecological surveys.  

 

In order to objectively assess net ecological impacts and therefore achieve net gains in biodiversity, as 

required by the NPPF, it is vital that a fair, robust mechanism for measuring these impacts is applied. To 

ensure they are consistently quantified, the application of the DEFRA and NE endorsed Biodiversity Impact 

Assessment Calculator (or an agreed updated version) will be required for all development with negative 

impacts on biodiversity.  

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 

 D07  

 x 

 x 

x  

 

  Y

  Y

x 

  Y

  

 

  



Official Use Only Reference Number 
                    

 

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 

The addition of the following paragraphs would clarify the policy: 

 

To ensure they are consistently quantified, the application of the DEFRA and NE endorsed Biodiversity 

Impact Assessment Calculator (or as updated) will be required for all development with negative impacts 

on biodiversity. Proposals will be expected to show a net gain in ecological units following development. 

 
Ecological impacts will be quantified by utilising the Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator (BIAC). 

Development must demonstrate a net gain in ecological units. Ecological information must be supplied in 

accordance with BS 42020 2013 (or an updated version). 

 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

5. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  
 

It is important when creating habitat networks that the habitats created are valuable and 
appropriate to the area. The habitats created should be “habitats of principle importance” see 
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-5706 which can connect to similar areas of habitat. For example in 
the River Swale corridor wetland restoration will be very valuable and will link with neighbouring 
habitat, woodland would not be so valuable. However for magnesian limestone quarries 
restoration to the rare magnesian limestone grassland with appropriate management will be the 
most valuable restoration. A study into targeting mineral site restoration by Golder Associates 
carried out for the Yorkshire and Humber Biodiversity Forum in 2009 showed how appropriate 
restorations could be carried out. Appropriate habitats are also mentioned in the background 
information for the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust Living Landscapes.  
 
The Trust supports the restoration of mineral sites to nature conservation objectives. In order to 
ensure that net gains for biodiversity are indeed obtained the Trust would like to see similar 
improvements to the policy as suggested for Policy D 07. 
 
It is essential that there is consistency in measuring whether there is actually a net gain for 
biodiversity. Without accurate reporting prior to development and consistent measuring of impacts 
there could be long drawn out discussions based on opposing opinions and no actual net gain in 
biodiversity.  
 
A consistent standard of ecological survey must be required for mineral sites in order to ensure 
that there is an objective baseline so that impacts on biodiversity are correctly assessed and net 
gains can be shown. The Trust would recommend that BS42020 is quoted as being the standard 
expected by the authority for ecological surveys.  
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In order to objectively assess net ecological impacts and therefore achieve net gains in 
biodiversity, as required by NPPF, it is vital that a fair, robust mechanism for measuring these 
impacts is applied. To ensure they are consistently quantified, the application of the DEFRA and 
NE endorsed Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator (or an agreed updated version) will be 
required for all developments providing net gains for biodiversity. 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

Point viii 
Promoting the delivery of significant net gains for biodiversity and the establishment of a coherent 
and resilient ecological network, based on contributing, where practicable, towards established 
objectives including the creation of Biodiversity Action Plan habitats, and seeking to deliver 
benefits at a landscape scale; 
 
To be replaced with: 
 
Promoting the delivery of significant net gains for biodiversity and the establishment of a coherent 
and resilient ecological network, based on contributing, where practicable, towards established 
objectives including the creation of habitats of principle importance, appropriate to the local 
area and seeking to deliver benefits at a landscape scale; 
 
The addition of the following to point viii; 
 
To ensure they are consistently quantified, the application of the DEFRA and NE endorsed 
Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator (or as updated) will be required for all development 
with negative impacts on biodiversity. Proposals will be expected to show a net gain in ecological 
units following development. 
 
Ecological impacts will be quantified by utilising the Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator 
(BIAC). Development must demonstrate a net gain in ecological units. Ecological information must 
be supplied in accordance with BS 42020 2013 (or an updated version). 
 



 

 
                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  
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Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

6. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The development of a large quarry located within the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust’s Living Landscape 
for the Swale Washlands, close to a number of Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation and 
the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust’s reserve at Swale Lakes SSSI provides many opportunities to 
connect up habitat. To be consistent with the NPPF the Trust would expect this to be flagged up in 
the site assessment. 
 
The Yorkshire Wildlife Trust would be happy to work with the quarry developers to ensure that 
maximum gains for wildlife are obtained for the area. 
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                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
The addition of the phrase in bold to the Development Requirements for the site: 
 
An appropriate restoration scheme using opportunities for habitat creation and connectivity and 
providing gains for biodiversity, but which is also appropriate to location within a birdstrike 
safeguarding zone 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  
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Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

7. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The development of a large quarry located close to the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust’s Living Landscape 
for the Swale Washlands, close to a number of Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation and 
the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust’s reserve at Swale Lakes SSSI provides opportunities to connect up 
habitat and enhance biodiversity. To be consistent with the NPPF the Trust would expect this to 
be flagged up in the site assessment. 
 
The Yorkshire Wildlife Trust would be happy to work with the quarry developers to ensure that 
maximum gains for wildlife are obtained for the area. 
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                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
The addition of the phrase in bold to the Development Requirements for the site: 
 
“An appropriate restoration scheme using opportunities for habitat creation and connectivity and 
providing gains for biodiversity, but which is also appropriate to location within a birdstrike 
safeguarding zone” 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  



Official Use Only Reference Number
                    

 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

8. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The site is immediately adjacent to the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust’s reserve Burton Riggs which is 
also a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation, Burton Riggs Gravel Pitts. The site is also in 
the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust’s Living Landscape for Cayton and Flixton Carrs. The restoration of 
the site should provide habitat which connects to Burton Riggs reserve and enhances the Cayton 
Flixton Carrs area. 
 
The Yorkshire Wildlife Trust will be happy to comment on and help with suggested restoration 
schemes. 
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                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
The “Key Sensitivities identified by Site Assessment”, and “Development requirements identified 
through Site Assessment and Consultation process” need to include the information about Burton 
Riggs nature reserve. Suggested changes in bold: 
 
“Ecological issues, including impacts on: drains linked to the River Hertford SINC, the Burton 
Riggs nature reserve and SINC, protected species, potential habitats” 
 
“Mitigation of ecological issues, in particular with regard to avoiding impacts on drains linked to the 
River Hertford SINC, Burton Riggs reserve and SINC, and protected species” 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  



Official Use Only Reference Number
                    

 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

9. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The comments are the same as for site MJP55: 
The information on this site in Appendix 1 Allocated Sites does not include the information that the 
York to Selby Cycle Path is a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) and runs through 
the centre of the site. This provides further evidence of the value of the site for biodiversity. Given 
the sensitivities of the site there should be at least a partial restoration to nature conservation with 
a long term management plan and endowment. The restoration should focus on habitat 
connectivity in the area, with potential to connect habitat from north to south along the cycle path 
and east west along dykes and drains which run between the Ouse and Derwent. The restoration 
could potentially include ponds and wetland areas, as brick ponds can be particularly valuable for 
aquatic invertebrates and other wildlife. This would be consistent with the NPPF paragraphs 109, 
and 114. 
 
109. The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment by: 

● protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation 

interests and soils; 

● recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; 

● minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity 

where possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the 

overall decline in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological 

networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures; 

 

114. Local planning authorities should: 

● set out a strategic approach in their Local Plans, planning positively for the 

creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of 

biodiversity and green infrastructure; 
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                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

Possible site aftercare on page 78 at present states: 

“No detailed design available yet, but would be back to 

agriculture at or near original ground levels” 

 

Changed to: 

“Detailed designs should include partial restoration to nature conservation, potentially including ponds 

and wetland areas so that habitat is connected up in the area.” 

 

The section: 

“Key Sensitivities identified by Site Assessment 

· Ecological issues, including impacts on: Skipwith Common SAC site and SSSI, Heron 

Wood SINC and ancient woodland, trees, protected species, potential habitats” 

 

Changed to: 

“· Ecological issues, including impacts on: Skipwith Common SAC site and SSSI, Heron 

Wood SINC, the York to Selby Cycle path SINC and ancient woodland, trees, protected species, potential 

habitats” 
                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

x  



Official Use Only Reference Number
                    

 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

10. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No          
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The Key Sensitivities identified by Site Assessment does not include that part of the site is a SINC 
“North Selby Mine” designated by CYC. This information needs to be included in Development 
requirements identified through Site Assessment and Consultation processes to ensure that the 
SINC is protected in future developments. 
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                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
Change the phrase in “Development requirements identified through Site Assessment and 
Consultation processes” from: 
 
“Mitigation of ecological issues, in particular with regard to Spring Wood SINC and protected 
species” 
 
To: 
 
“Mitigation of ecological issues, in particular with regard to Spring Wood SINC, North Selby Mine  
and protected species” 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  



Official Use Only Reference Number 
                    

 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
 
  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

11. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The phrase: 
“There are three main phases of onshore hydrocarbon development identified in national planning 
guidance: exploration, appraisal and production,” 
 
Appears not to include post development issues. It is vital that well abandonment and site 
restoration is part of the joint development plan. The authority must be certain that methane leaks 
and any impacts on surface and groundwater from deteriorating infrastructure are covered in the 
plan. 
 
A recent report within the last few days by the US Environmental Protection Agency has 
concluded that there are potential problems with impacts on water quality at all stages of the shale 
gas extraction process. The report can be accessed at 
https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/hfstudy/recordisplay.cfm?deid=332990  

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
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4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
The phrase: 
“There are three main phases of onshore hydrocarbon development identified in national planning 
guidance: exploration, appraisal and production,” 
 
Needs to be amended to: 
 
“There are three main phases of onshore hydrocarbon development identified in national planning 
guidance: exploration, appraisal production, post production and well abandonment” 
 
The post production and well abandonment then needs to be covered in the following supporting 
text. 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

12. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

This paragraph does not give sufficient detail as to the standards which will be required for noise 
and vibration. What are the tolerance levels for noise, vibration and where are these standards 
set? Will the standards be UK levels, or EU levels? Are these standards the same for the 
countryside and for a city? (i.e. are existing background/baseline levels of noise etc accounted 
for). How is is an acceptable level set? What is the process for deciding on an appropriate location 
and what are the criteria for this? Without answers to these questions there is potential for very 
troubling impacts in the area and loss of biodiversity due to disturbance. 
Road traffic increases will have significant impacts on noise and emissions and at present there is 
very little knowledge of what these impacts may be. See  Goodman, P. S., Galatioto, F., Thorpe, 
N., Namdeo, A. K., Davies, R. J. & Bird, R. N. (2016) Investigating the traffic-related environmental 
impacts of hydraulic-fracturing (fracking) operations. Environment International, 89–90, 248-260 
and at https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26922565 which models potential impacts. 
 
 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
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4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
More detail is required on how acceptable noise and vibration levels will be set either within this 
paragraph or in Policies M17 and M18. 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

13. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The paragraph implies that there are no health concerns as Public Health England considers there 
will not be significant risks to health. 
 
“Whilst Public Health England has indicated that it does not consider that a properly 
regulated industry would be likely to give rise to significant risks to health,” 
 
Recent research see Werneret al 2015, Environmental health impacts of unconventional natural 
gas development: A review of the current strength of evidence. Science of The Total Environment, 
505(0), 1127-1141 and at 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00489697/vsi/106KSJ994CT  
 
It is important that the authority thoroughly considers the potential impacts of shale gas extraction 
and does not expose residents to risk. North Yorkshire needs to learn from the impact of shale gas 
extraction in the US. 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
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4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
The phrase: 
 
“Whilst Public Health England has indicated that it does not consider that a properly 
regulated industry would be likely to give rise to significant risks to health,” 
 
Should not be included. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

x  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

14. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No          
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

Policy M18 needs to cover the importance of baseline data for air and water quality as without this 
it will be impossible to monitor the impacts of hydrocarbon extraction developments. See Jackson, 
R. B., Vengosh, A., Carey, J. W., Davies, R. J., Darrah, T. H., O'Sullivan, F. & Pétron, G. (2014) 
The Environmental Costs and Benefits of Fracking. Annual Review of Environment and 
Resources, 39(1), 327-362. 
 
M18 point ii does not mention that there is more risk of seismic events from reinjection techniques. 
See Keranen et al 2014 https://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/70137863 for information on 
wastewater injection techniques causing earthquakes in Oklahoma. 
 
The authority will need to be extremely confident that reinjection does not have unacceptable 
seismic impacts. 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 

And 5.116 M18  

 x 

 x 

x  

 

  Y

  Y

x 
 

 

  

 

  



Official Use Only Reference Number 
                    

 

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
Policy M18 needs a phrase such as: 
 
Baseline air quality and surface and ground water quality data is required before any drilling 
operations commence. 
 
Point ii should have the addition of: 
 
As reinjection techniques have been shown to cause seismic events the authority will only give 
permission for this if the applicants can show to the satisfaction of the authority that these will not 
occur. Accurate monitoring will be essential and if seismic events do occur reinjection of waste 
water will cease. 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:                     

Date: 

 
 
 

x  
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November 9 .2016,th

Dear reader.

Minerals & Waste Plan - Consultation thereon.

Thank you for keeping me advised as ‘discussions / disagreements’ continued.

A big item that disturbs me is the ‘forced’ closure of some of the quarries local to the places where their 
product is needed / used or the outright refusal to reopen old quarries that are better placed for traffic 
movements . This results in users of quarry products have ing to travel miles to meet their needs. For instance 
around York / Malton / Pickering if you want Tarmac you have to go to Middlesbrough, Leeds or Fridaythorpe 
or Hull. This results in the excessive use of diesel & resultant pollution. The only winner is the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer with his massive Road Taxes. You shut Spaunton quarry - one of the best stones in the area & 
put 12 men out of a job.

Recently I stood at the side of the road near Hamilton House, north of the weighbridge at New Bridge Quarry 
at Pickering, Looking north at the working face I was not impressed by the quality of stone that was being 
worked. It looked worse than that from Whitewall & Fenstone. I also noticed the continuous stream of lorries 
which, after being ‘tared’, have to travel a long way to load & return to the weighbridge. This long operation 
must put 20 - 30 minutes into every load out of the quarry, who pays? But what really appalled me was the 
pollution from these slow moving lorries. Begs the question - what damage to the owner’s vehicles? Not only 
that but the vehicles too & from the quarry have pass along the narrowest part of the town which is not easy in 
the Tourist season - which aspect is being heavily promoted by another part of your offices.
The Planners declined the Planning request for a batching plant at Whitewall Quarry. When you study the 
traffic movements the decision was understandable but not necessarily agreed with. You have got to agree with 
a batching plant somewhere soon. Whereabouts will you suggest / agree to it?

No doubt a possible solution is to bring all the quarry product in by rail thus transferring the ‘ nuisance’ to 
somewhere else. But where will you put the Railhead - the best ‘possibles’ have been built on? Mind, what 
about the derelict area south of Malton Station? A new bridge south of the Station to the A64 might be ideal.

Waste disposal. Really the only answer is incineration. No matter what the ‘Greens’ say (& I admire their 
work at times) you will always get ‘contaminents’ in the wheelie bins & ‘recycleables’ will not be recycled & 
they will just go in the landfill. Old carpets & nappies are better burnt. Out of interest I enclose a copy of a 
letter I sent to the Green Party asking how to deal with certain items of rubbish. To date no reply. Most of the 
listed items should be burnt & reduce Landfill Tax payable by Councils..

I am not really in a position to comment on the West Riding quarries as I have little knowledge of their 
customers, needs or uses.

Yours faithfullv
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Dear Sir
Your letter in York Press 26/1/16 Recycling. 1

April 10th. 2016 

. vjvksv^'

Like you I would like to see ‘zero waste’. But is this really achievable? I recycle wherever & whenever 
possible. Fortunately I am able to do so easily. But there are a lot of people who no room to separate ‘waste’ 
items. A lot of small metal items, etc., end up in the ‘black’ bin - too big for the small boxes we have.
Not all of us can keep some of these listed items until such time as they can be taken to Hazel Court. Below I 
have made a list of items the recycling of which do not clearly come under the current separation of items 
listed by York council.
Bread paper waxed h > . n

Cooking fat 
Cooking oil 
Carpet plastic 

Wool
“ Underfelt 
“ Rubber 
“ Fabric

Curtains 
“ Rail 

Clothing cotton

Cycle tyres & other bits
DI Y stuff - builders bags, log bags (now that we have more wood bumers),bathroom stuff, bit of rubble, 

guttering, doors, wood 
Disposable nappies for young & old.
Feminine Sanitary products 
Foil clean 

“ Dirty 
Food wrappings 

“ Containers 
“ Greaseproof 
“ Plastic film 
“ Waste
“ Waxed paper (often from Deli’s)

Glass broken 
“ Windows 

Gardening 
“ Containers 
“ Boxes 
“ Old fence bits 
“ Seed packets
“ Plant pots
“ Compost bags

Household stuff only happens occasionally.
Metal oddments like old tools 
Metal wire off boxes 
Paint tins metal

Plastic items too large for the Recycle box (buckets, very large ‘plant’ containers,). 
Plastic ‘wire’ off boxes 
Polystyrene food containers

plastic

Plastic
Wool

Plastic



packing
And the biggest waster of all - pill wrapping. If pills were loose the container could be recycled.
Out of interest - is the waste from commercial firms in their big wheeled bins ever sorted & recycled? Me 
thinks not.
Another interesting point. When ‘recycleables’ are melted down, or whatever, how much pollution comes from 
this operation? E.G. Dirty glass jam jar. Label, glue & contents. Metal. Paint, oil & other ‘pollutants’. There 
must be quite a lot of noxious fumes emitted during meltdown! Noted these aspects are never mentioned in 
‘green’ lobbying. But seeing that the UK is the sixth largest exporter of scrap these fumes happen elsewhere - 
not our worry
I would be most interested to receive your views as to how to dispose of the above listed items. For your ease 
of replying I have enclosed a second copy of the letter for your use.
The big question. How much better would that all you designate as ‘landfill’ be better burnt thus reducing 
volume, pollution & generating heat as in C O H P? r:

Thanking you in anticipation.

Yours faithfully

i i'
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MINERAL AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (PUBLICATION STAGE) Consultation response 
 
  

TITLE  

INITIALS   

SURNAME  

ADDRESS   
 

 
 

POSTCODE  

TELEPHONE  

EMAIL  

 
I would like to be kept informed of future developments.  
 
SCOPE OF THE CONSULTATION 
 
I have previously responded to previous rounds of consultation on the Mineral and Waste Joint Plan 
(“MWJP”).  Whilst much of the plan builds on previous consultation drafts, there are substantive changes in 
Sections M16 to M18 (Key spatial principles for hydrocarbon development, Other spatial and locational 
criteria applying to hydrocarbon development and Other specific criteria applying to hydrocarbons 
development). 
 
I am concerned that these sections have not been subject to adequate consultation where consideration of 
the responders comments on the entire scope of the new material could have been taken into account by the 
Local Authority when reaching their determination on the content of the MWJP.  
 
The MWJP is a Local Plan within the meaning of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England 
Regulations (2012). Regulation 12 (Public Participation) requires a local authority to state how the public has 
been consulted. It is an established legal principle that consultation at law is engagement with the public that 
is at an early enough stage for their views to be taken into account. The restricted scope of this current round 
of consultation ( legality and soundness) means that sections M16 to M18 have not been subject to 
adequate consultation. 
 
 
M16 
 
• I strongly support that surface proposals for the exploration, appraisal and production of conventional 

hydrocarbons, involving hydraulic fracturing; the exploration for unconventional hydrocarbons, 
involving hydraulic fracturing and the appraisal and/or production of unconventional hydrocarbons 
will only be permitted where they would be outside : National Parks, AONBs, Protected Groundwater 
Source Areas, the Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying buffer 
zone, Scheduled Monuments, Registered Historic Battlefields, Grade I and ll* Registered Parks and 
Gardens, Areas which Protect the Historic Character and Setting of York, Special Protection Areas, 
Special Areas of Conservation, Ramsar sites and Sites of Special Scientific Interest. 

 
• The inclusion of a 3.5km buffer zone around National Parks and AONBs is strongly supported. 
 
 Any hydraulic fracturing within 3.5 km of these areas cannot fail to impact upon their special and 

protected qualities. The MWJP should therefore prohibit hydraulic fracturing in these buffer zones 
completely. 

 
• If the current approach is retained then the wording of M16 needs to be tightened up. The wording of 

M16 only specifies the impact on “views”  as producing potential significant harm to National 
Parks/AONBs. It should be made clear in the wording of M16 that this is an example only of possible 
harms. The wording should as a minimum insert “(but not limited to)” after the word “includes”.  In 
addition as National Parks and AONBs are protected to preserve their landscape and views, 
tranquillity, biodiversity and geodiversity and rare species and heritage,the “special qualities” of these 
areas should be set out specifically in M16. 
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• The buffer zones should be extended to SSSIs, so that hydraulic fracturing wells are not permitted 
near the boundaries of these highly sensitive sites, which are nationally protected areas. 

 
 
M17 
 
• Footnote 16 states that  “For the purposes of interpreting this and other Policies in the plan, the term 

local communities includes residential institutions such as residential care homes, children’s homes, 
social services homes, hospitals and non-residential institutions such as schools”. In terms of the 
impacts of hydraulic fracturing, where impacts can be for 24 hours a day for substantive periods the 
term “local communities” should specifically be stated to include residential accommodation – i.e. the 
actual resident community. Many local communities will not contain “institutions” but are never-the-
less communities.  

  
• The MWJP suggests that an ‘acceptable’ cumulative impact can be achieved by a density of 10 well-

pads per 10x10 km2 PEDL licence block. Each well-pad can contain many wells. It should be made 
clear that each well is subject to planning control, as the drilling of each well and the hydraulic 
fracturing of each well is relevant to the cumulative impact (in terms of noise, air pollution and traffic 
movements for example). M17 2(ii) should be amended to make this clear. At present it focuses on 
well pads. Cumulative impact is also relevant to wells and to the number of wells per well-pad. 

 
• MWJP says “For PEDLs located within the Green Belt or where a relatively high concentration of 

other land use constraints exist, including significant access constraints, a lower density may be 
appropriate”. This should be amended to ‘will be appropriate”. 

 
• I support the proposal to include setback distances for residential buildings in principle. 500m is 

however likely to be insufficient to provide adequate protection of local amenity in terms of noise, 
light and air quality. Prevailing wind direction should also be stated as a consideration.  A minimum 
setback of 750m should be stated. 

 

• I support the proposal to include setback distances for ‘sensitive receptors’ in principle. The MWJP’s 
definition of ‘sensitive receptors’ includes residential institutions, such as residential care homes, 
children’s homes, social services homes, hospitals and non-residential institutions such as schools. 
However setback distances for sensitive receptors should reflect the sensitivity of the receptors and 
should provide additional protection. A minimum setback of 1km should be stated.  

 
• Baseline Health Impact assessments should be required prior to any permitted development to 

permit baseline monitoring to be carried out and the enforcement of planning conditions. 
 
 
 
 
21/12/16 
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Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7BAH

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication Stage Response

Part A: Contact Details

Tide:
Name:
Intial:
Surname:

Address:
Postcode:
Email:

Please forgive my not using the provided templates; I do not have access to Microsoft Office. I have
tried as best I can to follow the form of the templates by using the fields specified in each
representation, but in the interests of saving paper I am not breaking a page for each representation.
I have also added a section of general comment at the end.

Part B: Representations

Policy: M16 Is: Unsound
Not Effective, Not Justified,

-

— Not Consistent with National Policy

The NPPF requires a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which requires ‘ensuring
that better lives for ourselves don’t mean worse lives for future generations”. Probably the biggest
implications relevant to this Plan is that it requires a presumption against the exploitation of our
regional fossil fuel resource.

The extraction and combustion of fossil fuels is well understood to be detrimental to the lives and
quality of life of future generations, through the impacts of a changing climate that is already
responsible for deaths through crop failures and displacement. Some techniques are known to have
greater impacts than others: the higher stresses involved in hydraulic fracturing are associated with
greater fugitive emissions of methane. I would support a complete ban on this technique, but I
understand that this is not legally acceptable in the current policy framework. The precautionary
principle dictates that at the very least, an Environmental Impact Assessment should be required.

This policy should also make explicit regard to climate change. I suggest the following rewording:



“Hydrocarbon development will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that the
development makes a positive contribution to the sustainability of the Plan area and will not
worsen our contribution toward global climate change. A proposal may be permitted for
instance if it can be shown to result in the displacement of more carbon-intensive forms of
energy.

Hydrocarbon extraction will not e permitted at all either within or to laterally drill
underneath the National Park, AONBs, Protected Groundwater Source Areas, the Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying buffer zone, Scheduled
Monuments, Registered Historic Battlefields, Grade I and ll’ Registered Parks and Gardens,
Areas which Protect the Historic Character and Setting of York, Special Protection Areas,
Special Areas of Conservation, Ramsar sites and Sites of Special Scientific Interest.”

- please note the reversal of the wording from ‘Proposals .. will be permitted .. where.’ to “will
not be permitted”; there must be no doubt that this is a sound reason for refusal of a planning
application or the Authorities will be vulnerable to legal challenge.

Policy: M17 Is: Unsound,
Not Justified

I____________________________________________ Not Consistent with National Policy

Following on from my comment on M16: in order to be able to prove that a hydrocarbon extraction
proposal is sustainable (and therefore gains the baseline approval of the NPPF), the JMWP should
explicitly state that an Environmental Impact Assessment should be mandatory for all such
proposals.

The proposed 500m buffer zone proposed (while welcomed) is likely to be insufficient to
substantially limit impacts on air quality and noise for local residents. As supported by available
evidence from the US, this should be increased to ThOm.

Furthermore, the Plan should require a buffer zone for applications around SSSIs, EU protected
sites and local wildlife sites - the policy here is in conflict with paragraph 118 of the NPPF, which
refers to “proposed development within or outside” an SSSI.

Also as per my comment to M16, the policy must be worded more tightly to give sound reasons for
refusal. For instance “Hydrocarbon development will be permitted in locations where it would not
give rise to unacceptable cumulative impact should be changed to “Hydrocarbon development
will not be permitted in locations where it would give rise to unacceptable cumulative impact”.

The NPPF requires an overall presumption in favour of sustainable development; it does not require
that every clause is worded in such a way as to favour all development.

Policy: M18 Is: Not Effective

This policy makes several stipulations about criteria applying to hydrocarbon development. I would
welcome clearer wording indicating that all conditions in M17, M18 and D07 need to be met in
order for a permission to be granted. If no explicit mention of the duty on the planning authorities
to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases is made in M16 then it should be added here.
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Policy: M20 Is: Unsound -

Not Justified,
Not Consistent with National Policy

There is no way that the exploitation of oal can be considered sustainable development. It is one Li
the most polluting forms of energy to which we have access and the JMWP must not permit it. If
carbon capture and storage is ever found to be a viable technology this position may be revisited but
until such a time comes, the JMWP should be in line with the document ‘Coal Generation in Great
Britain — The pathway to a low-carbon future’ published by the Department for Business, Energy &
Industrial Strategy, which sets a clear end date for unabated coal generation in 2025.

This consideration applies to M21 also.

Policy: WOl Is: Unsound
Not Effective, Not Justified

Another significant implication of an honest reading of the NPPF is that any waste disposal policy
developed according to the JMWP should be demonstrably the most sustainable.

The Waste Hierarchy from 2011 no longer reflects best practice as the EU plans its route to a zero-
waste circular economy. In time we will need to move away from a single hierarchy applied to all
types of waste. This plan already makes some progress: I welcome the distinction between inert and
non-inert landfill (para 6.22). A similar distinction should be made with regard to thermal treatment
technologies. Such treatment should only be considered appropriate for carbon-neutral (organic)
waste. “Skyfill” of inert petroleum-derived materials is not sustainable and should be considered the
bottom of the hierarchy for this waste type, as it has a greater impact than landfill.

Policy: W03 Is: Unsound
Not Effective, Not Justified

The waste volume projections given in paragraph 6.38 represent the fourth attempt at predicting our
future waste arisings. I welcome the belated acceptance that “it is not practicable to quantify fuwre
waste management capacity requirements with a very high degree of precision” - and only wish this
observation had been made before the enormous expense of the AWRP had been approved on the
basis of wild overestimates about waste volumes. The enormous projected disposal capacity surplus
vindicates the criticisms made of the AWRP scheme at the time by campaigners such as myself.

If we were to be honest, we would not call the AWRP a “strategic” allocation. Its design and size
does not meet the needs of the Authorities, and it runs the risk of making waste disposal overall less
sustainable.

Policy: DOl Is: Unsound
Not Effective, Not Justified,
Not Consistent with National Policy

This policy requires wording more tightly. The policy proposes a presumption in favour of granting



permission unless “any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits. The unqualified use of “benefits” is vague and does not
accord with policy. This should be reworded to: “any adverse impacts of granting permission would
be detrimental to the sustainability of the Plan area”.

Part C: General Comments

Arguably, since all our regional minerals are a finite and inherently unsustainable resource, the
NPPF does not support developing any of them. This is not a helpful observation, but I would like
to note the assault on the English language that continual misplaced reference to “sustainable
development” represents. It is a powerful principle, but it is a rock that has been ground down and
sprinkled over everything: it has no weight and represents no obstacle to (or indeed summit of) any
ambition.

The targets for reuse, recycling and composting set by the Waste Strategy (para 2.35) have always
been very unambitious and are now in urgent need of updating if they are to represent any level of
ambition at all.
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From:
Sent: 19 December 2016 20:33
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Response to Joint Municipal Waste Plan consultation
Attachments: JMWP-Response.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached my submission to the consultation on the Municipal Waste Joint Plan.

Please let me know if you have any problems accessing or reading it.

Many thanks,

Ai

F
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CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Pulication Stage- Response Form

Name: Title: Miss lnitial(s):MJM
Melissa
Surname: Metcalfe

Organisation (if applicable): Marine
Management Organisation

Address: Marine Management
Organisation,Neville House, Bell
Street, North Shields

Post Code: NE3O 1 U
Telephone: 020822 57094
Email:

Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 2Vt December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

Data Protection:
Nonh Yorkshire County Council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the City of York Council are registered
under the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and
responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made at
Publication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will only be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as pad of the examination.

Your contact details I Melissa.metcalfe@marinemanagement.org.uk

Agent contact details (if applicabJe)
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Lme or Organisation: Marine Management Organisation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site 254 Policy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I I No

_____I

2.(2) Sound Yes No I_____
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes

____

Not_____ Consistent with National Policy Yest_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Reference to the East Inshore and Offshore plan areas in the following sentence, “Marine
Plans for the East Inshore and East Offshore areas were publisjed by DEFRA in April 2014.”
is slightly incorrect in that it was published by the Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
in April 2014. The East marine plans extend from Felixstowe to Flamborough Head. The
North East Marine Plan is in development and shall extend from Berwick upon Tweed to
Flamborough Head. For marine and coastal areas where a marine plan is not currently in
place, we advise local authorities to refer to the Marine Policy Statement for guidance on any
planning activity.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box If necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Modification required to the publishing author of the East plans from Defra to the Maine
Management Organisation.

As the area in question is an overlap of two marine plan areas you may also want to detail
something about the Marine Policy Statement being relevant currently for North of Flamborough
Head. The Marine Policy Statement (MPS), section 3.5 highlights the importance of marine
aggregates and its supply to England’s (and the UK) construction industry. There is a North East
Inshore and Offshore plan in development that will extend from Berwick upon Tweed to
Flamborough Head. This is hoped to be adopted by June 2021.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Official Use Only Reference Number

________________ ________________________

I I Nil rN iii N iii



All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Date:
18/11/2016



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

[me or Organisation Marine Management Organisation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site Policy No. r Policies Mp
Allocation Reference No.

___________

I

__________

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

_____I

No

_____

2.(2)Sound Yes I No

_____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Reference to the East marine plans in the following sentence “East Inshore and Offshore Marine
Plans (DEFRA 2014)” has the incorrect reference. It is the Marine Management Organisation who
published the plans in 2014.

We thank you for the individual references to the East plan policies, we would like to hope this good
practice remains in the final plans.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box If necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the
to be necessary:

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

examination, please outline why you consider this

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Official Use Only Reference Number
III I

Modify the publisher from Defra to the Marine Management Organisation.
Ensure the policy references remain in the document.

Signature: Date:
18/11/2016

III 1111



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
me or Organisation : Marine Management Organisation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site 8.34 Policy No. Policies Mp
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes No

2.(2) Sound Yes No I
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No J Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

You may want to support this with the East Marine Plan Policy Ref:PS3.

PS3:

Proposals should demonstrate, in order of preference:
a) that they will not interfere with current activity and future opportunity for expansion of ports

and harbours
b) how, if the proposal may interfere with current activity and future opportunities for expansion

they will minimise this
c) how, if the interference cannot be minimised, it will be mitigated
d) the case for proceeding if it is not possible to minimise or mitigate the interference

(continue on a separate sheeUexpand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

I Date:

Signature:
18/11/2016

Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ ______________________

I I I I I N I I IWøi1l I I I
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From: Peter Harrap <Peter.Harrap@scarborough.gov.uk>
Sent: 13 December 2016 11:41
To: mwjointplan
Subject: FW: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan
Attachments: P5M16280 Minerals and Waste Reportpdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir/Madam

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. The Borough Council wish to make
the following comments. I also attach the report that went to members of the Planning and Development
Committee on 8th December 2016.

a) The Borough Council supports the Plan and the policies contained therein along with the proposed
allocations. It considers the Plan is sound and legally compliant and the Borough Council confirms that the
Duty to Cooperate has been met with early and ongoing engagement with the Borough Council.

b) The Borough Council notes the policies for hydraulic fracturing and considers them in accordance with
national guidance. It would reserve the right to comment on individual proposals should they arise.

c) The Borough Council notes the ongoing commitment of the County Council’s waste management proposals
to achieve the Government target of shifting waste up the ‘waste hierarchy’ thereby reducing the amounts
taken to landfill and maximising recycling and re-use of waste.

Regards

Peter Harrap
Planning Policy Officer
Forward Planning
Scarborough Borough Council
t: 01723 384406
e: peter.harran@scarborough.gov.uk
w: www.scarborough.gov.uk

Follow the Local Plan on twitter: @SBCLocalPlan

DISCLAIMER

This email (and any files transmitted with it) may contain confidential
or privileged information and is intended for the addressee only.
If you are not the intended recipient, please be aware that any
disclosure, copying, distribution or any action taken is prohibited
and may be unlawful — you should therefore return the email to the
sender and delete it from your system.

Any opinions expresaed are those of the author of the email, and
do not necessarily reflect those of Scarborough Borough Council.

Please note: Incoming and outgoing e—mail messages are routinely monitored for
compliance with our policy on the use of electronic communications.

This email has been checked for the presence of computer viruses,

1



REPORT TO PLANNING &
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE TO
BE HELD ON 8 DECEIe1BER 2016

Key Decision NO

Forward Plan Ref No N/A

Corporate Priority: N/A Cabinet Portfolio Cur J Plant
Holder

REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF SERVICE DELIVERY — PSM/1 6/280

WARDS AFFECTED: “All”

SUBJECT: RESPONSE OF THE BOROUGH COUNCIL TO THE
MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN PUBLICATION STAGE
CONSULTATION UNDERTAKEN BY NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY
COUNCIL, NORTH YORK MOORS NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY
AND CITY OF YORK COUNCIL

RECOMMENDATION (5):
That the Borough Council makes representations in
policies contained therein along with the proposed
considered to be sound and legally compliant and the
that the Duty to Cooperate has been met with early and
the Borough Council.

support the Plan and the
allocations. The Plan is
Borough Council confirms
ongoing engagement with

REASON FOR RECOMMENDATION (5): To ensure that the concems of
the Borough Council are taken into account in preparing the next stage of the
Minerals and Waste Plan.

HIGHLIGHTED RISKS:

If the Borough Council’s concerns regarding the issues discussed and the individual
sites submitted are not expressed at this time, or not taken into account, future policy
and development could have adverse environmental, social and economic
consequences for the Borough.

1. INTRODUCTION



1.1 Report 15/334 was considered by Members of the Planning and Development
Committee on ioI December 2015, concerning the Preferred Options
consultation stage of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan undertaken by North
Yorkshire County Council, North York Moors National Park and City of York
Council. rrhat consultation involved presenting key issus and offering
recommended options for addressing these in relation to drawing up new
policies for minerals and waste. It also included recommendations on sites
that had been submitted through an earlier “call for sites” across the Plan area
for mineral extraction and waste management.

1.2 Having considered the responses to the Preferred Options consultation, the
publication version of the plan is now available for representation. This is the
version of the plan that the aforementioned authorities intend to submit for
examination by an independent planning inspector. Publication of the plan
provides an opportunity for interested parties to make representations on
whether they consider the plan is ‘sound’ and ‘legally compliant’.

1.3 The deadline for responses to this consultation is Wednesday 2Vt December
2016.

1.4 The comments provided during this Publication stage will be submitted to the
Secretary of State and considered as part of a public examination of the plan
by an independent planning inspector.

1.5 The Borough Council is not the body responsible for minerals and waste
planning (in terms of policies or planning applications), however, it is a
consultee on minerals and waste matters both in terms of Local Plan
production and in responding to planning applications. The technical
implications of the effects of mineral extraction are such that these are
considered by appropriate bodies, including the Environment Agency and
water regulators. National Guidance states that the relevant planning authority
should assume these regulatory bodies will operate effectively.

1.6 The Borough Council provided a response to the previous Issues and Options
and Preferred Options consultations. This report sets out the main issues
discussed in the publication version in the context of the Scarborough
Borough Local Plan area and provides, where appropriate, officers’ suggested
response.

2. CORPORATE OBJECTIVES AND THE COMMUNITY PLAN

2.1 The Corporate Plan has several aims that are considered relevant. These
include the aim of developing a prosperous borough at the same time as
protecting and improving the environment.

3. BACKGROUND AND ISSUES

3.1 Issues for consideration are:



• The implications of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication
Stage for Scarborough Borough.

4. CONSULTATION

4.1 The subjct of this report is a consultation document produdd by the County
Council, alongside the City of York Council, and North York Moors National
Park Authority. In this instance the Borough Council is a consultee and will be
making formal representations to the aforementioned authorities.

4.2 The document is also consulted upon with the involvement of other statutory
bodies and interested parties.

5. ASSESSMENT

Context

5.1 This consultation is the latest stage in the production of a Minerals and Waste
Joint Plan. This is the publication version which is intended to be submitted to
the Secretary of State for examination by an independent planning inspector.

5.2 The Plan is undertaken jointly by North Yorkshire County Council, City of York
Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority as they have
responsibility for minerals and waste planning within their respective areas.

5.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) provides guidance on
mineral extraction. It states the importance of ensuring the availability of a
continuous supply of minerals to support economic growth and adds that
great weight should be given to the economic benefits of minerals extraction.
There is also an emphasis that minerals should, where possible, be used
locally.

5.4 The Waste Framework Directive (2008) informs waste planning policy. The
plan area is covered by the Municipal Waste Management Strategy (adopted
in 2006), which aims to reduce the amount of waste produced and promote
the value of waste as a resource. The emphasis is on moving up the waste
hierarchy to deliver greater levels of re-use, recycling and recovery of waste
so that only ‘residual’ waste is disposed of. The linkages between minerals
and waste are also explored, including opportunities such as re-using spoil as
an alternative to further primary extraction and as part of the reclamation
process, using disused quarries for waste disposal as landfill.

5.5 The Borough Council is responsible for collecting household waste (often
referred to as Local Authority Collected Waste), however, North Yorkshire
County Council has responsibility to ensure arrangements are in place to
manage the waste which is collected.

Minerals



5.6 The Plan looks in turn at each relevant mineral type. Where possible, it
identifies the level of need for each different resource and sets out in broad
terms how those needs could be met. This is in the form of key ‘spatial’ issues
and where relevant, specific policies related to the sourcing or extraction of
minerals. In addition, the Plan includes a range of Development Management
policies hat allow consideration of the impact of extbaction on the
environment and communities for example. This part of the report will
concentrate on where mineral extraction is related to the Borough.

Aggregates Supply

5.7 A Local Aggregates Assessment identifies the need for aggregates (sand and
gravel, and crushed rock used mainly by the construction industry). This
indicates that demand for sand and gravel worked in the Plan area is likely to
continue and may increase over recent historic levels. The Plan area has
traditionally been a major supplier of sand and gravel and pressure for growth
and development generates demand for aggregate minerals. In order to
ensure that an adequate supply can be maintained, the British Geological
Survey carried out work on identifying the location of minerals including the
distribution of potentially viable sand and gravel resources in the area. This
allows the Plan to determine achievable resources and, therefore, a number
of sites have been allocated across the Plan area. These are considered
sufficient in meeting the requirements over the plan period in addition to
ensuring an adequate landbank, however, they are predominantly located
around the Al corridor thus helping to serve the wider area. No new sites
have been allocated within the Borough area for the extraction of aggregates
supply. Wykeham Quarry remains active and proposals for the extension of
the duration of the extraction will be considered against the relevant policy.

5.9 The Plan area is also a significant exporter of crushed rock to the wider
Yorkshire and Humber, and North-East regions. The British Geological
Survey’s assessment identified large areas of crushed rock across the
southern part of the Borough. The Plan states substantial reserves already
exist across the Plan area and “there is no near term prospect of an overall
shortfall in supply”, however, in order to ensure supply to 2030 including a 10
year landbank beyond this, a number of sites have been allocated, however,
none are within the Borough area.

Building Stone

5.10 The NPPF requires planning authorities to include policies for the extraction of
building stone. The Plan says the “supply of building stone is important for the
upkeep of traditional buildings and historic assets and for ensuring new
development reflects the character of its surrounding.. .the colour and
appearance of stone varies greatly depending upon where it is found, which
means that building stone must often be sourced locally if the character and
appearance of local buildings is to be maintained.”

5.11 It is considered appropriate to acknowledge the need to source the
appropriate local building stone and therefore it is recommended that the



Borough Council expresses support to the extraction from existing sites, and
the consideration of new sites on an individual basis. Officers consider the
policy in relation to this to be suitable.

Oil and Gas

5.12 The Plan confirms there is no known oil resource in the area, but resources of
gas are present and have been exploited over a substantial period of time.
The Plan considers conventional on-shore oil and gas (COG) as well as
emerging technologies (unconventional sources). Development licences
(PEDL5) are granted by the Government, with the latest round of licences
(known as the 14th round) offered to those operators who meet certain criteria
including the majority of the Borough with the Whitby area the only exception.
At present, these areas remain unlicenced. It should be noted that the
licensing system operates separately to the planning regime.

5.13 The Plan discusses the issue of hydraulic fracturing, or ‘fracking’ as a means
of shale gas extraction. This is discussed alongside other emerging
technologies associated with coal and gas extraction. The British Geological
Survey identified areas of deep shale rocks, particularly in parts of the
Ryedale, Scarborough, York and Selby Council areas and the southern part of
the North York Moors National Park, however, the Plan acknowledges that in
spite of the increasing public and commercial interest, “substantial
uncertainties remain about the scale and distribution of any future proposals
that could come forward.” Nevertheless, members will be aware approval was
granted earlier this year for hydraulic fracturing for shale gas at an existing
well site near Kirby Misperton in Ryedale, and it remains clear the
Government is actively encouraging exploration of this form of gas and
tapping into its potential as an important new source of energy for the UK.

5.14 In recent years, the Government has provided increased guidance for dealing
with ‘fracking’ proposals. In September 2015, a ministerial written statement
by the Government indicated that there is a national need to explore and
develop shale gas in a safe, sustainable and timely way. Therefore, the Plan
considers how a pragmatic approach to dealing with such applications is
necessary, whilst acknowledging the concerns that have been widely
expressed relating to ‘fracking’ techniques in spite of the limited role the
planning system can play. As part of the wider application process, licences
must be granted by the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC),
the Environmental Agency and the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) in
addition to permission from the Minerals Planning Authority. Government
policy is clear in stating that planning authorities should assume that the
regimes of the other relevant regulatory organisations will operate effectively.
Therefore, when a Minerals Planning Authority considers an application, the
specific issues that should be assessed include visual impact and impacts on
the landscape, noise, vibration and air pollution and impacts from traffic. As
an example, the ‘fracking’ process is typically water intensive. The
Environment Agency would be responsible for issuing water abstraction
licences, but the impact of the act of bringing substantial quantities of water to



a site on the local highway network would be a consideration the Minerals
Planning Authority.

5.15 Each of the three distinct phases of the tracking’ process requires a separate
permission or licence. In brief, these are exploration, which seeks to acquire
geologic4l data to establish whether hydrocarbons are presnt; appraisal, in
order to establish the extent and viability of a resource; and production, the
stage at which wells would be drilled and the fracturing process takes place.

5.16 The preferred overall spatial policy for considering hydrocarbon development
is considered to reflect national guidance in that surface development
proposals will not be supported where they are located within designated
areas including the National Park, AONB’s, and Protected Groundwater
Source Areas. Proposals outside, and sub-surface proposals within those
designated areas will be supported “where it can be demonstrated that
significant harm to the designated asset will not occur.” All proposals should

also demonstrate they accord with other criteria including accessibility and
transport issues, cumulative impact, the local economy, local amenity, waste
management, and decommissioning and restoration.

5.17 Officers consider that the policy approach is appropriate in that it reflects the
national guidance in offering protection to those designated areas and
sufficient safeguards in those areas that may be more susceptible to
applications of this type.

5.18 Also in relation to hydrocarbon resources, specific policies considering the
exploration, appraisal and production phases of resources are in place. This
would ensure proposals are fully accompanied by the relevant assessments
and mitigation measures where necessary to comply with national guidance
and ensure proposals are suitable. Officers consider this policy is appropriate
in that it reflects the requirements as determined by Government guidance
when considering such proposals.

Coal

5.20 After the closure of the Kellingley Colliery near Selby, there is presently no
coal being mined in the Plan area and there are no known proposals for new
operations in the Plan period. A policy is included that would be used should
any future proposals for coal mining come forward. Parts of the National Park
and Whitby are identified as being a source of deep coal (defined as being
between 5Cm and 1200m deep). Officers consider the approach appropriate
should any proposals come forward in the future.

Potash

5.21 As the proposed new potash mine at Doves Nest Farm, near Sneaton now
has planning permission, the policy concerning Potash states any additional
applications including the renewal or extension of the existing mines at Boulby
and Doves Nest Farm would be considered in accordance with a criteria
based policy.



Waste

5.22 The Plan assesses future waste management needs in the area over the
period up to 2030, including assessing the capacity of various types of waste
(i.e. agricultural; construction, demolition and excavation; commercial and
industrial; low-level radioactive; sewage sludge; spoil; and Local Authority
Collected Waste). The Plan generates a number of recommended policies in
relation to moving waste up the waste hierarchy in accordance with national
policy to increase the level of re-use or recycling of waste thus minimising the
level of waste produce and diverting away from landfill.

5.23 The Plan emphasises the importance of the new Allerton Waste Recovery
Park in achieving the overall targets of waste management in the Plan. The
construction of Allerton Park (located to the east of Knaresborough in close
proximity to the Al) is ongoing and it is expected to be fully operational in
2018. The Plan states that when fully operational, the facility “will provide
sufficient capacity for managing residual LACW to enable diversion from
landfill of over 95% for this waste stream, and a recycling rate for household
waste of over 50%. This will enable national and local targets for recycling
and landfill diversion to be met and exceeded.”

5.24 In dealing with other specific types of waste, the Plan considers the estimated
surplus gap and attempts to plug any shortfalls. In relation to the Borough, the
only specific mention refers to the Seamer Carr and Fairfield Road, Whitby
facilities which are recommended for retention in terms of the recycling,
transfer and treatment of Commercial & Industrial waste.

5.25 Officers note the proposals concerning the new Allerton Waste Recovery Park
and would acknowledge any future shortfalls that may arise will need to be
considered at that time.

Additional Considerations

5.26 The Plan considers the infrastructure requirements necessary to meet the
strategy for Minerals and Waste and generates policies regarding
safeguarding necessary infrastructure. This includes road, rail and water
transport infrastructure, and minerals ancillary infrastructure such as ready
mixed concrete plants and roadstone coating plants.

5.27 A range of issues are considered with regards forming general development
management policies associated with minerals and waste. This includes using
the NPPF’s presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste
development and developing criteria to be used for determining planning
applications for minerals and waste developments, such as:

- Local Amenity Issues including the cumulative impact of development;
- Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts;
- The appropriate protection of important assets such as National Park

and AONB’s;
- Landscape;



- Biodiversity and Geodiversity;
- The Historic Environment;
- Water Environment.

5.28 Development Management policies regarding the reclamation and after-use of
waste sies; sustainable design, construction and operation of development;
and development in mineral safeguarding areas and mineral consultation
areas are also discussed.

5.29 One specific policy concerns the safeguarding of mineral resources. Within
this, it states reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite including a 2km
buffer zone will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground
minerals extraction. The Plan states “a particular consideration is the potential
for hydrocarbon exploration and development activity in the eastern part of the
Plan area to overlap with development of strategically important resources of
potash and/or polyhalite.” Policies in relation to the safeguarding of such land
are not in place to “protect the minerals resource in all circumstances, but to
ensure that the presence and potential significance of the resource is taken
into account when other proposals in a safeguarded area are under
consideration.”

Site Submissions

5.31 As part of earlier stages of the Plan process, sites were submitted through the
“call for sites” and presented having been the subject of assessment. The
sites in the Borough proposed to be allocated are;

• WJP1 5 — Seamer Carr, Easifield, Scarborough for “retention of existing
recycling (including treatment, bulking and transfer), open windrow
composting, and energy from waste (biomass) facilities beyond end of
current planning permissions which are limited to 2020 and new inert
waste screening facility.” The site is allocated due to the role the site
can continue to play in moving waste up the waste hierarchy and would
not conflict with other strategic policies in the Plan.

• WJP19 — Fairfield Road, Whitby for “recycling and transfer of municipal
and commercial waste”. The site is allocated due to being established
as a site for this use and its extension would fall within land identified
within the Business Park area. It should be noted the allocated part is
actually located within the North York Moors National Park boundary.

5.32 The remaining sites, as shown below, have all been ‘dismissed’ as had earlier
been recommended at the Preferred Options consultation stage;

• Site Ref: MJP34 — Land between Sandsend, Scarborough and West
Ayton, by R Hunt (on behalf of York Potash Ltd.), for the extraction of
potash by underground methods. Site Discounted, as it is considered
the merits of major development in a designated area should be
considered through a planning application.



• MJP49 — Land at Metes Lane, Seamer Carr, by James Stockdale Ltd,
for the extraction of sand and gravel. Site Discounted, due to potential
impact on historic environment, groundwater, rights of way and the
A64.

• MJPS9 — Land at Spikers Quarry, Cochrah Road, East Ayton (*ln
National Park), by MCJA (on behalf of W Clifford Wafts), for the
proposed extension to quarry. Site Discounted, as it is considered the
merits of major development in a designated area should be
considered through a planning application.

5.32 At the previous stages of consultation, the Borough Council objected to the
potential allocation of site ref: MJP49 due to the impacts as have been
determined through the assessment and outlined above. The Borough
Council made no objections to sites ref: WJP15 and WJP19. Finally, it is
noted both MJP34 and MJP59 are located either wholly or predominantly
within the National Park and therefore should be subject to assessment
through the Major Development Test in accordance with the NPPF.

6. IMPLICATIONS

(a) Policy

6.1 The policy implications relate to planning and are those covered under (d)
Planning.

(b) Financial

6.2 There are no financial implications.

(c) Legal

6.3 The Borough Council is a statutory consultee on the Plan under the Planning
Acts.

(d) Planning Implications

6.4 The Minerals and Waste Joint Plan will eventually become part of the
statutory development plan for the Borough, along with the emerging Borough
Local Plan.

6.5 I have considered whether the following implications arise from this report and
am satisfied that there is no identified implications will arise from this decision
in relation to Staffing Implications, Crime and Disorder Implications, Health
and Safety implications, Co-operation with Health Authorities, Equality
implications, Human Rights Act or Environmental implications



7. ACTION PLAN

7.1 Arising for the consideration of the issues, the following action plan is
proposed:

Objectke Target
Respond to Consultation December 2016

David Walker
Planning Services Manager

Author:
Peter Harrap, Planning Policy Officer, Planning Services
Telephone No: 01723 384406
E-mail address: peter.harrap(äscarborough.gov.uk

Background Papers:
Please give details of all publicly accessible (non private) background papers
applicable to the report.



















CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Publication Stage- Response Form

Part A - Contact details

Your contact details
Agent contact details (if applicable)

Name: Title: Mr Initial(s): C

Surname: Gibben

Organisation (if applicable): Middlesbrough
Council.

Address: Planning Services

P0. Box 504, Civic Centre,

Middlesbrough

Post Code: TS1 9FY
Telephone: 01642 729065
Email: charlton_gibben@middlesbrough.gov.uk

Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance.
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwjointplannorthyorks.pov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

Data Protection:
North Yorkshire County Council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the City of York Council are registered

under the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and

responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made at
Publication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will only be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste Joint

Plan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as part of the examination.

P For official use only:
Respondent Number Date received Date entered Date acknowiedged



Planning Services Economic Development

AAidd Iesbrough
moving forward

19 December2016
Direct Line. (01642) 729065

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, Fax: (01642) 729971

Planning Service,
North Yorkshire County Council, Our Ref: CJG/NYMW/DEVI

County Hall, Your Ref:

Northallerton, V/hen telephoning please ask for:

North Yorkshire, CHARLTON GIBSEN

DL7 83R.

Dear Mr Smith,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication (November 2016— December 2016)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above consultation. This is a joint
officer response on behalf of the five Tees Vafley mineral and waste planning
authorities.

The five authorities support the overall aims and objectives of the Publication
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. We also agree that the Joint Plan meets the four
tests of soundness, is legally compliant, and complies with duty to co-operate
aspects.

In addition, the five authorities wish for their previous joint response (submitted 20
January 2016) made at the Preferred Options Consultation stage, to be taken into
account. Furthermore, along with our previous comments, the five authorities wish to
include the following as part of their overall response:

The spatial portrait of the plan area recognises that the economy of the Tees Valley
is particularly relevant to North Yorkshire as commuter patterns cross into these
areas. It also states that population and household growth in adjacent urban areas is
also expected to be relatively high and population and economic growth in these
areas may have implications for minerals demand in North Yorkshire.

The Local policies and strategies recognises that although only a small part of the
Plan area falls within the Tees Valley Local Economic Partnership area, managed by
Tees Valley Unlimited, it is still important to consider the influence which economic
growth from outside the Plan area may have.

This recognition is particularly important within the Tees Valley as authorities review
their development plans, and plan positively for ambitious population and economic
growth.

Middlesbrough Councñ I P0 Box 504 I Civic centre i Middlestrough I 151 9)-Y

www.mlddlesbrough.gov.uk



I trust that our previous submitted response and the above comments will be taken
into account, and welcome the opportunity to continue to co-operate during the plan
preparation process. Should you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to
contact me on 01642 729065 or at planningpolicy(&middlesbrough.gov.uk

Yours sincerely,

Strategic Policy Manager
Middlesbrough Council

On behalf of:

Darlington, Hartlepool,
Borough Councils.

Redcar & Cleveland, Stockton-on-Tees, and Middlesbrough
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

rName or Organisation : Middlesbrough Council on behalf of the five Tees Valley Authorities

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.? Site Policy F’Jo. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I I No

2.(2)Sound Yes I No I I
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI ] No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please see covering letter.

. (cont;nua on a separate sheeUexpand box IF necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

,, No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 21.12.16

Official Use

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral pad of the examination.



Joan Jackson

From: Charlton Gibben <Charlton_Gibben@middlesbrough.gov.uk>
Sent 04 January 2017 11:54
To: mwjointplan
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Joan,

Further to your below email I have spoken to the other Tees Valley Authorities, and we wish for our response to be
recorded as five individual local authority responses. This will ensure that each LA will be properly /olficially
represented and kept informed of developments through the examination directly, rather than relying on one
authority acting as a conduit.

In addition, I also need to inform you that there is no longer an organisation called the “Tees Valley Joint Strategy
Unit”. Furthermore, it should be noted, that Tees Valley Unlimited is the Local Enterprise Partnership (a separate
organisation), and should not be used to describe the Local Authorities working together (or, for that matter, the

Tees Valley Combined Authority).

I hope the above is of assistance.

Best Regards,
Charlton Gibben,
Senior Planning Policy Officer,
Planning Services,
Middlesbrough Council,
ROBox 504,
Civic Centre,
Midd lesbroug h
TS1 gEl.

Tel: 01642 729065

From: mwjointplan [mailto:mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.ukj
Sent 03 January 2017 15:46
To Charlton Gibben <Charlton_Cibben@middlesbrough gov uk>
Subject: FW: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Mr Gibben,

You recently provided a response to our Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication document, the number we
provided to you was for Middlesbrough Council only. The title we have been using to record combined responses

from the 5 Tees Valley Authorities has been ‘Tees Valley Unlimited —Joint Strategy Unit’ is this still correct? If not

what title should we use?

Once you have clarified the situation we will provide you with the correct Respondent Number which will cover a

joint submission.

Sorry for the confusion.
7

Regards

Joan Jackson



Minerals and Waste Joint Plans Team

From: mwjointplan
Sent: 22 December 2016 09:28
To: ‘Chariton Gibben’
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Mr Gibben,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

Thank you for your response to the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication Stage.

Please accept this email as confirmation of receipt of your response on behalf of Middlesborough Council.

Your response has been noted and will be processed. For reference a Respondent Number has been
allocated to your response. Your unique Respondent Number is 0077. This can be used to identify your
response on the website.

Copies of responses will be made available to view on our website www.northyorks.gov.uklmwiointplan as
soon as possible after the close of consultation.

The next stage in the process will be submission of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan for Examination in
Public. At that time it will be the role of the Inspector to consider the representations received alongside the
published plan. As you have responded to this consultation you will be automatically notified when the Plan
is submitted.

Yours Sincerely,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team

From: Chariton Gibben [mailto:Charlton GibbenflmiddleEbthugh.govuk]
Sent: 21 December 2016 12:34
To: mwjointplan <mwiointrlan@northyorks.gov.uk>
Cc: Wren, Rebecca cRebecca.Wrenredcar.cleveland.gov.uk>; Palmer, Jane (DaNS)’
<Jane.Palmer©stockton.gov.uk>; David Nelson <David.Nelson@darlington.gov.uk>; Matthew Clifford
<Matthew.Cliffordhartlepool.gov.uk>
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Rob,

Please find attached the Tees Valley Authorities response to the above consultation. If you have any queries
regarding our response please do not hesitate to contact me by the below telephone number or via email.

Rest Regards,
Chariton Gibben,
Senior Planning Policy Officer,
Planning Services,
Middlesbrough Council,
P.O.Box 504,
Civic Centre,
ft I,
1¼i,UIaIt..JVI LJUUP I.
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North Yorkshire
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Part A - Contact details

Your contact details
Name: Title: Mr Initial(s): C

Surname: Gibben

Organisation (if applicable): Middlesbrough
Council.

Address: Planning Services

PC. Box 504, Civic Centre,

____________________________

Midd lesbro ugh

Post Code: TS1 9FY
Telephone: 01642 729065
Email: charlton_gibben@middlesbrough.gov.uk

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannofthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 BAH

Data Protection:
North Yorkshire County Council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the City of York Council are registered
under the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and
responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made at
Publication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will only be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as pad of the examination.

For official use only:
Respondent Number .aate received.. Date entered Date acknowledged..

Minerals and Waste Joint P,ian

Publication Stag- Response Form

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Sumame:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

in. Without this information
on Data Protection at the
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Planning Services Economic Development

[‘A idd Iesb rough Tel: (01642) 729377

moving forward

19 December 2016
Direct Line; (01642) 729065

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, Fax: (01642) 729971

Planning Service,
North Yorkshire County Council, Our Ref: CJGINYMW/DEVI

County Hall, Your Rel

Northallerton, When telephoning please ask for:

North Yorkshire, cHARLT0N GIBBEN

DL7 SBR.

Dear Mr Smith,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication (November 2016— December 2016)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above consultation. This is a joint
officer response on behalf of the five Tees Valley mineral and waste planning
authorities.

The five authorities support the overall aims and objectives of the Publication
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. We also agree that the Joint Plan meets the four
tests of soundness, is legally compflant, and complies with duty to co-operate
aspects.

In addition, the five authorities wish for their previous joint response (submitted 20
January 2016) made at the Preferred Options Consultation stage, to be taken into
account. Furthermore, along with our previous comments, the five authorities wish to
include the following as part of their overall response;

The spatial portrait of the plan area recognises that the economy of the Tees Valley
is particularly relevant to North Yorkshire as commuter patterns cross into these
areas. It also states that population and household growth in adjacent urban areas is
also expected to be relatively high and population and economic growth in these
areas may have implications for minerals demand in North Yorkshire.

The Local policies and strategies recognises that although only a small part of the
Plan area falls within the Tees Valley Local Economic Partnership area, managed by
Tees Valley Unlimited, it is still important to consider the influence which economic
growth from outside the Plan area may have.

This recognition is particularly important within the Tees Valley as authorities review
their development plans, and plan positively for ambitious population and economic
growth.

7
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I trust that our previous submitted response and the above comments will be taken
into account, and welcome the opportunity to continue to co-operate during the plan
preparation process. Should you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to
contact me on 01642 729065 or at planningpoIicymiddIesbrough.gov.uk

Yours sincerely,

I
Strategic Policy Manager
Middlesbrough Council

On behalf of:

Darlington, Hartlepool, Redcar & Cleveland, Stockton-on-Tees, and Middlesbrough
Borough Councils.

4.
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

LName or Organisation Middlesbrough Council on behalf of the five Tees Valley Authorities

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part 01 the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site Policy [‘Jo. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I I No I
2.(2)Sound Yes I No I

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes I No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No I 1 Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No j

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please see covering letter.

(Dtntnua on a saparata shaaapard box ii neco33ary



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint

Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where

this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is

incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put

forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheeliexpand box ii necessarl)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations

based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues helshe identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the

oral part of the examination?

j No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this

to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who

have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral pad of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

{Fgnature: Date: 21.12.16

I . 4

Official Use Only Reference

________ ______________ _____________________



Joan Jackson

From: Chariton Gibben <Charlton_Gibben@middlesbrough.gov.uk>
sent: 04 January 2017 11:54

mwjointplan
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Joan,

Further to your below email I have spoken to the other Tees Valley Authorities, and we wish for our response to be

recorded as five individual local authority responses. This will ensure that each LA will be properly/officially

represented and kept informed of developments through the examination directly, rather than relying on one
authority acting as a conduit.

In addition, I also need to inform you that there is no longer an organisation called the “Tees Valley Joint Strategy
Unit”. Furthermore, it should be noted, that Tees Valley Unlimited is the Local Enterprise Partnership (a separate
organisation), and should not be used to describe the Local Authorities working together (or, for that matter, the
Tees Valley Combined Authority).

I hope the above is of assistance.

Best Regards.
Charlton Gibben,
Senior Planning Policy Officer,
Planning Services,
Middlesbrough Council,
P.O.Box 504,
Civic Centre,
Middlesbrough,
TS1 9FY.

Tel: 01642 729065

From: mwjointplan [mailto:mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk}
Sent: 03 January 2017 15:46
To: Charlton Gibben <Charlton_Gibben@middlesbrough.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Mr Gibben,

You recently provided a response to our Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication document, the number we

provided to you was for Middlesbrough Council only. The title we have been using to record combined responses

from the S Tees Valley Authorities has been ‘Tees Valley Unlimited —Joint Strategy Unit’ is this still correct? If not

what title should we use?

Once you have clarified the situation we will provide you with the correct Respondent Number which will cover a

joint submission.

Sorry for the confusion.

Regards

Joan Jackson

1



Minerals and Waste Joint Plans Team

From: mwjointplan
Sent: 22 December 2016 09:28
To: ‘Chariton Gibben’
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Mr Gibben,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

Thank you for your response to the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication Stage.

Please accept this email as confirmation of receipt of your response on behalf of Middlesborough Council.

Your response has been noted and will be processed. For reference a Respondent Number has been
allocated to your response. Your unique Respondent Number is 0077. This can be used to identify your
response on the website.

Copies of responses will be made available to view on our website www.northyorks.pov.uklmwiointplan as
soon as possible after the close of consultation.

The next stage in the process will be submission of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan for Examination in
Public. At that time it will be the role of the Inspector to consider the representations received alongside the
published plan. As you have responded to this consultation you will be automatically notified when the Plan
is submitted.

Yours Sincerely,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team

From: Charlton Gibben fmailto:Charlton Gibbenmiddlesbrough.ov.uk]
Sent: 21 December2016 12:34
To: mwjointplan <mwjointplannorthyorks.gov.uk>
Cc: Wren, Rebecca <Rebecca.Wrenredcar.cleveIand.gov.uk>; ‘Palmer, Jane (DaNS)’
<Jane.Palmer(astockton.ov.uk>; David Nelson <David.Nelson@darlington.gov.ub; Matthew Clifford
<Matthew.Cliffordhartlepool.gov.uk>
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Rob,

Please find attached the Tees Valley Authorities response to the above consultation. If you have any queries
regarding our response please do not hesitate to contact me by the below telephone number or via email.

Best Regards,
Charlton Gibbon,
Senior Planning Policy Officer,
Planning Servces, -.

Middlesbrough Council,
P.O.Box 504,
Civic Centre,
Middlcsbrouah.
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mwjointplan

From: Simon Hartley <Simon.Hartley@harrogate.gov.uk>

Sent: 19 December 2016 15:47

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

FAO Rob Smith, 

 

Rob, Just to confirm that Harrogate Borough Council has no comments to make on the Minerals and Waste Joint 

Plan, Publication Draft, but wishes to be kept informed with regard to the progress of the Plan. 

 

Regards, 

 

Simon 

 

Simon Hartley 

Senior Planner 

Planning and Development 

P.O. Box 787 

Harrogate 

HG1 9RW 

 

Tel: 01423 556584 

Email: simon.hartley@harrogate.gov.uk 

Web:  www.harrogate.gov.uk  

 

 
This email is Scanned by MailMarshal  

Have your say on the Stray - give us your views on whether we should seek to amend legislation 
to increase the opportunity to hold more and different types of events on the Stray. Let us know 
your thoughts before Monday 6 Feb 2017  http://www.harrogate.gov.uk/strayact 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain information that is confidential or privileged, and is 
intended solely for the use of the name recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, storing, 
copying or disclosing this e-mail is prohibited and maybe unlawful. Please delete it.  

Any opinions are those of the author and not necessarily those of the Council. 

No officer is authorised to make a contract on the Council's behalf by e-mail. 

The recipient is responsible for virus checking this e-mail and any attachments. 

The Council does not accept service of legal documents by e-mail. 



CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Publicatior? Stage- Response Form

Part A - Contact details

Name: Title: Mr Initial(s):M D
Malcolm
Surname: Margolis

Organisation (if applicable):
Harrogate District Friends of the Earth
Address: 18 Rossett Park Road

Harrogate

Post Code: HG2 9NP
Telephone: 07443450705
Email:margolis©virginmedia.com

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 2l December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.pov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

Data Protection:
North Yorkshire County Council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the City of York Council are registered
under the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and
responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made at
Publication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will only be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as part of the examination.

For official use only:
Respondent Number

Your contact details Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

in. Without this information
on Data Protection at the

Date received Date entered Date acknowledged





Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

or Organisation : Frack Free Harrogate District

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site Policy No. M16 M17 M18 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No

______

2.(2)Sound Yes I I No

_____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes J No Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

In response to the final draft of this policy and the (very complex) guidance notes on the scope of the consultation I wish to
make the following points on behalf of Frack Free Harrogate District, a voluntary campaigning group.

A Scope of consultation
The restrictive character of the consultation (Legal Compliance and Soundness) is unacceptable. Policies Ml 6, 17

and 18, which relate to unconventional oil and gas extraction, and the volume of supporting policy justification, are radically
different from the statements in the draft policy (late 2015). This means that the substance of these policies has not been
open to due scrutiny. The Council has chosen narrowest interpretation of its duty to consult (under the Town and country
Planning Regulations of 2012).

B Legal Compliance and Soundness
The policy, as in M16, 17 and 18, fails to meet these criteria (from the National Planning Policy Framework) in the

following ways:

climate Change: Legally the council is bound to ensure that policies must as a whole mitigate, and adapt to,
climate change (Section 19 1 a of 2004 Planning Act). The Plan overall fails to meet this requirement. Specifically, in Policy
M16, the impacts of extracting and burning fossil fuels, and the consequences of inevitable methane leakage, have been
overlooked.

Local Environments and health: The impacts of unconventional gas exploration (which were well rehearsed in
the 2015 draft consultation) are not addressed effectively here. There is no justification for this shortcoming. Sufficient
reputable, peer-reviewed scientific and case study evidence exists across the world now to demonstrate the risks of
Fracking. These include water supply, quality and disposal; drilling accidents and damage to aquifers; public and personal
health/wellbeing; visual and landscape degradation; hgv traffic volumes and air quality; light and noise pollution; wildlife;
seismic events. Reference is made to these but no overall statement about robust protection — and no framework for
action — on behalf of communities exists. The Council has legal duties to stand its ground on such protections and will be
found wanting when the inevitable consequences of Fracking start to emerge.

The Precautionary Principle: The Council has duty to avoid undue risks to its communities and
environments. It is required in particular to take a precautionary approach to the cumulative effects of its policies. Fracking
can only prosper as an industry on a Iarqe scale. The Council’s policies here appear, generally, to take a singular and



short-term approach to the industry. At what point, for instance, will water extraction for Fracking grow to affect domestic
and service supplies? At what point, on current evidence, does a major and irretrievable event affecting water quality,
agriculture, or tourism seem inevitable? At what point will multiple well heads generate intolerable levels of traffic, local
pollution, and environmental degradation? Without the guarantee that every application will be subject to a rigorous
Environmental Impact Assessment and a firm commitment to act on the basis of scientific certainties about such
protections, the Council’s plans remain unsound.

C Specific Policy Objections (relating to policies M16, 17, 18)
- There is no plan here to ensure that the Council’s legally binding commitments to reduce greenhouse

emissions can be fulfilled during the extraction, transmission and use of fossil fuels produced by Fracking
- The areas singled out for lapdscape protection seriously under value the many precious envirorjments that

exist across the County. These may be dmall scale woodlands, access land with paths, tranquil open land aàjacent to
towns and villages. Many residents lack private transport. For them modest landscapes may be more important than the
majestic AONBs, National Parks and SSls. The Council needs to extend protection to all such environments.

- The proposed Buffer Zone (policy M17) between residences and well heads is set at 500 metres, and even
that will allow exceptions. Evidence from the USA points to the need for a minimum of 750m. The Buffer Zone here should
be at least as great as that offered when wind turbines are approved. No exceptions should be allowed.

- The policies lack a mechanism to obtain a systematic long term assessment by Yorkshire Water of the
implications of abstraction for domestic water supply.

- The policies do not address the crucial issue about plans for the treatment and disposal of the toxic fluids
generated from Fracking. This may fall outside the Council’s remit but it is reckless to rely on non-specific and untested
assurances from the industry. No proven process for the safe treatments of waste fluids currently exists. Reinjection is
now a proven cause of seismic episodes as well as a long term threat to groundwater and aquifers

- The policies do not guarantee baseline assessment of water and air quality, pollution, public health
profiles, traffic volumes, seismic records, methane levels etc. These are essential if the Council is serious about monitoring
the impact of Fracking. Evidence supplied solely by the industry will not be sufficient.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) yOU Consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally Compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Proposed Policy Revisions

M16 (b) climate change, precautionary principle, cumulative impacts.

The emphasis of the policy should be strengthened so that applications will not be
considered unless they demonstrate that they can be implemented safely and sustainably without
adverse impacts

- The applicant must provide convincing evidence that methane emissions and transmission of
gas will not compromise the council’s climate change objectives

- Every application should be appraised by the precautionary principle and be subject to a
rigorous Environmental Impact Assessment

- Applicants must explain the most likely scale and extent of the longer term operations before
they are allowed to start drilling a single well site.

- Cumulative impact assessments, covering the full range of issues above, should be
commissioned by the applicant and the Council, including the extent of long term operations

M17(1) Highways
- Again the principle needs to be stated that Fracking will not be permitted unless a full
Transport Assessment, incorporating the cumulative and economic impact of other local plans and

Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ ______________________

II I I I Ill Ill



projects, has been carried out. Nor will it be permitted where safety, pollution, congestion and
impact on communities are compromised.

M17 (Local Economy)

- Fracking will not be permitted where agriculture, business, tourism and cultural assets are
jeopardised. Applicants must provide absolute guarantees and plans to protect these

M17 (Local amenity)

- Fracking will not be pernitted where the impact on local communities and servides could be
adverse from air, noise, and light pollution, methane emissions and degraded surface water. A
buffer zone equivalent to that imposed on wind turbines, and never less than 750 metres, is required
to protect residences, schools, hospitals, clinics, other social services, livestock farms, horticulture
nurseries, sensitive wildlife sites etc. With no exceptions.

In summary the Plan as it stands, while identifying many of the safeguards needed, fails to ensure
enough binding conditions upon applicants and to assert the precautionary principle. The weakness
of this policy stance will encourage the Fracking industry to take risks. It will prevent us achieving our
legally binding Climate Change obligations. It will expose our communities to the devastation that
Fracking has brought elsewhere. And that will inflict severe reputational damage on the Council.

The people of North Yorkshire deserve and need better.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

I am willing to attend such a session but am uncertain whether this is necessary or what it would
involve



Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to pdicipate at the oral pad of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: 15.12.16 1

OfficlaiUseOnlyReferenceNumber
•l .l I

__________________



mwjointplan

From: Malcolm and Gia <margolis@virginmedia.com>
Sent: 18 December 2016 16:51
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Response to NYCC Waste and Minerals Plan
Attachments: Publication_responsejorm_part_A1.docx; NYCC Waste Plan 2016

F1ublication_response_form_part_B1 (1).docx

bear Sirs,

r am responding on behalf of Harrogate District Friends of the Earth.

Our group fully supports the comments submitted by Frack Free Harrogate District. I attach
response form part A and the FFHD submission.

Sincerely

Malcolm Margolis
Co-ordinator, Harrogate District Friends of the Earth
18 Rossett Park Road
Harrogate
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TITLE j Mr

INITIALS Gary

SURNAME Hush

ORGANISATION Appleton Le Moors Parish Council
(if applicable)

f ADDRESS The Forge, Appleton Le Moors

POSTCODE Y062 GTE

TELEPHONE 01751 417017

EMAIL appIetonparishcouncHägmaiLcom

SCOPE OF THE CONSULTATION

* Parts of the Minerals and Waste Plan (MWJP) seem to have changed considerably in
content since the Preferred Options consultation (the previous version Dec. 2015)

* Much of North Yorkshire is now covered in Petroleum Exploration and Development
Licences (PEDLs), which were announced in December 2016.

* It seems that much of the new policy has been developed in conjunction with the shale
gas industry by the wording and parameters included in the MWJR

* Much of this content is also brand new policy which has not gone through the required
consultation rounds with other representative bodies or the general public.

CLIMATE CHANGE

* The MWJP does not conform with Section 19(1A) of The Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act (2004), which states that policies as a whole must contribute to the
mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change.

* Assumptions that shale gas could lead to carbon savings are unsupported, given that test
3 of the CCC report states that “emissions from shale exploitation will need to be offset
by emissions reductions in other areas of the economy to ensure that UK carbon budgets
are met.”

* The MWJP is therefore unsound to claim that Policy M16 could have any positive impact
on the climate budget, as this key condition of the CCC report is a Long way from being
met.

* Future applications for hydrocarbons production (including fracking) must be assessed
using the following criteria:
- CO2 emissions and fugitive methane leaks must be included
- COi emissions resulting from both production and combustion must be included
- explanations of how emissions from shale gas production can be accommodated within
UK carbon budgets should be included and assessed by the planning authorities.
- Until Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) is fully operational, this can not be used in
planning applications as a device to mitigate future COz emissions in some notional future
- any proposed plan must clearly show that it will lead to a reduction in climate change
in order for it to be approved.



CONSIDERATION OF LOCAL IMPACTS

Landscape and Visual Impact

* The inclusion in Policy M16 that designated aread such as National Parks, AONBs and SSSIs
are protected from fracking on their surfaces is strongly supported.

* However, the MWJP is currentLy unsound as it does not take into account the Ryedale
Local Plan Strategy, in particular Policy SP13 (Landscapes).

* The Ryedate Plan is an adopted Local plan which has statutory force and has been made
in accordance with the requirements of the NPPF. It follows that the draft minerals plan
would be unsound if it failed to take proper account of Policy 5P13 of the Ryedale PLan.

* It is also noted that the Areas which Protect the Historic Character and Setting of York
are now included as a protected area, presumably because the MWJP was seen to be in
conflict with the City PLan, which was also approved by the NYCC. The same
consideration must therefore be given to the Ryedale Plan.
The Ryedale Plan aims to encourage new development to “reinforce distinctive elements
of landscape character” in areas including the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds.
These are areas high in landscape value, with Neolithic features that require specific
consideration, and which should be protected by Policy M16 in the MWJR

* Ryedale Policy SP13 states that developments should contribute to the protection and
enhancement of distinctive elements of landscape character, including: “Visually
sensitive skylines, hill and valley sides... the ambience of the area, including nocturnal
character, level and type of activity and tranquillity, sense of enclosure/exposure.” (p
129 - Ryedale Plan).

* If fracking were developed in the way described in the MWJP, this would clearly
contravene the Ryedale Plan, which was approved and adopted by the NYCC.

* The landscape impact alone of so many fracking well-sites, and the supporting
infrastructure such as pipelines, would clearly have a negative effect on the Vale of
Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds.

* The MWJP must be developed so that it is complementary to this Local plan, not be in
conflict with it. This means that the MWJP is currently unsound.

* The Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds should therefore be included as ‘protected
areas’ in Policy M16.

Buffer Zones

The village of Appleton Le Moors is a ancient working village within the National Park, so if
fracking was allowed close to the village, noise and light pollution along with increased
traffic would have a destructive effect on this beautiful protected area.

* The inclusion of a 3.5km buffer zone around National Parks and AONBs is supported.
* Point 5.128 says, “proposals for surface hydrocarbons development within a 3.5km zone

around a National Park or AQNB should be supported by detailed information assessing
the impact of the proposed development on the designated area, including views into
and out from the protected area.”

* While the restrictions in terms of how much fracking developments impact on the
landscape are welcomed, there is little detail on what other information would be
required by companies, and under what criteria fracking within the 3.5 km buffer zone
would be supported.

* The National Parks and AONBs are protected for a number of reasons, including to
conserve biodiversity, provide quiet places for people to relax, and to boost tourism in
the region. In short, this should be about more than if the development ‘spoils the view’.

* Any fracking activity that close to a major protected area could not fail to impact upon
the protected area, either by impacting the view, causing excessive traffic around the
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borders of the area, causing noise and air pollution, causing light poLLution at night -

which would affect not only the wildlife in the protected area, but also impact on the
clear night skies which are such a draw for visitors - and potential impacts on water
courses the serve the protected areas.

* The NPPF indicates that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic
beauty in National Parks and AONBs, which have the highest status of protection. These
areas are protected to preserve their Landscape and views, tranquillity, biodiversity and
geodiversity and rare species and heritage.

* Any fracking within 3.5 km (2 miLes) of these arças cannot faiL to impact upon these
qualities. So, in order to be legalLy compliant with the NPPF and the relevant Local
PLans, the MWJP should therefore simpLy prohibit fracking in these buffer zones
completely.

Noise impacts

AppLeton Le Moors is a quiet peaceful area, something that is greatly valued be the people
whom Live here.

* Paragraph 5.107 of the MWJP states that the exploratory stage for hydrauLic fracturing
exploratory drilLing (which is a 24-hour process) may take “considerably longer” than the
12-25 week timeframe required for conventional hydrocarbons.

* Drilling of each fracking well will take place 24 hours a day, taking place over a period of
weeks at a time. The KM8 well took 100 days to driLl, although lower estimates of 60-70
days are now put forward by the industry.

* Well-pads may have up to 40 or 50 wells on them, which would mean that a 40-welL pad
would take 6.5 years in continuous drilling alone.

* Fracking itself is aLso a noisy activity and again is often conducted 24 hours a day, over a
period of weeks.

* Unconventional gas deveLopment for shale gas cannot therefore be considered a ‘short
term activity’ for the purposes of planning law.

* Paragraph 144 of the NPPF states that when considering new minerals development, Local
authorities should: “ensure unavoidable noise, dust and particle emissions and any
blasting vibrations are controlled, mitigated or removed at source, and establish
appropriate noise limits for extraction in proximity to noise sensitive properties”.

* Fracking expLoration is, by the MWJP’s own definition, a medium term activity at best,
and therefore the policy from the NPPF above must apply.

* 24 hour drilling from exploration stages will lead to night-time noise levels far higher
than those alLowed for other types of development (such as wind turbines).

* The noise levels in many rural parts of North Yorkshire are very low, particuLarly at night,
and so the impact of night-time noise from drilling and fracking will be very noticeable.

* It is therefore essential that the MWJP must set clear poLicy to curb noise emissions for
nearby residents, as part of its statutory duty to protect local public health.

* A setback distance of 75Cm wouLd help to reduce the noise impact from drilling and
fracking.

* Furthermore, there shouLd therefore be no exceptions alLowed for fracking within the
proposed residential buffer zone, as this would contravene the guidelines in the NPPR

* The caveat that fracking within the buffer zone would be allowed ‘in exceptional
circumstances’ is therefore legaLly unsound and should be removed.

* A Health Impact Assessment shouLd be required for aLL fracking operations, to establish
current air quality and noise levels, and what might be acceptable depending on the
distance the fracking weLl-site is from the nearest home.
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Air quality impacts

This area (Rydale and Scarborough CCG) suffers from health inequalities, air and noise
pollution would make this worse.

* There is now clear evidence that the air quality impacts from fracking have been shown
to pose risks to health.

• A number of chemicals routinely released during fracking, such as benzene, are known
carcinogens. httn:/ /www.ucdenveredu/about/newsroon/new5releases/Pages/health-imnacts•of-fracking-
em)ssions.asDx

• Note that these are not chemicals that are injected into the ground as part of the
fracking process, but are released from the ground as a consequence of (racking (and
therefore cannot be controlled by the producer, or regulated by the Environment
Agency).
Fumes from the drilling process can also cause fine diesel soot particles, which can
penetrate lungs and cause severe health risks.
Planning Practice Guidance states, “It is important that the potential impact of new
development on air quality is taken into account in planning where the national
assessment indicates that relevant limits have been exceeded or are near the limit.

* Paragraph 109 of the NPPF states that the planning system should prevent “... both new
and existing development from contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from,
or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution
or land instability; “

* There is therefore a clear legal requirement for the MWJP to consider air pollution when
developing planning policy.

* The proposal to include setback distances for what is termed ‘sensitive receptors’ is
welcomed. The MWJP’s definition of ‘sensitive receptors’ includes residential
institutions, such residential care homes, children’s homes, social services homes,
hospitals and non-residential institutions such as schools.

* However, the setback distance of SOOm appears to be rather arbitrary, and no reason is
given for choosing this distance. There is no evidence that this setback distance is safe
for residents, either in terms of air quality or other negative aspects of fracking
production.

* Experiences of residents in the USA show that a setback distance of 500m is not
sufficient, and research in Colorado has resulted in a proposal for setback distances from
fracking well sites to be extended to 750m from any place where people live.
https://ballotpedia.or/Colorado Mandatory Setback from Oil and Gas Development Amendment (20161

* The recommendation is therefore that the setback distance from ‘sensitive receptors’
should be a minimum of 750m to ensure that the negative health impacts of fracking,
including air quality, are reduced.

* There is a strong argument that setback distances from places which house vulnerable
people, such as schools, residential homes and hospitals, should be increased to 1km.

* Note that this is still less than the setback distance recommended by Kevin Hollinrake
MR who is pro tracking, on his return from his ‘fact-finding’ mission in the USA, when he
recommended a minimum setback distance of 1 mile from schools.

* Baseline Health Impact assessments should be undertaken prior to any work being carried
out, to ascertain the impact of fracking on human health.

Biodiversity impacts

* Given that SSSIs are sensitive nationally protected areas, often containing rare and
protected species, this is a contradictory and unsound approach. This clause should
therefore be removed.

* Noise is a particular danger for resident and migrating birds, and nocturnal creatures
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such as bats. Not enough consideration has been given to the impact of noise from
fracking well-sites situated near a designated protected area such as an 5551.

* As many SSSIs are reLatively small in area, the noise, Light and air polLution from a
fracking well-site close by could have a devastating impact on wildlife populations, even
if they are just outside the borders of the protected area.

* The MWJP includes a 3.5 km ‘buffer zone’ around National Parks and AONBs, so that the
impact of fracking on the boundaries of these protected areas is reduced.

* The same consideration should be extended to SSSIs, so that fracking wells are not
allowed to be established near the boundaries qf these highly sensitive and nationally
protected areas.

* In non-designated areas, the current policy wording should be more explicit in its
requirements to demonstrate that significant effects to biodiversity and habitat impacts
will not result.

Water impacts

* The impacts of fracking on water are well known, and there are multiple instances of
water being contaminated by the fracking process, either from spills on the ground or
under-surface contamination.

* It is therefore the Planning authorities’ legal duty to ensure that water contamination
will not occur in North Yorkshire.

* The British Geological Survey has previously highlighted the risks that fracking can
contaminate water, saying, ““Groundwater may be potentially contaminated by
extraction of shale gas both from the constituents of shale gas itself, from the
formulation and deep injection of water containing a cocktail of additives used for
hydraulic fracturing and from flowback water which may have a high content of saline
formation water,” http: / /nora. nerc.ac.uk/1 6467/

* The British Geological Survey is also not confident that current methods to monitor
groundwater pollution are adequate, due to the depth that fracking takes place, the
volumes of water required to frack, and the uncertainty regarding how much water
returns to the surface: “The existing frameworks and supporting risk-based tools provide
a basis for regulating the industry but there is limited experience of their suitability for
large scale on-shore activities that exploit the deep sub-surface. The tools for assessing
risks may not be adequate as many have been designed to consider the risks from
surface activities.”

• In order to be legally sound, the policy therefore needs to be reworded so that fracking
companies must have to demonstrate beyond scientific doubt that there would be no
impact on the water supply.

Highways and traffic impacts

Appleton Le Moors has one road through it to gain access to the Al 70. When repairs closed
this road earlier this year the village faced a 15-20mm detour and a great deal of disruption.

* Fracking is very likely to cause a large increase in traffic movements, as trucks bring
water, chemicals and sand to the well-site, and to remove contaminated waste water
(often containing Naturally Occurring Radioactive Material), solid waste, and possibly gas
if there is no nearby pipeline.

* It has been estimated that each individual borehole will require between 2,000 and 7,000
truck movements, and there are plans for up to 40 or 50 wells per fracking site.

* The rural road network in Yorkshire is ill-suited to deal with this exponential increase in
traffic.

* Paragraph 144 of the NPPF states that local authorities should ensure that there: “are no
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unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural and historic environment, human health or
aviation safety, and take into account the cumulative effect of multiple impacts from
individual sites”.

* There appears to be little in the MWJP to guarantee the safety of other users of the road
network, including non-vehicle users (cyclists, walkers, people on horseback, etc.). This
must be included in the Plan.

* The huge increase in HGV traffic will also adversely affect the air quality along the
designated routes, particularly if they pass ‘sensitive receptors’ such as schools, hospitals
and old people’s homes.

* The MWJP is therefore unsound as it does not adequately include restrictions to prohibit
fracking HGV traffic from impacting on the air quality on these receptors. Policy M17
therefore needs to be amended to include these concerns and if necessary, impose
restrictions.

* This would ensure compliance with concerns of Public Health England, which has been
raising this issue with minerals applications in other parts of the UK.

Cumulative impact

* One of the biggest concerns regarding fracking is that the industry will require thousands
of wells in the next twenty years to be financially viable. Most fracking wells are
unprofitable after the first year, and 84% are unprofitable after 3 years. Therefore
fracking companies will need to continually drill more wells, and establish more well
sites, just to survive. This endless proliferation is the aspect of fracking that raises fears
of the industrialisation of the countryside in Yorkshire, and is one of residents’ greatest
concerns.

* The cumulative impact of fracking wells could have very damaging impacts on the road
network, biodiversity, climate change, water use, water contamination, air pollution,
noise and light pollution, soil contamination, human health and traditional rural
industries such as agriculture and tourism.

* The MWJP suggests that an ‘acceptable’ cumulative impact can be achieved by a density
of 10 well-pads per lOxlO km2 PEDL licence block. It is noted that each well-pad can
contain as many as 40 or 50 individual wells, by the industry’s own admission, meaning
that a lOxlO km2 PEDL licence block could contain up to 500 fracking wells.

* Bearing in mind that each well requires 60-100 hours drilling, many more hours fracking,
produces millions of gallons of waste water, generates thousands of HGV truck
movements, generates toxic air pollution near the site and many other impacts such as
noise and light pollution, the proposed density would be condemning people who live in
this area to a lifetime of noise, traffic problems, health issues and stress.

* Furthermore, there is no guidance given on the separation distance between each well-
site. Kevin Hollinrake MP suggested that these should be at least six miles apart, which
would be incompatible with the current plan of 10 well-pads per PEDL licence block.

* However, the lack of any separation distance in the MWJP is a significant failing in terms
of soundness, and a minimum separation distance of at least 3 miles should be included
in the plan. This would avoid all the allowed well-sites in one PEDL licence area to be
‘bunched up’ in one place, causing unacceptable impact for the local community.

* Furthermore, the MWJP says “For PEDLs located within the Green Belt or where a
relatively high concentration of other land use constraints exist, including significant
access constraints, a lower density may be appropriate. This should be amended to ‘will
be appropriate’, as otherwise operators may still be allowed to have 10 well-pads located
in a much smaller surface area.

* There is also an absence of transport impacts relating to this density of well sites,
particularly in terms of how this is monitored, which needs to be addressed.

The Precautionary Principle
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* To abide by legal guidelines, the precautionary principle should be applied to the issue of
cumuLative impact. The precautionary principle is a means of restricting development
where there is a lack of scientific evidence to demonstrate that significant effects would
not otherwise occur.

* PLanning practice guidance also refers to the precautionary principLe in relation to
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA): “the local planning authority must have regard
to the amount of information available, the precautionary principle and the degree of
uncertainty in relation to the environmental impact.”

* The precautionary principle is also refLected in the NPPF, saying, “Ensuring policy is
developed and implemented on the basis of s&ong scientific evidence, whilst taking into
account scientific uncertainty (through the precautionary principle) as well as public
attitudes and values.”

* In order to comply with current legislation (see above), the precautionary principle
should be included in the MWJP, so that new deveLopments are not permitted unless it
can be proved that there wilL be no unacceptable cumulative effects.

* The MWJP should therefore amended so that an Environmental Impact Assessment
should aLways be required to assess the potential cumulative effects from an additionaL
fracking development and ensure that in determining planning appLications, final
decisions are based on a scientific certainty that alL potential issues can be overcome.

Waste management and re-injection wells

* Paragraph 5.156 states incorrectly, with reference to re-injecting waste water from
fracking, that “A specific issue sometimes associated with this form of development is
the potential for re-injected water to act as a trigger for the activation of geological
fault movements, potentially leading to very small scale induced seismic activity”.

* The assumption that any seismic activity resulting from re-injection of waste water from
fracking operations is ‘small scale’ is incorrect, and drastically underestimates the
damage that fracking waste water re-injection weLls are causing elsewhere, particularLy
in the USA.

* A recent earthquake in OkLahoma registered at 5.7 on the Richter Scale, and was felt
from Texas to Illinois. This resulted in the state reguLator shutting down 37 waste-water
re-injection wells.
http5: //www.btoomberg.com/news/artictes/2016-O9-04/ok[ahoma-quake-matches-record-even-as-fracking-

waste-restricted
* These earthquakes, and many others like it, are not ‘very small scale induced seismic

activity’, as described in Paragraph 5.156. They have caused serious structural damage to
roads, buildings and water supplies, and the impact on the underlying geology has not
been fully assessed.

* The threat to North Yorkshire may be even more severe if fracking waste water was
alLowed to be re-injected at the scale required for the fracking industry to expand, due
to the much more faulted geoLogy of the area.

* The MWJP therefore has a statutory duty to invoke the precautionary principle regarding
re-injecting fracking waste fluid in North Yorkshire, and ensure that re-injection is not
permitted until it can be proved beyond doubt that this process can be conducted safely.

mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk

.2
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mwjaintp Ian

From: Ian Berry <applctonparishcouncil@gmail.com>

Sent: 14 December 2016 21:57

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Mineral joint plan

Attachments: MINERAL-AND-WASTE-JQINT-PLAN-CQNSULTATIQN-GUIDEUNES.pdf

APPLETON LE MOORS PARISH COUNCIL

Chair: Gary Hush app1etonpadshcounciWurnai1.com I

This email and any flies transmitted with ii are confidential and intended solely lbr The use ofthe individual or entity to whom they are addressed. lfyou ha’e received this

email in error pleas notify the system manager. litis message contains confidential inibnnation and is intended only ibr the indiidual named. lt’you are not the r.atn&

addressee you should not dissetninale. distribute or copy this e-mail. l’ltzme nutiI the sender immediately by e-mail if you hae received this e-mail by mistake and delete

this e-mail from your system. lfyou arc not the intended recipient you arc notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of

This information is strictly prohibited. Appleton Le Moors Parish Council. accepts no liability fur the content of this email, or for the consequences of any actions taken on

the basis orthc inlhrmatitm proidd. unless that inli,nnation is subsequently confinned in ‘riting.
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The Planning Officers 
Planning Services 
County Hall 
Racecourse Lane 
Northallerton 
DL7 8AH 

 Sarah Houlston 
Chair, Great and Little Barugh 
Parish Council 
Northfields Farm 
Great Barugh 
Malton 
YO17 6XF 
 

 

15/12/16  

Dear Sirs 

Joint Minerals and Waste Plan Publication Draft Response 

Further to our consultation submission of the 15th January 2016 Great and Little Barugh 

Parish Council wish to express concern and raise questions regarding areas included in our 

initial response. As a Parish directly affected by the recently approved application to 

hydraulically fracture, we are concerned on many levels. 

Since the release of the preferred options consultation, there have been key changes. The 

first being the amendments to the Infrastructure Act, secondly the government ratifying the 

Paris Agreement on Climate Change and the release of the new PEDL licences which now 

encompass the entirety of the Vale of Pickering, Wolds and foot of the North Yorkshire 

Moors and lastly some of the Policies included in the documentation have not been through 

the consultation stage. We feel for a plan that will take effect until 2030, further consultation 

should be obtained. It is a complex document that affects a wide population. 

Firstly, our previous comments regarding the visual impact on the Vale of Pickering do 

appear to have been ignored. Policy SP13 of the Ryedale Local Plan does not appear to 

have been taken into account and we believe this must be a material consideration. This 

particular policy relates to the protection of landscape character for future development. 

Large scale development for Shale Gas Exploration within the Vale of Pickering would most 

certainly contravene Policy SP13. The Vale of Pickering and Wolds should be protected from 

large scale development not exploited, for these reasons we feel the plan in its current form 

to be unsound as it conflicts with the Ryedale Local Plan. We feel that the Vale Of Pickering 

and Yorkshire Wolds under Policy M16 (b) (i) should be included as one of the areas where 

hydraulic fracturing would not be permitted.  
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Secondly, we are very concerned about Buffer Zones and permitted distances from 

residences/properties. The 3.5km zone from National Parks and AONB’s is supported 

however we fail to see how even at 3.5km (2 miles) buffer zone will not impact the protected 

areas, particularly as the companies will be allowed to drill underneath the protected area 

and there will be industrial complexes at the edge of National Parks and AONB’s. There 

would be additional noise, traffic movements, light pollution, and the potential pollution of 

water and air. Again the negative impact on the landscape should be taken into account in 

accordance with Policy SP13 of the Ryedale Local Plan. Therefore in order to legally comply 

with the National Planning Policy Framework, and the relevant Local Plans, the MWJP 

should simply prohibit hydraulic fracturing in these buffer zones.  

The cumulative impact of unconventional exploration should be a serious consideration. 

Policy M17, paragraph 5.137 sets the density in broad terms as 10 production sites every 

100 square kilometres PEDL licence block. It is noted that each well-pad can contain as 

many as 40-50 individual wells. Therefore a 100 square kilometres (6.6 x 6.6 miles) PEDL 

licence block could contain up to 500 fracking wells. Kevin Hollinrake MP suggested that 

these production sites should be at least 6 miles apart, which would be incompatible with the 

current plan of 10 well pads per 10x10 km square PEDL licence area. The lack of separation 

distance between well sites is a significant failing in terms of soundness, and a minimum 

separation distance of at least 3 miles should be included in the plan. There is also an 

absence of transport impacts relating to this density of well sites, particularly in terms of how 

it is monitored. Within our Parish there are narrow country roads with passing places, we 

cannot imagine how the road network could cope with the high volumes of HGV movements 

needed. It has been estimated that each borehole will require between 2000 and 7000 truck 

movements. 

 

There appears to be little in the MWJP to guarantee the safety of other road users, including  

cyclists, walkers and people on horseback. These must be added to the plan. The MWJP 

also fails to adequately include restrictions to prohibit fracking HGV traffic from impacting on 

the air quality of ‘sensitive receptors’, such as schools, hospitals and old people’s homes. 

Public Health England have been raising air quality concerns with minerals applications in 

other parts of the UK. 

 

Our Parish is in a rural location and enjoys very low noise levels, particularly at night. 

Paragraph 5.107 of the plan states that the exploratory stage for hydraulic fracturing 

exploratory drilling, a 24 hour process, may take considerably longer that the 12-25 week 

timeframe required for conventional drilling. The well at KM8 took 100 days to drill, although 

new estimates put forward by the industry state 60-70 days. Therefore if a well pad had 40 

wells it would take 6.5 years of continuous drilling. Shale gas extraction can therefore not be 

considered a short term activity for the purpose of planning law. Paragraph 144 of the NPPF 

states that when considering new mineral developments, local authorities should, “ensure 

unavoidable noise, dust and particle emissions and any blasting vibrations are controlled, 

mitigated or removed at source, and establish appropriate noise limits for extraction in 

proximity to noise sensitive properties”. Fracking exploration is, by the MWJP’s own 

definition, a medium term activity at best, and therefore paragraph 144 of the NPPF must 

apply.  
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Our Parish Council welcomes the proposal of setback distances for ‘sensitive receptors’. 

However we feel that the setback distance of 500m is not enough and no reason is given for 

choosing this distance. There is no evidence that this setback distance is safe for residents. 

We would like to see a recommendation of a 750m setback distance which is still less that 

the setback distance recommended by Kevin Hollinrake MP on his return from his fact 

finding mission in the USA, when he called for a setback distance of 1 mile from schools.We 

would also like to see baseline health impact assessments undertaken before any work is 

carried out, something that to date has been ignored.  

The British Geological Survey states that, “Groundwater may be potentially contaminated by 

extraction of shale gas both from the constituents of shale gas itself, from the formulation 

and deep injection of water containing a cocktail of additives used for hydraulic fracturing 

and from flowback water which may have a high content of saline formation water”.The BGS 

are not confident that current methods to monitor groundwater pollution are adequate, due to 

the depth that fracking takes place, the volumes of water required to frack and the 

uncertainty regarding how much water returns to the surface. We therefore ask that the 

MWJP should incorporate the precautionary principle, which would mean that unless the 

fracking company can demonstrate beyond scientific doubt that there would be no impact on 

the water supply fracking should not be allowed to go head. 

 

Great and Little Barugh Parish Council object to the draft minerals plan in its current form for 

the reasons set out above.  

The Parish Council gives notice of its intention to be represented at the Oral Examination. 

 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

Sarah Houlston 

Chair, Great and Little Barugh Parish Council. 

 

 

 

 



CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Publication Stage- Response Fom

Your contact details

Email: chstratton50gmail.com

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Nodhallerton
0L7 SAH

Name: Title: MR Initial(s): C.H.

Surname: STRATTON

Organisation (if applicable):
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group,
Also representing Coxwold ,Crayke and
Husthwaite Parish Councils , Oulston Parish
Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Address: Bank Farm

Oulston

York

Post Code: Y061 3 RA
Telephone: 01347 868854

F

For official use only:
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

rName or Organisation SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5,Oulston Parish
I Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Sit Policy No. D06 PoIiies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

_____ _____

2(2) Sound Yes

_____ _____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

I I
No Ix
No Ix

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (b) & (d)

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attadhed Critique
Paragraph 4 Proposed Amendment 15

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) line 3: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessanj to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Official Use Only Reference Number

________________ _______________________
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All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date:l7th December2016
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston

L Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M16 Policis Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant

2.(2) Sound

Yes I____
Yes

No IX

No Ix
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to the attached Critique Para 3 (a) & (c)

(a) In line with the NPPFs presumption in favour of development it is
appreciated why so many of the draft policies begin “will be permitted”
but then reservations need invariably to follow the word “unless” or
“only”.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (0. As drafted, in b) (Q an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and
permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We



strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a buffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park orAONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upn visual setting, integrity and views and vists.
The Harrógate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other pro visions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (0 to be compliant
with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional shale
gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for by
section 50 the Infrastructure Act 2015.
Therefore we do not regard the Mineral and Waste Joint
plan as being legally compliant.

Official Use Only Reference Number
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(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique

Paragraphs 4 Proposed Amendments 1, 2 &3

1. Page 84 Policy M16, b) (i), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 d): delete para (i) entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, para 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.



(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, ei1’idence and
supporting informatic4n necessary to support/justify the representation and the uggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with individual examples including maps and
photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: December17 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number

______________ _____________________
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M17 Policie Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2(1) Legally compliant Yes

Yes

No Ix

No H
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared

Effective

Yes

____

Nol____ Justified YesI____ Nol____

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Veal_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x___ No

_____

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

.1 t

rc

2(2) Sound

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (d),(e), and (f)

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA orB road. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management
Plan to be included in any planning application

(f) Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights from which development or activity may be
seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling masts, properly screened,



maybe acceptable to the occupier of an isolated farmhouse on whose
land the activity occurs, it would not be so to the inhabitants of a village
of 300 people whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of
lOOm or more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the South and
West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills respectively. We
suggest tha( 500m should be stated as a minimum, the e(fective distance
then being assessed in each case by the Local Planning Authority so that
topographical variation can be taken into account.

(continue on a separate sheevexpand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Mailer you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique Paragraph 4
Proposed amendments 4,5,6,7,& 8 9,10 &11

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 7 1)0 line 2: delete “or indirect” and for “and”
substitute “and only”.

5. Page 89 Policy Ml 7 2) i) fine 2: for “unacceptable” substitute “an
adverse “.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 7 4) i) line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy M17 4) i) line 3: for ‘Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances, including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy M17 4)i) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence beginning
“Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and substitute “Proposals for

Official Use Only Reference Number
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surface hydrocarbon development particularly those involving hydraulic
fracturing, will not be permitted between within 500m of one or two
isolated residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same or similar
height above sea level or 3km where such settlement overlooks such
activity from a height of 50m or more, the effective distance then being
assessed ip each case by the Local Planning Authority o take into
account to,bographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect, when the extent of the resource is better known,
to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impacL” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is appilcable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a
discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater distance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. II your representatiqn is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with evidential material including maps and photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M18 PolicieJMap

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2.(1) Legally compliant

2(2) Sound

Yes I I
Yes

_____

No Ix

No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

1
I t

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (g)

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3’’ party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed Amendments 12&13

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy M18 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells I) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and

restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M18 2) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a ydparty

approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

Official Use Only Reference Number
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6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17k’ December2016

F



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs,Qulston Parish Meeting

& Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

No.1 Site Policy No. M19 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No

_____

2.(2) Sound Yes No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an x one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please refer to attched Critique
Paragraph 3(b) and (d)

3(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

3(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box If necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(conUnue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

I Official Use Only Reference Number

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed amendment 14

14. Page 98 Policy MW II): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse’

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December2016



CRITIQUE OF NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL’S
MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (OCTOBER 2016)
BY SOUTH HAMBLETON SHALE GAS ADVISORY GROUP

1.Introduction

The South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group comprises technical
and professional disciplines. It is non-partisan, and over the past 12
months and more has sought to inform ourselves, the public and local
parish councils on shale gas exploration and extraction. We offer this
critique by way of constructive criticism, confining ourselves to the
legal and procedural compliance or soundness of the final draft plan,
including its conformity and the duty to cooperate. We are keen to
ensure the final plan will be sufficiently robust and of such clarity as
to withstand the scrutiny and challenges it will face at the
Examination in Public and subsequent planning appeals. This paper
is drafted by a professional planner and a lawyer, each with long and
extensive experience in our respective fields, having advised and
acted for and against Government and planning authorities over
many years.

2. General Comment

It must be said at the outset that since the initial consultative draft
Minerals and Waste joint Plan was published a great deal of thought
and detailed work have gone into the preparation of the draft plan
now in final consultation. The overall strategy of general principles
covering all aspects of minerals and waste in North Yorkshire,
leading to their specific application, is a matter for congratulation.
Although this critique is concerned solely with shale gas we must
observe that such an integrated approach serves only to strengthen
the particular aspects upon which it then focuses. We fully endorse
the great body of principle and criteria, following both those
principles set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
document and the fundamental needs of the county. En passant, it is
both grati1ring and encouraging to note the extent to which the
consultee responses to the original document have been recognized
and imported into the joint plan now under consideration. Save
therefore for a very few substantive matters of detail, this paper
seeks to clarif, and thereby strengthen some of the language
employed in the Joint Plan. We would add, however, that as hinted at



in the present draft Joint Plan (e.g. para. 5.136) Supplementary
Planning Guidance will probably be needed to deal with, for example,
Landscape Character Assessments when the extent of the shale gas
resource is better known. That would determine the capacity of each
given area to accommodate further dri4ing sites. We note that
Hambleton District Council have recently produced (May 2016) an
LCA which would be an excellent basis for such a capacity study.
Likewise it may be both prudent and beneficial to the community at
large, as well of advantage to energy companies, for such further
Guidance to include Preferred Sites, as the Joint Plan presently
provides with regard to other resources such as gravel.

3. General Points

This paragraph contains the argument for and justification of the
changes to the draft loint Plan which we propose. To avoid repetition
we discuss the different points with which we take issue or make
suggestion, and where they recur in the Joint Plan deal with them
compendiously. In the following paragraph we list with page, Policy,
paragraph and line reference the specific amendments which then
arise.

(a) Inline with the NPPF’s presumption in favour of development
it is appreciated why so many of the draft Policies begin “will
be permitted” but then reservations need invariably to follow
the word “unless” or “only”.

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (iJ. As drafted, in b) (i) an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and



permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We
strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a bi.ffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park or AONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upon visual setting, integrity and views and vistas.
The Harrogate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other provisions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (i) to be
compliant with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional
shale gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for
by section 50 of the Infrastructure Act 2015. Therefore we do not
regard the Mineral and Waste joint plan as being legally compliant.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA or Broad. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management



Plan to be included in any planning application.

(fl Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights frot which development or
activity may be seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling
masts, properly screened, maybe acceptable to the occupier of
an isolated farmhouse on whose land the activity occurs, it
would not be so to the inhabitants of a village of 300 people
whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of lOOm or
more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the
South and West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills
respective]y. We suggest that 500m should be stated as a
minimum, the effective distance then being assessed in each
case by the Local Planning Authority so that topographical
variation can be taken into account

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3rd party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

4. Proposed Amendments

1. Page 84 Policy Ml 6, b) (I), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 ci): delete para (iJ entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, parc 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 71)i) line 2: delete “or indirect” and for
“and” substitute “and only”.



5. Page 89 Policy Ml 72) Q line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) line 2: fr “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy Ml 74) i) line 3: for “Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances,
including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence
beginning “Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and
substitute “ Proposals for surface hydrocarbon development,
particularly those involving hydraulic fracturing, will not be
permitted between within SOOm of one or two isolated
residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same
or similar height above sea level or 3km where such
settlement overlooks such activity from a height of 50m or
more, the effective distance then being assessed in each case
by the Local Planning Authority to take into account
topographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect when the extent of the resource is better
known, to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impact.” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is applicable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a



discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater ditance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy MiB 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells i) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and
restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M182) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a 3rd party
approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

14. Page 98 Policy Ml 9 ii): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse”.

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) lineS: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”.



5. Conclusion

The precise wording of these proposals are by way only of suggestion
but we hope that the sense and purpose of each is clear. Should they
find favour with the Authorities the Grup which we represent would
give full hearted support at the Examination in Public.

Christopher Stratton OBE, DIpLA, FLI, MRTPI

Peter Fox QC, LLD

For and on behalf of the SHSGAG,
also endorsed and adopted by the following Local Councils:

Coxwold
Crayke
Husthwaite
Oulston Parish Meeting
Helmsley Town Council

December 2016

t



mwjointpla n

From: Chris Stratton <chstratton50@gmail.com>
Sent: 21 December 2016 10:23
To: mwjointplan
Subject: NYCC Mineral and Waste Joint Plan _response by South Hambleton Shale Gas

Advisory Group FAQ James Whitleley
Attacjiments: Letter NYCC .pdf; Response Forp Part A .pdf; Response Form Part B D06.pdf;

I Response Form Part B M16. dock.pdf; Response Form Part B M17.pdf; Response
Form Part B M18.pdf; Response Form Part B M19.pdf; CRITIQUE OF NORTH
YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCILS.pdf

Dear Sirs,
I refer to the hard copies of our response which I handed to James Whiteley at County Hall yesterday afternoon As
agreed I now attach pdf digital copies of all the documents, namely:
The covering letter
Form A
Forms B (5no)
Our Critique

There is one important difference to note between the hard copies I deposited with you yesterday and the digital
submission today.
Last night we learnt that Helmsley Town Council had endorsed and adopted this submission, so we have added their
name to all the forms A&B and the critique.
There are no other changes.

If you have any queries that it would be helpful to discuss as you process the documentation for the EIP please
contact me.

I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email.

Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton

Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

1



BANK FARM
OULSTON

NORTH YORKSHIRE
Y06 1 3RA

TEL: 01347868854
Email: chstratton50@maiI.corn

Dec 21st 2016

Dear Sirs,
North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 2016 - Publication Stage
Response

I attach the response in digitised format that has been prepared by the South
Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group on behalf of Husthwaite, Crayke, Coxwold
parish councils, Oulston Parish Meeting and Helmsley Town Council.

Please note that since I submitted hard copies of Forms A&B to County Hall
yesterday, Helmsley Town Council have discussed and adopted the SKSGAG
response so are added to the list above.

In order to comply as far as possible with your request that we use your forms A
& B. we have completed Five B forms which deal, with those specific points of
policy that we wish to bring to the EIP.

Other points of amendment which arise from the justification and explanatory
paras of the plan are also contained in a Critique which is attached. This
document also explains who we are, and deals with general points. It also sets
out our qualified support for the Oct 2016 version of the plan.

We hope that you will find merit in our suggestions and indicate your support
prior to the EIP for we would like to be able to attend the hearing and lend our
support to an amended Joint Mineral and Waste Plan.
Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton
Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

Mineral Planning Team
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton



CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Publication Stage- Response Fom

Your contact details

Email: chstratton50gmail.com

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Nodhallerton
0L7 SAH

Name: Title: MR Initial(s): C.H.

Surname: STRATTON

Organisation (if applicable):
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group,
Also representing Coxwold ,Crayke and
Husthwaite Parish Councils , Oulston Parish
Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Address: Bank Farm

Oulston

York

Post Code: Y061 3 RA
Telephone: 01347 868854

F

For official use only:
Respondent Number Date received Date entered Date acknowledged



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

rName or Organisation SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5,Oulston Parish
I Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Sit Policy No. D06 PoIiies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

_____ _____

2(2) Sound Yes

_____ _____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

I I
No Ix
No Ix

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (b) & (d)

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attadhed Critique
Paragraph 4 Proposed Amendment 15

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) line 3: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessanj to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Official Use Only Reference Number

________________ _______________________

I I’l%1 I I I I I I’’%I I I I I



All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date:l7th December2016

3%
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston

L Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M16 Policis Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant

2.(2) Sound

Yes I____
Yes

No IX

No Ix
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to the attached Critique Para 3 (a) & (c)

(a) In line with the NPPFs presumption in favour of development it is
appreciated why so many of the draft policies begin “will be permitted”
but then reservations need invariably to follow the word “unless” or
“only”.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (0. As drafted, in b) (Q an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and
permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We



strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a buffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park orAONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upn visual setting, integrity and views and vists.
The Harrógate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other pro visions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (0 to be compliant
with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional shale
gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for by
section 50 the Infrastructure Act 2015.
Therefore we do not regard the Mineral and Waste Joint
plan as being legally compliant.

Official Use Only Reference Number

_____________ ___________________
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(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique

Paragraphs 4 Proposed Amendments 1, 2 &3

1. Page 84 Policy M16, b) (i), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 d): delete para (i) entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, para 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.



(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, ei1’idence and
supporting informatic4n necessary to support/justify the representation and the uggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with individual examples including maps and
photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: December17 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number

______________ _____________________
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M17 Policie Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2(1) Legally compliant Yes

Yes

No Ix

No H
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared

Effective

Yes

____

Nol____ Justified YesI____ Nol____

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Veal_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x___ No

_____

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

.1 t

rc

2(2) Sound

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (d),(e), and (f)

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA orB road. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management
Plan to be included in any planning application

(f) Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights from which development or activity may be
seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling masts, properly screened,



maybe acceptable to the occupier of an isolated farmhouse on whose
land the activity occurs, it would not be so to the inhabitants of a village
of 300 people whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of
lOOm or more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the South and
West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills respectively. We
suggest tha( 500m should be stated as a minimum, the e(fective distance
then being assessed in each case by the Local Planning Authority so that
topographical variation can be taken into account.

(continue on a separate sheevexpand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Mailer you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique Paragraph 4
Proposed amendments 4,5,6,7,& 8 9,10 &11

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 7 1)0 line 2: delete “or indirect” and for “and”
substitute “and only”.

5. Page 89 Policy Ml 7 2) i) fine 2: for “unacceptable” substitute “an
adverse “.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 7 4) i) line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy M17 4) i) line 3: for ‘Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances, including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy M17 4)i) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence beginning
“Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and substitute “Proposals for

Official Use Only Reference Number
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surface hydrocarbon development particularly those involving hydraulic
fracturing, will not be permitted between within 500m of one or two
isolated residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same or similar
height above sea level or 3km where such settlement overlooks such
activity from a height of 50m or more, the effective distance then being
assessed ip each case by the Local Planning Authority o take into
account to,bographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect, when the extent of the resource is better known,
to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impacL” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is appilcable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a
discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater distance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. II your representatiqn is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with evidential material including maps and photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M18 PolicieJMap

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2.(1) Legally compliant

2(2) Sound

Yes I I
Yes

_____

No Ix

No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

1
I t

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (g)

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3’’ party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed Amendments 12&13

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy M18 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells I) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and

restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M18 2) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a ydparty

approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

Official Use Only Reference Number

_________________ ________________________

I I I I’’iI I I I I I I’%i I I I I



6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17k’ December2016

F



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs,Qulston Parish Meeting

& Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

No.1 Site Policy No. M19 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No

_____

2.(2) Sound Yes No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an x one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please refer to attched Critique
Paragraph 3(b) and (d)

3(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

3(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box If necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(conUnue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

I Official Use Only Reference Number

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed amendment 14

14. Page 98 Policy MW II): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse’

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

1111 I I Ill I I I I



All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December2016



CRITIQUE OF NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL’S
MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (OCTOBER 2016)
BY SOUTH HAMBLETON SHALE GAS ADVISORY GROUP

1.Introduction

The South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group comprises technical
and professional disciplines. It is non-partisan, and over the past 12
months and more has sought to inform ourselves, the public and local
parish councils on shale gas exploration and extraction. We offer this
critique by way of constructive criticism, confining ourselves to the
legal and procedural compliance or soundness of the final draft plan,
including its conformity and the duty to cooperate. We are keen to
ensure the final plan will be sufficiently robust and of such clarity as
to withstand the scrutiny and challenges it will face at the
Examination in Public and subsequent planning appeals. This paper
is drafted by a professional planner and a lawyer, each with long and
extensive experience in our respective fields, having advised and
acted for and against Government and planning authorities over
many years.

2. General Comment

It must be said at the outset that since the initial consultative draft
Minerals and Waste joint Plan was published a great deal of thought
and detailed work have gone into the preparation of the draft plan
now in final consultation. The overall strategy of general principles
covering all aspects of minerals and waste in North Yorkshire,
leading to their specific application, is a matter for congratulation.
Although this critique is concerned solely with shale gas we must
observe that such an integrated approach serves only to strengthen
the particular aspects upon which it then focuses. We fully endorse
the great body of principle and criteria, following both those
principles set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
document and the fundamental needs of the county. En passant, it is
both grati1ring and encouraging to note the extent to which the
consultee responses to the original document have been recognized
and imported into the joint plan now under consideration. Save
therefore for a very few substantive matters of detail, this paper
seeks to clarif, and thereby strengthen some of the language
employed in the Joint Plan. We would add, however, that as hinted at



in the present draft Joint Plan (e.g. para. 5.136) Supplementary
Planning Guidance will probably be needed to deal with, for example,
Landscape Character Assessments when the extent of the shale gas
resource is better known. That would determine the capacity of each
given area to accommodate further dri4ing sites. We note that
Hambleton District Council have recently produced (May 2016) an
LCA which would be an excellent basis for such a capacity study.
Likewise it may be both prudent and beneficial to the community at
large, as well of advantage to energy companies, for such further
Guidance to include Preferred Sites, as the Joint Plan presently
provides with regard to other resources such as gravel.

3. General Points

This paragraph contains the argument for and justification of the
changes to the draft loint Plan which we propose. To avoid repetition
we discuss the different points with which we take issue or make
suggestion, and where they recur in the Joint Plan deal with them
compendiously. In the following paragraph we list with page, Policy,
paragraph and line reference the specific amendments which then
arise.

(a) Inline with the NPPF’s presumption in favour of development
it is appreciated why so many of the draft Policies begin “will
be permitted” but then reservations need invariably to follow
the word “unless” or “only”.

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (iJ. As drafted, in b) (i) an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and



permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We
strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a bi.ffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park or AONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upon visual setting, integrity and views and vistas.
The Harrogate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other provisions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (i) to be
compliant with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional
shale gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for
by section 50 of the Infrastructure Act 2015. Therefore we do not
regard the Mineral and Waste joint plan as being legally compliant.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA or Broad. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management



Plan to be included in any planning application.

(fl Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights frot which development or
activity may be seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling
masts, properly screened, maybe acceptable to the occupier of
an isolated farmhouse on whose land the activity occurs, it
would not be so to the inhabitants of a village of 300 people
whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of lOOm or
more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the
South and West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills
respective]y. We suggest that 500m should be stated as a
minimum, the effective distance then being assessed in each
case by the Local Planning Authority so that topographical
variation can be taken into account

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3rd party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

4. Proposed Amendments

1. Page 84 Policy Ml 6, b) (I), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 ci): delete para (iJ entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, parc 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 71)i) line 2: delete “or indirect” and for
“and” substitute “and only”.



5. Page 89 Policy Ml 72) Q line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) line 2: fr “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy Ml 74) i) line 3: for “Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances,
including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence
beginning “Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and
substitute “ Proposals for surface hydrocarbon development,
particularly those involving hydraulic fracturing, will not be
permitted between within SOOm of one or two isolated
residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same
or similar height above sea level or 3km where such
settlement overlooks such activity from a height of 50m or
more, the effective distance then being assessed in each case
by the Local Planning Authority to take into account
topographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect when the extent of the resource is better
known, to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impact.” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is applicable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a



discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater ditance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy MiB 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells i) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and
restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M182) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a 3rd party
approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

14. Page 98 Policy Ml 9 ii): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse”.

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) lineS: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”.



5. Conclusion

The precise wording of these proposals are by way only of suggestion
but we hope that the sense and purpose of each is clear. Should they
find favour with the Authorities the Grup which we represent would
give full hearted support at the Examination in Public.

Christopher Stratton OBE, DIpLA, FLI, MRTPI

Peter Fox QC, LLD

For and on behalf of the SHSGAG,
also endorsed and adopted by the following Local Councils:

Coxwold
Crayke
Husthwaite
Oulston Parish Meeting
Helmsley Town Council

December 2016

t
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From: Chris Stratton <chstratton50@gmail.com>
Sent: 21 December 2016 10:23
To: mwjointplan
Subject: NYCC Mineral and Waste Joint Plan _response by South Hambleton Shale Gas

Advisory Group FAQ James Whitleley
Attacjiments: Letter NYCC .pdf; Response Forp Part A .pdf; Response Form Part B D06.pdf;

I Response Form Part B M16. dock.pdf; Response Form Part B M17.pdf; Response
Form Part B M18.pdf; Response Form Part B M19.pdf; CRITIQUE OF NORTH
YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCILS.pdf

Dear Sirs,
I refer to the hard copies of our response which I handed to James Whiteley at County Hall yesterday afternoon As
agreed I now attach pdf digital copies of all the documents, namely:
The covering letter
Form A
Forms B (5no)
Our Critique

There is one important difference to note between the hard copies I deposited with you yesterday and the digital
submission today.
Last night we learnt that Helmsley Town Council had endorsed and adopted this submission, so we have added their
name to all the forms A&B and the critique.
There are no other changes.

If you have any queries that it would be helpful to discuss as you process the documentation for the EIP please
contact me.

I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email.

Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton

Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group
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BANK FARM
OULSTON

NORTH YORKSHIRE
Y06 1 3RA

TEL: 01347868854
Email: chstratton50@maiI.corn

Dec 21st 2016

Dear Sirs,
North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 2016 - Publication Stage
Response

I attach the response in digitised format that has been prepared by the South
Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group on behalf of Husthwaite, Crayke, Coxwold
parish councils, Oulston Parish Meeting and Helmsley Town Council.

Please note that since I submitted hard copies of Forms A&B to County Hall
yesterday, Helmsley Town Council have discussed and adopted the SKSGAG
response so are added to the list above.

In order to comply as far as possible with your request that we use your forms A
& B. we have completed Five B forms which deal, with those specific points of
policy that we wish to bring to the EIP.

Other points of amendment which arise from the justification and explanatory
paras of the plan are also contained in a Critique which is attached. This
document also explains who we are, and deals with general points. It also sets
out our qualified support for the Oct 2016 version of the plan.

We hope that you will find merit in our suggestions and indicate your support
prior to the EIP for we would like to be able to attend the hearing and lend our
support to an amended Joint Mineral and Waste Plan.
Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton
Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

Mineral Planning Team
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
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mwjointplan

From: Victoria Pitts <esk.ugg@googlemail.com>

Sent: 06 December 2016 20:25

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Re: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Team 

 

It was resolved not to comment on this plan at the meeting of Eskdaleside cum Ugglebarnby Parish Council 

on the 5/12/16. 

 

Regards 

 

 

Victoria Pitts 

Clerk 

Eskdaleside cum Ugglebarnby Parish Council 

Davison Farm 

Egton 

North Yorkshire 

YO21 1UA 

 

Tel: 07791889737 

Email: esk.ugg@gmail.com 

 

On 9 November 2016 at 13:36, mwjointplan <mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk> wrote: 

Dear Parish Clerk, 

  

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan – Publication 

   

North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park 
Authority are working together to produce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan covering all three 
planning authority areas. When finalised the new Joint Plan will help the three authorities take 
decisions on planning applications for minerals and waste development up to 31 December 
2030.  A number of public consultations have already taken place to help develop the new Plan, 
including an ‘Issues and Options’ consultation in 2014 and a ‘Preferred Options’ consultation in 
2015. 

   

A final draft of the Joint Plan has now been prepared and is being published for a six week period 
to allow for representations to be made, before it is submitted for examination in public by an 
independent planning inspector.  At this stage only representations relating to the legal 
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compliance and soundness of the Joint Plan are required.  More information about this is 
contained in the guidance notes attached with this email. 

  

The formal publication period commences on Wednesday 9th November 2016 and will close on 
Wednesday 21st December 2016.  All responses must be received by 5pm on that day.  Please 
note we will be unable to accept responses after this deadline. 

  

The Joint Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the Joint Plan Website: 
www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwconsult .  Paper copies of the Joint Plan and main supporting 
documents, including a response form and guidance notes, are available to view during normal 
opening hours at all public libraries in the area covered by the Joint Plan, including mobile 
libraries and at all main offices of the three Authorities, as well as at District and Borough Council 
main offices and the National Park Centres.  

  

Please see attached to this email:  

  

•         Formal Publication Letter,  

•         Statement of Representations Procedure,  

•         Response Form (Part A & Part B) and  

•         Guidance Notes 

  

For further information about the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan please visit our website: 
www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwconsult 

  

Yours faithfully 

    

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team 

  

  

On behalf of: 

North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and North York Moors National Park 
Authority  
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This email has been sent on behalf of North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC), City of York 
Council (CYC) and North York Moors National Park Authority (NYMNPA). 

WARNING 

Any opinions or statements expressed in this e-mail are those of the individual and not 
necessarily those of NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA. 

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended 
recipient. If you receive this in error, please do not disclose any information to anyone, notify the 
sender at the above address and then destroy all copies. 

NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA computer systems and communications may be monitored to ensure 
effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. All GCSX traffic may be subject 
to recording and/or monitoring in accordance with relevant legislation. 

 

Although we have endeavoured to ensure that this e-mail and any attachments are free from any 
virus we would advise you to take any necessary steps to ensure that they are actually virus free. 

If you receive an automatic response stating that the recipient is away from the office and you 
wish to request information under either the Freedom of Information Act, the Data Protection Act 
or the Environmental Information Regulations please forward your request by e-mail to the Data 
Management Team (datamanagement.officer@northyorks.gov.uk) who will process your request. 

North Yorkshire County Council 

City of York Council 

North York Moors National Park Authority 
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RECEIVED 19 DEC 2016

Response to Minerals and Waste Document

Dear Sir,

We represent Gilling East Parish Council and wish to comment on policies M16, M17 and M18 

relating to unconventional oil and gas developments. Although Gilling East is situated in the 

Howardian Hills AONB, we feel that all proposals in the plan apply to us as 'national interest' appears 

to remove the protection we have as a specially designated area.

Despite the fact that the consultation is limited to legal compliance and adherence to the tests of 

soundness in the NPPF, Policy M16 appears to have changed considerably since the preferred 

options consultation. Therefore the scope of the consultation should be widened to accommodate 

more general commentary, as per the Town and Country (local planning) England Regulation 2012. 

This does not limit the scope of the consultation at the Regulation 19 (publication) consultation 

stage.

Climate Change.

Gilling East is a village prone to flooding and is therefore acutely aware of the impact of climate 

change. Policies as a whole must contribute to the mitigation and adaptation of climate change 

(Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004). Policy M16 needs to give special consideration to the 

issues of burning fossil fuels and methane leakage.

Local Impacts on Environment and Health

Gilling East would face a large range of impacts, including landscapes and visual, health and 

wellbeing, water, biodiversity and especially highways. The village is astride the B1363. It is difficult 

to see any protection for the village if the proposal to use 'B' roads were to proceed.

Cumulative Impacts

The Minerals Planning Authority should adopt the precautionary principle in terms of 

unconventional gas extraction's known environmental effects, especially with regard to water.

Objections

We object to policies M16, M17 and M18 for the following reasons:

• Failure to take account of the need to tackle the causes of climate change in terms 

of the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions caused by burning extracted fossil 

fuel, in line with the national policy.

• The Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds are not included in the 'protected 

areas' stipulated in Policy M17. These are sensitive and precious landscapes and 

should be treated as such.

• The proposed 500 metre buffer zone in policy M17 is insufficient. No rationale is 

given for it and it is unlikely to substantially limit impacts on air quality and noise. It 

should be increased to at least 750 metres, a distance supported by evidence from
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the United States. Similarly, the proposed buffer zone of 3.5k should be absolute 

and not dependent on visibility from the protected area.

• As many of the impacts of unconventional oil and gas (exploration, appraisal and 

production) are unknown, the precautionary principle should be adopted.

• The plan does not take into account the impacts of unconventional oil and gas 

developments in terms of highway safety and vehicle emissions. Because of the 

nature of settlement development on a linear model in Ryedale, all 'B' roads should 

be excluded from consideration.

Key Policy Amendments:

Policy M16 pt (b) (regarding climate change requirements, precautionary approach and 

cumulative impacts

...b) [INSERT] Proposals will only be considered where they can demonstrate by 

appropriate evidence and assessment that they can be delivered in a safe and sustainable 

way and that adverse impacts can be avoided - either alone or in combination with other 

developments. Consideration should include:-

• It being demonstrated that greenhouse gases associated with fugitive and end- 

user emissions will not lead to unacceptable adverse environmental impacts or 

compromise the planning authority's duties in relation to reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions.

• a precautionary approach to unconventional oil and gas development in requiring 

environmental impact assessment;

• cumulative impacts for such development including issues such as (and not limited 

to):

-water, air and soil quality; habitats and ecology; highway movements and

highway safety; landscape impact; noise; and GHG emissions;

Policy M16 pt (c) (regarding inclusion of Yorkshire Wolds and Vale of Pickering landscape areas) 

c)...

i) Surface proposals for these forms of hydrocarbon development will [INSERT] not be 

permitted [INSERT] unless they would be outside [INSERT] and respect the setting of the following 

designated areas: National Park, AONB's, Protected Groundwater Source Areas, the Fountains 

Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying buffer zone. Scheduled Monuments, 

Registered Historic Battlefields, Grade I and II* Registered Parks and Gardens, Areas which protect 

the Historic Character and Setting of York, [INSERT] The Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds, 

Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of Conservation, Ramsar sites and Sites of Special Scientific 

Interest.

Policy M17 part 1 (regarding highway impacts)

...i) Hydrocarbon development will [INSERT] not be permitted in locations [INSERT] 

without suitable direct or indirect access to classified A roads and where it can be demonstrated
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through a Transport Assessment [INSERT] either singularly or cumulatively with other schemes 

that:

a) There is capacity within the road network for the level of traffic proposed and 

the nature, volume and routing of traffic generated by the development would not give rise to 

unacceptable impact on local communities [INSERT] including indirect impacts linked to air quality 

(re Air Quality Management Areas), businesses or other users of the highway or, where necessary, 

any such impacts can be appropriately mitigated for example by traffic controls, highway 

improvements and/or traffic routing arrangements [INSERT] away from sensitive areas and 

receptors; and

M17 pt 3 (regarding the local economy)

...Hydrocarbon development will [INSERT] not be permitted [INSERT] unless it can 

be demonstrated that a very high standard of protection can be provided to environmental, 

recreational, cultural, heritage or business assets important to the local economy including, where 

relevant, important visitor attractions.

M17 pt 4 (regarding amenity)

4) Specific local amenity considerations relevant to hydrocarbon development

i) Hydrocarbon development will be permitted in locations where it would not give 

rise to unacceptable impact on local communities or public health. Adequate separation distances 

should be maintained between hydrocarbons development and residential buildings and other 

sensitive receptors in order to ensure a high level of protection from adverse impacts from noise, 

light pollution, emissions to air or ground and surface water and induced seismicity, including in line 

with the requirements of Policy D02. Proposals for surface hydrocarbon development, particularly 

those involving hydraulic fracturing, within [INSERT] 750m of residential buildings and other 

sensitive receptors, are unlikely to be consistent with this requirement and will [INSERT] not be 

permitted...

iii) Proposals involving hydraulic fracturing should be accompanied by an air quality 

monitoring plan and Health Impact Assessment [INSERT] which includes consideration of the 

baseline and how the development will mitigate effectively to maintain these levels enjoyed by 

local residents. Where it cannot be demonstrated these levels can be maintained, then 

development will not be supported.

Gill Smith (chairperson)

Peter Allen (Parish Councillor)











CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Publication Stage- Response Fom

Your contact details

Email: chstratton50gmail.com

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Nodhallerton
0L7 SAH

Name: Title: MR Initial(s): C.H.

Surname: STRATTON

Organisation (if applicable):
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group,
Also representing Coxwold ,Crayke and
Husthwaite Parish Councils , Oulston Parish
Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Address: Bank Farm

Oulston

York

Post Code: Y061 3 RA
Telephone: 01347 868854

F

For official use only:
Respondent Number Date received Date entered Date acknowledged



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

rName or Organisation SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5,Oulston Parish
I Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Sit Policy No. D06 PoIiies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

_____ _____

2(2) Sound Yes

_____ _____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

I I
No Ix
No Ix

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (b) & (d)

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attadhed Critique
Paragraph 4 Proposed Amendment 15

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) line 3: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessanj to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Official Use Only Reference Number
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All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date:l7th December2016
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston

L Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M16 Policis Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant

2.(2) Sound

Yes I____
Yes

No IX

No Ix
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to the attached Critique Para 3 (a) & (c)

(a) In line with the NPPFs presumption in favour of development it is
appreciated why so many of the draft policies begin “will be permitted”
but then reservations need invariably to follow the word “unless” or
“only”.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (0. As drafted, in b) (Q an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and
permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We



strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a buffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park orAONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upn visual setting, integrity and views and vists.
The Harrógate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other pro visions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (0 to be compliant
with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional shale
gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for by
section 50 the Infrastructure Act 2015.
Therefore we do not regard the Mineral and Waste Joint
plan as being legally compliant.

Official Use Only Reference Number
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(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique

Paragraphs 4 Proposed Amendments 1, 2 &3

1. Page 84 Policy M16, b) (i), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 d): delete para (i) entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, para 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.



(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, ei1’idence and
supporting informatic4n necessary to support/justify the representation and the uggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with individual examples including maps and
photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: December17 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number

______________ _____________________
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M17 Policie Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2(1) Legally compliant Yes

Yes

No Ix

No H
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared

Effective

Yes

____

Nol____ Justified YesI____ Nol____

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Veal_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x___ No

_____

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

.1 t

rc

2(2) Sound

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (d),(e), and (f)

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA orB road. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management
Plan to be included in any planning application

(f) Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights from which development or activity may be
seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling masts, properly screened,



maybe acceptable to the occupier of an isolated farmhouse on whose
land the activity occurs, it would not be so to the inhabitants of a village
of 300 people whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of
lOOm or more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the South and
West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills respectively. We
suggest tha( 500m should be stated as a minimum, the e(fective distance
then being assessed in each case by the Local Planning Authority so that
topographical variation can be taken into account.

(continue on a separate sheevexpand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Mailer you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique Paragraph 4
Proposed amendments 4,5,6,7,& 8 9,10 &11

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 7 1)0 line 2: delete “or indirect” and for “and”
substitute “and only”.

5. Page 89 Policy Ml 7 2) i) fine 2: for “unacceptable” substitute “an
adverse “.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 7 4) i) line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy M17 4) i) line 3: for ‘Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances, including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy M17 4)i) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence beginning
“Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and substitute “Proposals for

Official Use Only Reference Number
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surface hydrocarbon development particularly those involving hydraulic
fracturing, will not be permitted between within 500m of one or two
isolated residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same or similar
height above sea level or 3km where such settlement overlooks such
activity from a height of 50m or more, the effective distance then being
assessed ip each case by the Local Planning Authority o take into
account to,bographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect, when the extent of the resource is better known,
to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impacL” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is appilcable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a
discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater distance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. II your representatiqn is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with evidential material including maps and photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M18 PolicieJMap

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2.(1) Legally compliant

2(2) Sound

Yes I I
Yes

_____

No Ix

No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

1
I t

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (g)

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3’’ party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed Amendments 12&13

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy M18 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells I) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and

restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M18 2) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a ydparty

approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

Official Use Only Reference Number
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6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17k’ December2016

F



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs,Qulston Parish Meeting

& Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

No.1 Site Policy No. M19 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No

_____

2.(2) Sound Yes No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an x one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please refer to attched Critique
Paragraph 3(b) and (d)

3(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

3(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box If necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(conUnue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

I Official Use Only Reference Number

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed amendment 14

14. Page 98 Policy MW II): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse’

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

1111 I I Ill I I I I



All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December2016



CRITIQUE OF NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL’S
MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (OCTOBER 2016)
BY SOUTH HAMBLETON SHALE GAS ADVISORY GROUP

1.Introduction

The South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group comprises technical
and professional disciplines. It is non-partisan, and over the past 12
months and more has sought to inform ourselves, the public and local
parish councils on shale gas exploration and extraction. We offer this
critique by way of constructive criticism, confining ourselves to the
legal and procedural compliance or soundness of the final draft plan,
including its conformity and the duty to cooperate. We are keen to
ensure the final plan will be sufficiently robust and of such clarity as
to withstand the scrutiny and challenges it will face at the
Examination in Public and subsequent planning appeals. This paper
is drafted by a professional planner and a lawyer, each with long and
extensive experience in our respective fields, having advised and
acted for and against Government and planning authorities over
many years.

2. General Comment

It must be said at the outset that since the initial consultative draft
Minerals and Waste joint Plan was published a great deal of thought
and detailed work have gone into the preparation of the draft plan
now in final consultation. The overall strategy of general principles
covering all aspects of minerals and waste in North Yorkshire,
leading to their specific application, is a matter for congratulation.
Although this critique is concerned solely with shale gas we must
observe that such an integrated approach serves only to strengthen
the particular aspects upon which it then focuses. We fully endorse
the great body of principle and criteria, following both those
principles set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
document and the fundamental needs of the county. En passant, it is
both grati1ring and encouraging to note the extent to which the
consultee responses to the original document have been recognized
and imported into the joint plan now under consideration. Save
therefore for a very few substantive matters of detail, this paper
seeks to clarif, and thereby strengthen some of the language
employed in the Joint Plan. We would add, however, that as hinted at



in the present draft Joint Plan (e.g. para. 5.136) Supplementary
Planning Guidance will probably be needed to deal with, for example,
Landscape Character Assessments when the extent of the shale gas
resource is better known. That would determine the capacity of each
given area to accommodate further dri4ing sites. We note that
Hambleton District Council have recently produced (May 2016) an
LCA which would be an excellent basis for such a capacity study.
Likewise it may be both prudent and beneficial to the community at
large, as well of advantage to energy companies, for such further
Guidance to include Preferred Sites, as the Joint Plan presently
provides with regard to other resources such as gravel.

3. General Points

This paragraph contains the argument for and justification of the
changes to the draft loint Plan which we propose. To avoid repetition
we discuss the different points with which we take issue or make
suggestion, and where they recur in the Joint Plan deal with them
compendiously. In the following paragraph we list with page, Policy,
paragraph and line reference the specific amendments which then
arise.

(a) Inline with the NPPF’s presumption in favour of development
it is appreciated why so many of the draft Policies begin “will
be permitted” but then reservations need invariably to follow
the word “unless” or “only”.

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (iJ. As drafted, in b) (i) an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and



permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We
strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a bi.ffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park or AONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upon visual setting, integrity and views and vistas.
The Harrogate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other provisions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (i) to be
compliant with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional
shale gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for
by section 50 of the Infrastructure Act 2015. Therefore we do not
regard the Mineral and Waste joint plan as being legally compliant.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA or Broad. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management



Plan to be included in any planning application.

(fl Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights frot which development or
activity may be seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling
masts, properly screened, maybe acceptable to the occupier of
an isolated farmhouse on whose land the activity occurs, it
would not be so to the inhabitants of a village of 300 people
whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of lOOm or
more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the
South and West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills
respective]y. We suggest that 500m should be stated as a
minimum, the effective distance then being assessed in each
case by the Local Planning Authority so that topographical
variation can be taken into account

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3rd party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

4. Proposed Amendments

1. Page 84 Policy Ml 6, b) (I), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 ci): delete para (iJ entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, parc 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 71)i) line 2: delete “or indirect” and for
“and” substitute “and only”.



5. Page 89 Policy Ml 72) Q line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) line 2: fr “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy Ml 74) i) line 3: for “Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances,
including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence
beginning “Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and
substitute “ Proposals for surface hydrocarbon development,
particularly those involving hydraulic fracturing, will not be
permitted between within SOOm of one or two isolated
residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same
or similar height above sea level or 3km where such
settlement overlooks such activity from a height of 50m or
more, the effective distance then being assessed in each case
by the Local Planning Authority to take into account
topographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect when the extent of the resource is better
known, to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impact.” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is applicable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a



discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater ditance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy MiB 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells i) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and
restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M182) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a 3rd party
approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

14. Page 98 Policy Ml 9 ii): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse”.

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) lineS: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”.



5. Conclusion

The precise wording of these proposals are by way only of suggestion
but we hope that the sense and purpose of each is clear. Should they
find favour with the Authorities the Grup which we represent would
give full hearted support at the Examination in Public.

Christopher Stratton OBE, DIpLA, FLI, MRTPI

Peter Fox QC, LLD

For and on behalf of the SHSGAG,
also endorsed and adopted by the following Local Councils:

Coxwold
Crayke
Husthwaite
Oulston Parish Meeting
Helmsley Town Council

December 2016

t



mwjointpla n

From: Chris Stratton <chstratton50@gmail.com>
Sent: 21 December 2016 10:23
To: mwjointplan
Subject: NYCC Mineral and Waste Joint Plan _response by South Hambleton Shale Gas

Advisory Group FAQ James Whitleley
Attacjiments: Letter NYCC .pdf; Response Forp Part A .pdf; Response Form Part B D06.pdf;

I Response Form Part B M16. dock.pdf; Response Form Part B M17.pdf; Response
Form Part B M18.pdf; Response Form Part B M19.pdf; CRITIQUE OF NORTH
YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCILS.pdf

Dear Sirs,
I refer to the hard copies of our response which I handed to James Whiteley at County Hall yesterday afternoon As
agreed I now attach pdf digital copies of all the documents, namely:
The covering letter
Form A
Forms B (5no)
Our Critique

There is one important difference to note between the hard copies I deposited with you yesterday and the digital
submission today.
Last night we learnt that Helmsley Town Council had endorsed and adopted this submission, so we have added their
name to all the forms A&B and the critique.
There are no other changes.

If you have any queries that it would be helpful to discuss as you process the documentation for the EIP please
contact me.

I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email.

Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton

Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

1



BANK FARM
OULSTON

NORTH YORKSHIRE
Y06 1 3RA

TEL: 01347868854
Email: chstratton50@maiI.corn

Dec 21st 2016

Dear Sirs,
North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 2016 - Publication Stage
Response

I attach the response in digitised format that has been prepared by the South
Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group on behalf of Husthwaite, Crayke, Coxwold
parish councils, Oulston Parish Meeting and Helmsley Town Council.

Please note that since I submitted hard copies of Forms A&B to County Hall
yesterday, Helmsley Town Council have discussed and adopted the SKSGAG
response so are added to the list above.

In order to comply as far as possible with your request that we use your forms A
& B. we have completed Five B forms which deal, with those specific points of
policy that we wish to bring to the EIP.

Other points of amendment which arise from the justification and explanatory
paras of the plan are also contained in a Critique which is attached. This
document also explains who we are, and deals with general points. It also sets
out our qualified support for the Oct 2016 version of the plan.

We hope that you will find merit in our suggestions and indicate your support
prior to the EIP for we would like to be able to attend the hearing and lend our
support to an amended Joint Mineral and Waste Plan.
Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton
Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

Mineral Planning Team
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton











CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Publication Stage- Response Fom

Your contact details

Email: chstratton50gmail.com

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Nodhallerton
0L7 SAH

Name: Title: MR Initial(s): C.H.

Surname: STRATTON

Organisation (if applicable):
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group,
Also representing Coxwold ,Crayke and
Husthwaite Parish Councils , Oulston Parish
Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Address: Bank Farm

Oulston

York

Post Code: Y061 3 RA
Telephone: 01347 868854

F

For official use only:
Respondent Number Date received Date entered Date acknowledged



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

rName or Organisation SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5,Oulston Parish
I Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Sit Policy No. D06 PoIiies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

_____ _____

2(2) Sound Yes

_____ _____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

I I
No Ix
No Ix

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (b) & (d)

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attadhed Critique
Paragraph 4 Proposed Amendment 15

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) line 3: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessanj to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Official Use Only Reference Number

________________ _______________________
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All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date:l7th December2016
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston

L Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M16 Policis Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant

2.(2) Sound

Yes I____
Yes

No IX

No Ix
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to the attached Critique Para 3 (a) & (c)

(a) In line with the NPPFs presumption in favour of development it is
appreciated why so many of the draft policies begin “will be permitted”
but then reservations need invariably to follow the word “unless” or
“only”.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (0. As drafted, in b) (Q an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and
permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We



strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a buffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park orAONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upn visual setting, integrity and views and vists.
The Harrógate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other pro visions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (0 to be compliant
with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional shale
gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for by
section 50 the Infrastructure Act 2015.
Therefore we do not regard the Mineral and Waste Joint
plan as being legally compliant.

Official Use Only Reference Number
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(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique

Paragraphs 4 Proposed Amendments 1, 2 &3

1. Page 84 Policy M16, b) (i), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 d): delete para (i) entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, para 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.



(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, ei1’idence and
supporting informatic4n necessary to support/justify the representation and the uggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with individual examples including maps and
photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: December17 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M17 Policie Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2(1) Legally compliant Yes

Yes

No Ix

No H
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared

Effective

Yes

____

Nol____ Justified YesI____ Nol____

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Veal_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x___ No

_____

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

.1 t

rc

2(2) Sound

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (d),(e), and (f)

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA orB road. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management
Plan to be included in any planning application

(f) Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights from which development or activity may be
seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling masts, properly screened,



maybe acceptable to the occupier of an isolated farmhouse on whose
land the activity occurs, it would not be so to the inhabitants of a village
of 300 people whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of
lOOm or more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the South and
West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills respectively. We
suggest tha( 500m should be stated as a minimum, the e(fective distance
then being assessed in each case by the Local Planning Authority so that
topographical variation can be taken into account.

(continue on a separate sheevexpand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Mailer you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique Paragraph 4
Proposed amendments 4,5,6,7,& 8 9,10 &11

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 7 1)0 line 2: delete “or indirect” and for “and”
substitute “and only”.

5. Page 89 Policy Ml 7 2) i) fine 2: for “unacceptable” substitute “an
adverse “.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 7 4) i) line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy M17 4) i) line 3: for ‘Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances, including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy M17 4)i) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence beginning
“Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and substitute “Proposals for

Official Use Only Reference Number
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surface hydrocarbon development particularly those involving hydraulic
fracturing, will not be permitted between within 500m of one or two
isolated residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same or similar
height above sea level or 3km where such settlement overlooks such
activity from a height of 50m or more, the effective distance then being
assessed ip each case by the Local Planning Authority o take into
account to,bographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect, when the extent of the resource is better known,
to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impacL” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is appilcable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a
discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater distance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. II your representatiqn is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with evidential material including maps and photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M18 PolicieJMap

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2.(1) Legally compliant

2(2) Sound

Yes I I
Yes

_____

No Ix

No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

1
I t

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (g)

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3’’ party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed Amendments 12&13

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy M18 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells I) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and

restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M18 2) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a ydparty

approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

Official Use Only Reference Number

_________________ ________________________

I I I I’’iI I I I I I I’%i I I I I



6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17k’ December2016
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs,Qulston Parish Meeting

& Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

No.1 Site Policy No. M19 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No

_____

2.(2) Sound Yes No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an x one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please refer to attched Critique
Paragraph 3(b) and (d)

3(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

3(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box If necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(conUnue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

I Official Use Only Reference Number

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed amendment 14

14. Page 98 Policy MW II): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse’

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

1111 I I Ill I I I I



All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December2016



CRITIQUE OF NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL’S
MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (OCTOBER 2016)
BY SOUTH HAMBLETON SHALE GAS ADVISORY GROUP

1.Introduction

The South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group comprises technical
and professional disciplines. It is non-partisan, and over the past 12
months and more has sought to inform ourselves, the public and local
parish councils on shale gas exploration and extraction. We offer this
critique by way of constructive criticism, confining ourselves to the
legal and procedural compliance or soundness of the final draft plan,
including its conformity and the duty to cooperate. We are keen to
ensure the final plan will be sufficiently robust and of such clarity as
to withstand the scrutiny and challenges it will face at the
Examination in Public and subsequent planning appeals. This paper
is drafted by a professional planner and a lawyer, each with long and
extensive experience in our respective fields, having advised and
acted for and against Government and planning authorities over
many years.

2. General Comment

It must be said at the outset that since the initial consultative draft
Minerals and Waste joint Plan was published a great deal of thought
and detailed work have gone into the preparation of the draft plan
now in final consultation. The overall strategy of general principles
covering all aspects of minerals and waste in North Yorkshire,
leading to their specific application, is a matter for congratulation.
Although this critique is concerned solely with shale gas we must
observe that such an integrated approach serves only to strengthen
the particular aspects upon which it then focuses. We fully endorse
the great body of principle and criteria, following both those
principles set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
document and the fundamental needs of the county. En passant, it is
both grati1ring and encouraging to note the extent to which the
consultee responses to the original document have been recognized
and imported into the joint plan now under consideration. Save
therefore for a very few substantive matters of detail, this paper
seeks to clarif, and thereby strengthen some of the language
employed in the Joint Plan. We would add, however, that as hinted at



in the present draft Joint Plan (e.g. para. 5.136) Supplementary
Planning Guidance will probably be needed to deal with, for example,
Landscape Character Assessments when the extent of the shale gas
resource is better known. That would determine the capacity of each
given area to accommodate further dri4ing sites. We note that
Hambleton District Council have recently produced (May 2016) an
LCA which would be an excellent basis for such a capacity study.
Likewise it may be both prudent and beneficial to the community at
large, as well of advantage to energy companies, for such further
Guidance to include Preferred Sites, as the Joint Plan presently
provides with regard to other resources such as gravel.

3. General Points

This paragraph contains the argument for and justification of the
changes to the draft loint Plan which we propose. To avoid repetition
we discuss the different points with which we take issue or make
suggestion, and where they recur in the Joint Plan deal with them
compendiously. In the following paragraph we list with page, Policy,
paragraph and line reference the specific amendments which then
arise.

(a) Inline with the NPPF’s presumption in favour of development
it is appreciated why so many of the draft Policies begin “will
be permitted” but then reservations need invariably to follow
the word “unless” or “only”.

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (iJ. As drafted, in b) (i) an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and



permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We
strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a bi.ffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park or AONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upon visual setting, integrity and views and vistas.
The Harrogate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other provisions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (i) to be
compliant with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional
shale gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for
by section 50 of the Infrastructure Act 2015. Therefore we do not
regard the Mineral and Waste joint plan as being legally compliant.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA or Broad. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management



Plan to be included in any planning application.

(fl Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights frot which development or
activity may be seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling
masts, properly screened, maybe acceptable to the occupier of
an isolated farmhouse on whose land the activity occurs, it
would not be so to the inhabitants of a village of 300 people
whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of lOOm or
more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the
South and West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills
respective]y. We suggest that 500m should be stated as a
minimum, the effective distance then being assessed in each
case by the Local Planning Authority so that topographical
variation can be taken into account

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3rd party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

4. Proposed Amendments

1. Page 84 Policy Ml 6, b) (I), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 ci): delete para (iJ entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, parc 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 71)i) line 2: delete “or indirect” and for
“and” substitute “and only”.



5. Page 89 Policy Ml 72) Q line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) line 2: fr “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy Ml 74) i) line 3: for “Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances,
including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence
beginning “Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and
substitute “ Proposals for surface hydrocarbon development,
particularly those involving hydraulic fracturing, will not be
permitted between within SOOm of one or two isolated
residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same
or similar height above sea level or 3km where such
settlement overlooks such activity from a height of 50m or
more, the effective distance then being assessed in each case
by the Local Planning Authority to take into account
topographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect when the extent of the resource is better
known, to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impact.” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is applicable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a



discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater ditance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy MiB 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells i) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and
restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M182) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a 3rd party
approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

14. Page 98 Policy Ml 9 ii): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse”.

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) lineS: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”.



5. Conclusion

The precise wording of these proposals are by way only of suggestion
but we hope that the sense and purpose of each is clear. Should they
find favour with the Authorities the Grup which we represent would
give full hearted support at the Examination in Public.

Christopher Stratton OBE, DIpLA, FLI, MRTPI

Peter Fox QC, LLD

For and on behalf of the SHSGAG,
also endorsed and adopted by the following Local Councils:

Coxwold
Crayke
Husthwaite
Oulston Parish Meeting
Helmsley Town Council

December 2016

t
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From: Chris Stratton <chstratton50@gmail.com>
Sent: 21 December 2016 10:23
To: mwjointplan
Subject: NYCC Mineral and Waste Joint Plan _response by South Hambleton Shale Gas

Advisory Group FAQ James Whitleley
Attacjiments: Letter NYCC .pdf; Response Forp Part A .pdf; Response Form Part B D06.pdf;

I Response Form Part B M16. dock.pdf; Response Form Part B M17.pdf; Response
Form Part B M18.pdf; Response Form Part B M19.pdf; CRITIQUE OF NORTH
YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCILS.pdf

Dear Sirs,
I refer to the hard copies of our response which I handed to James Whiteley at County Hall yesterday afternoon As
agreed I now attach pdf digital copies of all the documents, namely:
The covering letter
Form A
Forms B (5no)
Our Critique

There is one important difference to note between the hard copies I deposited with you yesterday and the digital
submission today.
Last night we learnt that Helmsley Town Council had endorsed and adopted this submission, so we have added their
name to all the forms A&B and the critique.
There are no other changes.

If you have any queries that it would be helpful to discuss as you process the documentation for the EIP please
contact me.

I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email.

Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton

Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

1



BANK FARM
OULSTON

NORTH YORKSHIRE
Y06 1 3RA

TEL: 01347868854
Email: chstratton50@maiI.corn

Dec 21st 2016

Dear Sirs,
North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 2016 - Publication Stage
Response

I attach the response in digitised format that has been prepared by the South
Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group on behalf of Husthwaite, Crayke, Coxwold
parish councils, Oulston Parish Meeting and Helmsley Town Council.

Please note that since I submitted hard copies of Forms A&B to County Hall
yesterday, Helmsley Town Council have discussed and adopted the SKSGAG
response so are added to the list above.

In order to comply as far as possible with your request that we use your forms A
& B. we have completed Five B forms which deal, with those specific points of
policy that we wish to bring to the EIP.

Other points of amendment which arise from the justification and explanatory
paras of the plan are also contained in a Critique which is attached. This
document also explains who we are, and deals with general points. It also sets
out our qualified support for the Oct 2016 version of the plan.

We hope that you will find merit in our suggestions and indicate your support
prior to the EIP for we would like to be able to attend the hearing and lend our
support to an amended Joint Mineral and Waste Plan.
Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton
Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

Mineral Planning Team
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton



CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Publication Stage- Response Fom

Your contact details

Email: chstratton50gmail.com

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Nodhallerton
0L7 SAH

Name: Title: MR Initial(s): C.H.

Surname: STRATTON

Organisation (if applicable):
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group,
Also representing Coxwold ,Crayke and
Husthwaite Parish Councils , Oulston Parish
Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Address: Bank Farm

Oulston

York

Post Code: Y061 3 RA
Telephone: 01347 868854

F

For official use only:
Respondent Number Date received Date entered Date acknowledged



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

rName or Organisation SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5,Oulston Parish
I Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Sit Policy No. D06 PoIiies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

_____ _____

2(2) Sound Yes

_____ _____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

I I
No Ix
No Ix

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (b) & (d)

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attadhed Critique
Paragraph 4 Proposed Amendment 15

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) line 3: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessanj to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Official Use Only Reference Number

________________ _______________________
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All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date:l7th December2016
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston

L Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M16 Policis Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant

2.(2) Sound

Yes I____
Yes

No IX

No Ix
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to the attached Critique Para 3 (a) & (c)

(a) In line with the NPPFs presumption in favour of development it is
appreciated why so many of the draft policies begin “will be permitted”
but then reservations need invariably to follow the word “unless” or
“only”.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (0. As drafted, in b) (Q an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and
permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We



strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a buffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park orAONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upn visual setting, integrity and views and vists.
The Harrógate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other pro visions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (0 to be compliant
with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional shale
gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for by
section 50 the Infrastructure Act 2015.
Therefore we do not regard the Mineral and Waste Joint
plan as being legally compliant.

Official Use Only Reference Number

_____________ ___________________
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(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique

Paragraphs 4 Proposed Amendments 1, 2 &3

1. Page 84 Policy M16, b) (i), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 d): delete para (i) entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, para 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.



(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, ei1’idence and
supporting informatic4n necessary to support/justify the representation and the uggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with individual examples including maps and
photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: December17 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number

______________ _____________________
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M17 Policie Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2(1) Legally compliant Yes

Yes

No Ix

No H
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared

Effective

Yes

____

Nol____ Justified YesI____ Nol____

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Veal_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x___ No

_____

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

.1 t

rc

2(2) Sound

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (d),(e), and (f)

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA orB road. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management
Plan to be included in any planning application

(f) Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights from which development or activity may be
seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling masts, properly screened,



maybe acceptable to the occupier of an isolated farmhouse on whose
land the activity occurs, it would not be so to the inhabitants of a village
of 300 people whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of
lOOm or more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the South and
West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills respectively. We
suggest tha( 500m should be stated as a minimum, the e(fective distance
then being assessed in each case by the Local Planning Authority so that
topographical variation can be taken into account.

(continue on a separate sheevexpand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Mailer you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique Paragraph 4
Proposed amendments 4,5,6,7,& 8 9,10 &11

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 7 1)0 line 2: delete “or indirect” and for “and”
substitute “and only”.

5. Page 89 Policy Ml 7 2) i) fine 2: for “unacceptable” substitute “an
adverse “.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 7 4) i) line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy M17 4) i) line 3: for ‘Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances, including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy M17 4)i) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence beginning
“Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and substitute “Proposals for

Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ _______________________
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surface hydrocarbon development particularly those involving hydraulic
fracturing, will not be permitted between within 500m of one or two
isolated residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same or similar
height above sea level or 3km where such settlement overlooks such
activity from a height of 50m or more, the effective distance then being
assessed ip each case by the Local Planning Authority o take into
account to,bographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect, when the extent of the resource is better known,
to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impacL” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is appilcable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a
discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater distance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. II your representatiqn is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with evidential material including maps and photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M18 PolicieJMap

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2.(1) Legally compliant

2(2) Sound

Yes I I
Yes

_____

No Ix

No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

1
I t

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (g)

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3’’ party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed Amendments 12&13

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy M18 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells I) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and

restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M18 2) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a ydparty

approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

Official Use Only Reference Number
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6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17k’ December2016

F



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs,Qulston Parish Meeting

& Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

No.1 Site Policy No. M19 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No

_____

2.(2) Sound Yes No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an x one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please refer to attched Critique
Paragraph 3(b) and (d)

3(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

3(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box If necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(conUnue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

I Official Use Only Reference Number

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed amendment 14

14. Page 98 Policy MW II): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse’

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December2016



CRITIQUE OF NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL’S
MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (OCTOBER 2016)
BY SOUTH HAMBLETON SHALE GAS ADVISORY GROUP

1.Introduction

The South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group comprises technical
and professional disciplines. It is non-partisan, and over the past 12
months and more has sought to inform ourselves, the public and local
parish councils on shale gas exploration and extraction. We offer this
critique by way of constructive criticism, confining ourselves to the
legal and procedural compliance or soundness of the final draft plan,
including its conformity and the duty to cooperate. We are keen to
ensure the final plan will be sufficiently robust and of such clarity as
to withstand the scrutiny and challenges it will face at the
Examination in Public and subsequent planning appeals. This paper
is drafted by a professional planner and a lawyer, each with long and
extensive experience in our respective fields, having advised and
acted for and against Government and planning authorities over
many years.

2. General Comment

It must be said at the outset that since the initial consultative draft
Minerals and Waste joint Plan was published a great deal of thought
and detailed work have gone into the preparation of the draft plan
now in final consultation. The overall strategy of general principles
covering all aspects of minerals and waste in North Yorkshire,
leading to their specific application, is a matter for congratulation.
Although this critique is concerned solely with shale gas we must
observe that such an integrated approach serves only to strengthen
the particular aspects upon which it then focuses. We fully endorse
the great body of principle and criteria, following both those
principles set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
document and the fundamental needs of the county. En passant, it is
both grati1ring and encouraging to note the extent to which the
consultee responses to the original document have been recognized
and imported into the joint plan now under consideration. Save
therefore for a very few substantive matters of detail, this paper
seeks to clarif, and thereby strengthen some of the language
employed in the Joint Plan. We would add, however, that as hinted at



in the present draft Joint Plan (e.g. para. 5.136) Supplementary
Planning Guidance will probably be needed to deal with, for example,
Landscape Character Assessments when the extent of the shale gas
resource is better known. That would determine the capacity of each
given area to accommodate further dri4ing sites. We note that
Hambleton District Council have recently produced (May 2016) an
LCA which would be an excellent basis for such a capacity study.
Likewise it may be both prudent and beneficial to the community at
large, as well of advantage to energy companies, for such further
Guidance to include Preferred Sites, as the Joint Plan presently
provides with regard to other resources such as gravel.

3. General Points

This paragraph contains the argument for and justification of the
changes to the draft loint Plan which we propose. To avoid repetition
we discuss the different points with which we take issue or make
suggestion, and where they recur in the Joint Plan deal with them
compendiously. In the following paragraph we list with page, Policy,
paragraph and line reference the specific amendments which then
arise.

(a) Inline with the NPPF’s presumption in favour of development
it is appreciated why so many of the draft Policies begin “will
be permitted” but then reservations need invariably to follow
the word “unless” or “only”.

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (iJ. As drafted, in b) (i) an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and



permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We
strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a bi.ffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park or AONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upon visual setting, integrity and views and vistas.
The Harrogate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other provisions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (i) to be
compliant with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional
shale gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for
by section 50 of the Infrastructure Act 2015. Therefore we do not
regard the Mineral and Waste joint plan as being legally compliant.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA or Broad. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management



Plan to be included in any planning application.

(fl Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights frot which development or
activity may be seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling
masts, properly screened, maybe acceptable to the occupier of
an isolated farmhouse on whose land the activity occurs, it
would not be so to the inhabitants of a village of 300 people
whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of lOOm or
more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the
South and West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills
respective]y. We suggest that 500m should be stated as a
minimum, the effective distance then being assessed in each
case by the Local Planning Authority so that topographical
variation can be taken into account

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3rd party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

4. Proposed Amendments

1. Page 84 Policy Ml 6, b) (I), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 ci): delete para (iJ entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, parc 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 71)i) line 2: delete “or indirect” and for
“and” substitute “and only”.



5. Page 89 Policy Ml 72) Q line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) line 2: fr “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy Ml 74) i) line 3: for “Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances,
including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence
beginning “Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and
substitute “ Proposals for surface hydrocarbon development,
particularly those involving hydraulic fracturing, will not be
permitted between within SOOm of one or two isolated
residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same
or similar height above sea level or 3km where such
settlement overlooks such activity from a height of 50m or
more, the effective distance then being assessed in each case
by the Local Planning Authority to take into account
topographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect when the extent of the resource is better
known, to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impact.” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is applicable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a



discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater ditance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy MiB 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells i) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and
restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M182) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a 3rd party
approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

14. Page 98 Policy Ml 9 ii): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse”.

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) lineS: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”.



5. Conclusion

The precise wording of these proposals are by way only of suggestion
but we hope that the sense and purpose of each is clear. Should they
find favour with the Authorities the Grup which we represent would
give full hearted support at the Examination in Public.

Christopher Stratton OBE, DIpLA, FLI, MRTPI

Peter Fox QC, LLD

For and on behalf of the SHSGAG,
also endorsed and adopted by the following Local Councils:

Coxwold
Crayke
Husthwaite
Oulston Parish Meeting
Helmsley Town Council

December 2016

t
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From: Chris Stratton <chstratton50@gmail.com>
Sent: 21 December 2016 10:23
To: mwjointplan
Subject: NYCC Mineral and Waste Joint Plan _response by South Hambleton Shale Gas

Advisory Group FAQ James Whitleley
Attacjiments: Letter NYCC .pdf; Response Forp Part A .pdf; Response Form Part B D06.pdf;

I Response Form Part B M16. dock.pdf; Response Form Part B M17.pdf; Response
Form Part B M18.pdf; Response Form Part B M19.pdf; CRITIQUE OF NORTH
YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCILS.pdf

Dear Sirs,
I refer to the hard copies of our response which I handed to James Whiteley at County Hall yesterday afternoon As
agreed I now attach pdf digital copies of all the documents, namely:
The covering letter
Form A
Forms B (5no)
Our Critique

There is one important difference to note between the hard copies I deposited with you yesterday and the digital
submission today.
Last night we learnt that Helmsley Town Council had endorsed and adopted this submission, so we have added their
name to all the forms A&B and the critique.
There are no other changes.

If you have any queries that it would be helpful to discuss as you process the documentation for the EIP please
contact me.

I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email.

Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton

Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

1



BANK FARM
OULSTON

NORTH YORKSHIRE
Y06 1 3RA

TEL: 01347868854
Email: chstratton50@maiI.corn

Dec 21st 2016

Dear Sirs,
North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 2016 - Publication Stage
Response

I attach the response in digitised format that has been prepared by the South
Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group on behalf of Husthwaite, Crayke, Coxwold
parish councils, Oulston Parish Meeting and Helmsley Town Council.

Please note that since I submitted hard copies of Forms A&B to County Hall
yesterday, Helmsley Town Council have discussed and adopted the SKSGAG
response so are added to the list above.

In order to comply as far as possible with your request that we use your forms A
& B. we have completed Five B forms which deal, with those specific points of
policy that we wish to bring to the EIP.

Other points of amendment which arise from the justification and explanatory
paras of the plan are also contained in a Critique which is attached. This
document also explains who we are, and deals with general points. It also sets
out our qualified support for the Oct 2016 version of the plan.

We hope that you will find merit in our suggestions and indicate your support
prior to the EIP for we would like to be able to attend the hearing and lend our
support to an amended Joint Mineral and Waste Plan.
Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton
Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

Mineral Planning Team
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
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mwjointplan

From: Howard <howardmountain1@btinternet.com>

Sent: 20 December 2016 10:43

To: mwjointplan

Cc: Mike Hurford

Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Dear Sirs, 

  

Kirkby Malzeard, Laverton and Dallowgill Parish Council have considered the Joint Plan and wish to make 

the following comment: 

  

‘We would not wish to see any safeguarding of mineral or coal deposits which would affect normal 

development within the Parish. It is felt that the extraction of both sand/gravel or coal would be 

detrimental to the nature of the area, particularly given the AONB status.’ 

  

If you require any further information please let me know. 

  

Yours faithfully, 

  

Mr Howard Mountain, 

Chairman and Acting Clerk, 

Kirkby Malzeard, Laverton and Dallowgill Parish Council 

  

Contact details: 

Mount Pleasant, Laverton, Ripon HG4 3RH 

Tel: 01765 658838 

E-mail: howardmountain1@btinternet.com 



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Name or Organisation : Leavening Parish Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To 4ich part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this rpresentation relate?

Paragraph No.? Site Alloca- Policy No. Policies Map
tion Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes No

2.(2) Sound Yes No

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with
an x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as pos
sible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.



On close reading of the draft Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, there are internal inconsis
tencies between the two of the Plan’s Policies, which render the intent of some aspects of
the plan ambiguous and therefore unworkable. This is specifically in relation to the inten
tion expressed in the introductory paragraphs of the Joint Plan, and Policy D09 (Water
Environment) that designated Prinicpal Aquifers ‘need additional protection” (para 2.18),
and that ‘a very high level of protection will be applied to principal aquifers and ground
water Source Protection Zones” (Policy D09, 2). Policy M16 (Key spatial principles for
hydrocrbon development) section (b)(i) refers directly to Prptected Groundwater Source
Areas, but does not refer to the Principal Aquifers which path 2.18 and Policy D09 prom
ise the same “very high level of protection”. For Policy D09 to be Effective and Justified,
the list of designated areas referred to in M16 must explicitly include principal aquifers,
which are required by Policy D09 to be afforded the same ‘very high level of protection”
as Protected Groundwater Source Areas (which are included in the list of designated ar
eas).

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if neces
sary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put for
ward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Official Use Only Reference Number



We specifically request an amendment to Policy M16 (Key spatial principles for hydrocar
bon development) to the affect that section (b)(i) reads:

Surface proposals for these forms of hydrocarbon development will only be permit
ted where they would be outside the following designated areas: National Park,
AONBs, Protected Groundwater Source Areas including PrincipalAquifers, the
Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying buffer
zone, Scheduled Monuments, Registered Historic Battlefields, Grade I and 11* Reg
?stered Parks and Gardens, Areas which Protect the Historic Character and Setting
‘of York, Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of Conservation, Ramsar sites
and Sites of Special Scientific Interest.

This amendment would render the intent behind policy D09 workable across the Minerals
and Waste Joint Plan and the Policy would be internally consistent, and would enable to
planning authority to exercise its duties in relation to the Water Framework Directive.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and support
ing information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as
there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the
origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Nominated representatives of the Parish Council would be happy to participate in the oral exami
nation, to ensure that the Council’s representations are heard and understood, particularly as this
issue is of high interest to our local residents.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.



Signature: Peter Bosson, Clerk to Leavening Parish Council Date: 20 December2016

Official Use Only Reference Number



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Name or Organisation : Leavening Parish Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To 4hich part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this fepresentation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site Alloca- Policy No. Policies Map
tion Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes No

2.(2) Sound Yes No

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with
an x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with Nationa/ Policy Yes No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as pos
sible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.



We believe the Plan to be unsound on the grounds that is unjustified in relation to Policy
M17.

Para. 5.146 of the Draft Plan states that there should be a separation distance of 500m
between well pads and the nearest residence. We believe this is of significant concern,
as no rationale or reason is given for the 500m minimum distance. Information about hy
draulic fracturing processes informs us that drilling operations on a well pad run continu
ously 94 hours a day for extended periods of time with resu’tant noise and light pollution.
We also know that higher volumes of heavy goods traffic ath required to transport waste-
water and collected gas away from well sites.

Increased hydrocarbons development close to residences and communities poses an ob
vious increased risk to pedestrians, cyclists and horse-riders, of which there are many in
the Leaveving Parish and across Ryedale who make use of the narrow roads in and out
of, and between our villages.

Without any clear justification for the minimum 500 metre distance between a well pad
and a residence, local planning decision makers will not be able to provide their local res
idents with any certainty about the impact on local communities, particularly in terms of
noise and light disturbance, and public safety.

(continue on a separate sheeUexpand box ii neces
sary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put for
ward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Official use Only Reference Number



We request an amendment to Policy M17 (Other spatial and locational criteria applying to
hydrocarbon development), point 4(i) should therefore be amended to require new mini
mum distance of 750 metres, and 1,000 metres for other sites like schools and care
homes, as follows:

‘4.Q) Hydrocarbon development will be permitted in (ocations where it would not
give rise to unacceptable impact on local communities or public health. Adequate
separation distances should be maintained between hydrocarbons development
and residential buildings and other sensitive receptors in order to ensure a high
level of protection from adverse impacts from noise, light pollution, emissions to air
or ground and surface water and induced seismicity, including in line with the re
quirements of Policy 002. Proposals for surface hydrocarbon development, partic
ularly those involving hydraulic fracturing, within 750 metres of residential build
ings and 1.000 metres for other sensitive receptors such as schools, care
homes and similar, are unlikely to be consistent with this requirement.”

(continue on a separale sheeuexpand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, evidence and support
ing information necessary to supportljustify the representation and the suggested modification, as
there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the
origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Nominated representatives of the Parish Council would be happy to participate in the oral exami
nation, to ensure that the Council’s representations are heard and understood, particularly as this
issue is of high interest to our local residents.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.



Signature: Peter Bosson, Clerk to Leavening Parish Council Date: 2Oth December 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

rName or Organisation : Leavening Parish Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does thi representation relate?

Paragraph No.? Site Alloca- Policy No. Policies Map
tion Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant Yes No

2(2) Sound Yes No

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with
an x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as pos
sible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.



We believe that the as currently drafted the Plan will not be able to adequately protect the
area against negative cumulative impact. Policy M17 of the Draft Plan purports to limit the
density of production sites (well pads) so as to ensure that the development will not give
rise to unacceptable cumulative impact. However, para. 5.137 sets the density in broad
terms as 10 production sites (well pads) every hundred square kilometres. 100 square
kilometres equates to 38.6 square miles which is an area just larger than six miles by six
miles. Therefore, the Draft Plan is suggesting that (if pads are spaced out at equal inter
vals) here can be one production site approximately every three miles in every direction.
Para 5.134 indicates that a typical production site (well pad) will have a surface area of
2ha and several individual well heads”. However, well-pads frequently contain as many
as 40 or 50 individual wells therefore a lOxlO km2 PEDL licence area could contain up to
500 fracking wells. By underestimating the concentration of well heads on a single well
pad, the Plan significantly misjudges the impact of just one well pad and so also the cu
multative impact.

Furthermore, there is no guidance given on the separation distance between each well-
site. One prominent MP for the area has suggested that well-sites should be at least six
miles apart, which would be incompatible with the current plan of 10 well-pads per PEDL
licence block. The lack of any separation distance between well pads in the MWJP is a
significant failing in terms of soundness, as it simply enables developers to concentrate
more production on a single site, multiplying the impact on that area. A minimum separa
tion distance of at least 3 miles should be included in the plan, which would avoid all the
allowed well-sites in one PEDL licence area to be ‘bunched up’ in one place.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if neces
sary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put for
ward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Official Use Only Reference Number



Without specifying a reduced permitted concentration of well pads, the Plan will be per
mitting highly damaging and unmanageable cumulative impact of fracking wells on the
road network, biodiversity, climate change, water use, water contamination, air pollution,
noise and light pollution, soil contamination, human health and traditional rural industries.

This failing in the Plan means that it fails the test of soundness on the grounds of effec
tiveness, justification and consistency with national policy.

We rLommend that Policy M17 be amended to include s)ecific reference to the maxi
mum permitted concentration of well pads in each PEDL license area (rather than only
referring to this in the explanatory text below the Policy) and also refer directly to a mini
mum separation distance between each well pad. Suitable amended wording could be:

Amend section 2 (ü) to:

“Well pad density and/or the number of individual wells within a PEDL area will be
limited to 10 well pads øer 100km2 with a minimum separation distance be
tween well pads of 5km to ensure that unacceptable cumulative impact does not
arise. Assessment of the contribution to cumulative impact arising from a proposal
for hydrocarbon development will include (but not necessarily be limited to) con
sideration of..”

Furthermore, paragraph 5.137 of the MWJP says “For PEDLs located within the Green
Belt or where a relatively high concentration of other land use constraints exist, including
significant access constraints, a lower density may be appropriate. This should be
amended to ‘ffl be appropriate’, as otherwise it provides for very little workable protec
tion.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and support
ing information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as
there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the
odgional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Nominated representatives of the Parish Council would be happy to participate in the oral exami
nation, to ensure that the Council’s representations are heard and understood, particularly as this
issue is of high interest to our local residents.



Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral pad of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 2O’ December 2016
Peter Bosson, Clerk to Leavening Parish Council

Official Use Only Reference Number



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Name or Organisation Leavening Parish Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. to which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does tiflis representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site Alloca- Policy No. Policies Map
tion Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes No

2(2) Sound Yes No

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with
an x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as pos
sible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

The Draft Plan makes no reference to the Ryedale Plan, which is a key document that
Parish and Town Council’s contributed to and is an adopted local plan which has statutory
force and has been made in accordance with the requirements of the NPPR

As the Draft Plan does not refer to the Ryedale Plan, this must be a material planning
consideration. The Key Diagram on Page 42 of the Ryedale Plan shows the entire Vale of
Pickering, The Yorkshire Wolds and the Ryedale part of the Vale of York as “Landscape of
Local Value and Areas of High Landscape Value.” Ryedale’s policies in regard to these
areas is set out in Policy SP13 of the Ryedale Plan. These can be summarised as the
protection and enhancement of distinctive elements of landscape character that are the
result of historical and cultural influences, natural features and aesthetic qualities.
It is therefore difficult to understand why the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds
should be treated any differently from “Areas which protect the Historic Character and
Setting of the City of York” which are protected by Policy Ml 6 of the draft minerals plan.

We believe that the the draft minerals plan could is unsound as it fails to take proper ac
count of Policy SP1 3 of the Ryedale Plan.



(continue on a separate sheet/expand box If neces
sary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put for
ward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Amend Policy M16 so that it specifically refers to and includes the protected areas as de
fined by the Ryedale Plan, as follows:

(b) (0 Surface proposals for these forms of hydrocarbon development will only be
permitted where they would be outside the following designated areas: National
Park, AONBs, Protected Groundwater Source Areas, the Fountains Abbey/Studley
Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying buffer zone, Scheduled Monuments,
Registered Historic Battlefields, Grade I and 11* Registered Parks and Gardens, Ar
eas which Protect the Historic Character and Setting of York, Special Protection
Areas, SpecialAreas of Conservation, Landscape of Local Value andAreas of
High Landscane Value as defined by the Ryedale Plan. Ramsar sites and Sites
of Special Scientific Interest.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and support
ing information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as
there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the
origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Nominated representatives of the Parish Council would be happy to participate in the oral exami
nation, to ensure that the Council’s representations are heard and understood, particularly as this
issue is of high interest to our local residents.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral pad of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Official Use Only Reference Number



3

Signature: Peter Bosson, Clerk to Leavening Parish Council Date: 20th December 2016





Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Name or Organisation : Leavening Parish Council ——________________

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site Alloca- Policy No. Policies Map
tion Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes No

2(2) Sound Yes No

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with
an x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as pos
sible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.



The areas surround Leavening and across the Yorkshire Wolds area have particularly
high concentrations of nationally important scheduled ancient monuments, including:

• Aldro Earthworks (List ID: 1007500)

• Mount Ferrant: a motte and bailey castle (List ID: 1011603)

• Hanging Grimston barrow group: a long barrow 40Dm east of Wold Farm, in

corporating part of a prehistoric linear boundiry (List UID: 1007922)

• Hanging Grimston medieval settlement adjacent to Mount Pleasant Farm (List

UID: 1019093)

• Part of Leppington medieval village, a moated site and site of the former parish

church of St Helen (List UID: 1011515)

• Acklam WoW barrow group: a pair of bell barrows and a bowl barrow 200m

south-west of Acklam Weld House (List UID: 1011547)

• The Queen Dike: part of a cross-dyke SCOrn east of Wold Farm (List

UID: 1007919)

Although each scheduled ancient monument site is protected in the Draft Plan from sur
face operations (i.e. from well sites being created on top of existing scheduled monu
ments), we believe that because of the particularly high concentration of these sites in a
relatively small area of land, and the huge historical importance that these sites collec
tively represent, a buffer zone around all scheduled ancient monuments should be explic

• itly included in Policy M16.

Having taken advice from local archaeology specialists, we suggest that the Plan should
require any surface development to take place at least 500 metres from any scheduled
monument to ensure these nationally important sites are not damaged or disrupted in any

• way by drilling operations.

Without this additional protection we believe the Plan fails the test of soundess on the
grounds of justification and effectiveness.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if neces
sary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Mailer you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put for
ward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.
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We recommend that Policy M16 be amended to include a new point (Hi) under (d) as fol
lows:

d)

(lli)Sudace hydrocarabon development will only be permitted outside of a
500 metre buffer zone around any scheduled ancient monument

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box (necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and support
ing information necessary to suppod]justiñj the representation and the suggested modification, as
there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the
origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Nominated representatives of the Parish Council would be happy to participate in the oral exami
• nation, to ensure that the Council’s representations are heard and understood, particularly as this
issue is of high interest to our local residents.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral pad of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Peter Bosson, Clerk to Leavening Parish Council Date: 20uI December 2016





Michelle Saunders

From: Peter Bosson <peterbossonll@gmail.com>
Sent: 19 December 2016 11:15
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Waste and Mineral Joint Plan (consultation submission)
Attachments: MWJP Publication - Response Form Part B - Leavening Parish Council - Response 1

- Principal Aquifers-1.pdf; MWJP Publication - Response Form Part B - Leavening
Parish Council - Response 2 - Separation distances between we I pads and
residences.pdf; MWJP Publication - Response Form Part B - Leavening Parish
Council - Response 3 - Well pad density and cumulative impact.pdf; MWJP
Publication - Response Form Part B - Leavening Parish Council - Response 4 -

Ryedale Plan.pdf; MWJP Publication - Response Form Part B - Leavening Parish
Council - Response S - Scheduled Ancient Monuments.pdf

Dear sirs,

Please find consultation submission from Leavening Parish Council.

Should you need any thither information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Best Regards

Peter Basson - Clerk to Leavening Parish Council

Peter Bosson
Swan Cottage
Malton Road
Leavening
Malton
North Yorkshire
Y017 95W
01653 658151
07957 980566
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CITY OF

YORK
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North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Publication Stage- Response Form

Part A - Contact details

Your contact details Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):
Scg’?k wiizs
Su ma me:

?ic” 4j

Organisation (if applicable):
ko.jc MRlZStt)

Address:
1a ci

k RPnfli..i!VS \.AY

npJ( Lw ngStot.a

p.lnert4 ‘(‘nZiCSi41fZC
Post Code: ‘in 1
Telephone:
Email: PiVr Qo.. CoI

Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):
.

Address:

1,
Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in the guidance notes (see reverse of this page). You are
strongly advised to read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate,
before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 2?t December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwjointplannorthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

Data Protection:
North Yorkshire County Council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the City of York Council are registered
under the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and
responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made at
Publication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will only be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as part of the examination.

IFor offici7ei
jespondent Number Date received Date enlered Date acknowledged

an- —



Guidance Notes to Accompany the Publication stage Response Form

1. Introduction

1.1. The plan is published in order for representations to be made prior to submission. The
representations will be considered alongside the published plan when submitted, which will be
examined by a Planning Inspector. The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 20041 (as
amended) (PCPA) states that the purpose of the examination is to consider whether the plan
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to co-operate and is sound.

2. Legal Compliance and Duty to Co-operate

2.1. The Inspector will first check that the plan meets the legal requirements under s20(5)(a) and the
duty to co-operate under s20(5)(c) of the PCPA before moving on to test for soundness.

2.2. You should consider the following before making a representation on legal compliance:

The plan in question should be included in the current Local Development Scheme (LDS)
and the key stages should have been followed. The LDS is effectively a programme of work
prepared by the LPA, setting out the Local Development Documents (LDDs)2 it proposes to
produce. It will set out the key stages in the production of any plans which the LPA
proposes to bring forward for independent examination. If the plan is not in the current LDS
it should not have been published for representations. The LDS should be on the LPA’s
website and available at its main offices.

• The process of community involvement for the plan in question should be in general
accordance with the LPA’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) (where one exists).
The SCI sets out the LPA’s strategy for involving the community in the preparation and
revision of LDDs (including plans) and the consideration of planning applications.

• The plan should comply with the Town and County Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012 (the Regulations)3. On publication, the LPA must publish the documents
prescribed in the Regulations, and make them available at its principal offices and on its
website. The LPA must also notify the various persons and organisations set out in the
Regulations and any persons who have requested to be notified.

• The LPA is required to provide a Sustainability Appraisal Report when it publishes a plan.
This should identify the process by which the Sustainability Appraisal has been carded out,
and the baseline information used to inform the process and the outcomes of that process.
Sustainability Appraisal is a tool for appraising policies to ensure they reflect social,
environmental, and economic factors.

• In London, the plan should be in general conformity with the London Plan (the Spatial
Development Strategy).

2.3. You should consider the following before making a representation on compliance with the duty
to co-operate:

• The duty to co-operate came into force on 15 November 2011 and any plan submitted for
examination on or after this date will be examined for compliance. LPAs will be expected to
provide evidence of how they have complied with any requirements arising from the duty.

• The PCPA establishes that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate cannot be rectified
after the submission of the plan. Therefore, the Inspector has no power to recommend
modifications in this regard. Where the duty has not been complied with, the Inspector has
no choice but to recommend non-adoption of the plan.

1 View at http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpg&2004/5
2 LDDs are defined in regulation 5 — see link below.

View at http://www.legislation.pov.ukluksi/201 21767/contents/made



3. Soundness

3.1. Soundness is explained in paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
The Inspector has to be satisfied that the plan is positively prepared, justified, effective and
consistent with national policy:

Positively prepared: This means that the plan should be prepared based on a strategy
which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements,
including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

• Justified: The plan should be the most appropriate strategy when considered against
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

• Effective: The plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities.

• Consistent with national policy: The plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the NPPF

3.2. If you think the content of the plan is not sound because it does not include a policy where it
should do, you should go through the following steps before making representations:

• Is the issue with which you are concerned already covered specifically by national planning
policy (or the London Plan)? If so, it does not need to be included.

• Is what you are concerned with covered by any other policies in the plan on which you are
seeking to make representations or in any other plan?

• If the policy is not covered elsewhere, in what way is the plan unsound without the policy?

• If the plan is unsound without the policy, what should the policy say?

4. General advice

4.1. If you wish to make a representation seeking a modification to a plan or part of a plan you
should make clear in what way the plan or part of the plan is inadequate having regard to legal
compliance, the duty to cooperate and the four requirements of soundness set out above. You
should try to support your representation by evidence showing why the plan should be modified.
It will be helpful if you also say precisely how you think the plan should be modified.
Representations should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as
there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further submissions based on the
original representation made at publication. After this stage, further submissions will be only at
the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

4.2. Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see a plan modified, it
would be very helpful for that group to send a single representation which represents the view,
rather than for a large number of individuals to send in separate representations which repeat
the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how many people it is representing
and how the representation has been authorised.
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,. Publication stage Response form - Part B
/ Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Name or Organisation
.ot.JC ffs4 Coo.ac1k

Please tick as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site Policy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No I I
2(2) Sound Yes No 1

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only tick one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes U No U Justified Yes U No fl
Effective Yes U No Consitent with National Policy Yes U No U
2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.
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(continue on a separate sheet/expand box If necessary)
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/

/Pjblication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation

boG itSVo.J fM’S4 CctflJCL

Please tick as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site Policy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No

_____

2.(2) Sound Yes I No

_____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only tick one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes D No D Justified Yes D No D
Effective Yes E No D Consitent with National Poflcy Yes D No H
2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.
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(continue on a separate sheeVexpand box if necessary)
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
NameorOrganisation: smJ fcsi-i CotnJCiL.

Please tick as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site Policy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

_____I

No I
2(2) Sound Yes

_____

No I I
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only tick one

element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes D No LI Justified Yes LI No LI
Effective Yes No Consitent with National Policy Yes LI No LI

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.
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From: Clerk - MTC <clerk@malton-tc.gov.uk>
Sent: 19 December 2016 15:38
To: mwjointplan
Cc: clerk@malton-tc.gov.uk; Paul Andrews
Subject: Joint Minerals and Waste Plan Response. from Malton Town Council

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir

Please see below the of Malton Town Council (in bold) re the Joint Minerals and waste Plan offerred for
consultation

The draft joint waste and minerals plan is unsound because the section on Hydrocarbons (paras 5.93
— 5.161) is inconsistent with National Policy in that it fails to take into account Policy SPI3 of the
Ryedale Plan which is an adopted Statutory Plan made in accordance with the NPPF in the following
respects:

1. The failure to include the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire SVolds under Policy N116 (b)(i) as
one of the areas where hydraulic fracturing would not be permitted;

2. The scale and density of well pads proposed in regard to the SP13 policy objective of the protecting
and enhancing distinctive elements of landscape character that are the result of historical and
cultural influences, natural features and aesthetic qualities.

The Council therefore requests:

a) the insertion of the words ‘land shown on the Key Diagram of the Ryedale Plan as landscape of
local value and areas of high landscape value, and the River Denvent SSSI and neighbouring land
(including the towns of Malton and Norton) to act as a buffer’, after the words ‘Areas which Protect
the Historic Character and Setting of York’ in Policy M16(b)(i)

b) The modification of para 5.137 by substituting ‘10 well pads per 1,300 square kilometers’ for ‘ten
well pads per 100 square miles’”.

The Malton Town Council hopes that you can appreciate its concerns and amend the drafi plan as
recommended.

Yours faithfully
Mike Skehan
Clerk to Malton Town Council
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From: Clerk - MTC <clerk@malton-tc.gov.uk>
Sent: 20 December 2016 08:13
To: mwjointplan
Cc: clerk@malton-tc.gov.uk; Paul Andrews
Subject: Re Joint Minerals and Waste Plan. Malton Town Council response

Dear Sir

Malton Town Council has submitted its response to the draft plan. The Council notes that the Examination in Public

is set to commence in April 2017.

May I formally record that Malton Town Council wishes to be represented at the Examination.

Please acknowledge this request.

Yours faithfully

Mike Skehan

Clerk to Malton Town council

F
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Stillington Parish Council

Here with our comments on NYCC Minerals and Waste Plan for your consideration

The process we are asked to accept in our County is an Industrial Process, which is to be
installed in an Agricultural- Domestic Environment.
The consequences of Responsible Management gives rise to a Fruitful extraction of Gas
from Fracked shale below the earth in an efficient and cost effective process within limits.
The consequences of an irresponsible management of the Process would be a disastrous
destruction of Communities and Farm Land in the proportion we have never seen before.
This is due to the nature and collective destruction, which can occur if the Parameters of
Fracking are not adhered to. I.e. if a high-pressure valve were to split open when in the
line of the Compressed fluid been pumped at high pressure into the earth. The
surrounding area would be contaminated for miles around the Well Head. Or The
Installed pipe deep in the earth may hit a fissure and distributed under pressure a mixture
into a watercourse, which ran into a Natural Reservoir and is in turn pumped for drinking
water; a whole community could be wiped out without notice.

The question we wish to have answerers to

Before the Fracking Process begins.

Who will record the original attributes of any area nominated for drilling before the
Drilling begins. (I.e. Reference for any adverse Land / Amenity disruption or subsidence
attributed to Fracking).

Who will Monitor the Community life sustainabLe attributes. Such as Water quality,
Atmosphere quality and Traffic flow.

The attributes to any Drilling site should be defined before any work is started, we concur
that a Buffer zone of 1.5k is required and a Separation distance of 500m should be the
minimum.

A defined pathway for any Problems and Responsibilities should be well identified and
agreed by all interested parties before Fracking on any site can begin.

On start up.

Who will ensure that the safety criteria are in place, such as Monitoring Air Quality,
Health and safety ensuring all levels of protection are in place.

Who will indemnify the insurance costs of recompense for mismanagement issues and
the initial mess, which may accompany the start up procedure.

t7%



Where will any grievance be heard during the Start up Procedure or any claim for
compensation for the destruction of Life attributes within the immediate communities.

During the operational Process

Who will be held responsible for the operational management process within the limits of
the operating licence.

Who will be the Monitoring agent for the community.

Who will be responsible for reporting to the community at regular intervals, the progress
of Fracking in the Community.

Whilst we take for granted the Air we breathe is monitored by the environment agency.
The process of Fracking is a business and is like all other businesses endemic of cost
effectiveness, which means if costs can be cut, this will be exploited. The question arises,
who will be the assessor of LegaL exploitation.

The Fraeking process is very volatile and at worst is corrosive to the Community and at
best may run within limits and provide benefits. Not only the Management of the Process
requires a constant monitoring to the overarching process. There is a requirement for a
regular executive period of audit for reliability and safety to all attributes ofthe Process
Who will be responsible for the overall safety of the Fracking Process.

We thought the Document NYCC’s final Minerals & Waste Joint Plan consultation prepared
by the South HambleEon Shale Gas Advisory Group. Gave a balanced view however, we suggest
a more practical answer to the forgone questions need to be forthcoming before any ftirther
progress is made.

Regards

Bob Brown
Parish Clerk
I 6th December 201 6



From: Bob <stillingtonbrown@hotmail.com>
Sent 17 December 2016 09:48
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Re: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage
Attachments: Comments Fracking PlanDecl6docx

Good Morning
Herewith Stillington Parish Council’s to to the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan for your consideration
Regards
Bob Brown
Parish Clerk

On 9 Nov 2016, at 13:36, mwjointplan <mwjointplannorthyorks.gov.uk> wrote:

Dear Parish Clerk,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority are
working together to produce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan covering all three planning authority areas.
When finalised the new Joint Plan will help the three authorities take decisions on planning applications for
minerals and waste development up to 31 December 2030. A number ci public consultations have already
taken place to help develop the new Plan, including an ‘Issues and Options’ consultation in 2014 and a
‘Preferred Options’ consultation in 2015.

A final draft of the Joint Plan has now been prepared and is being published for a six week period to allow
for representations to be made, before it is submitted for examination in public by an independent planning
inspector. At this stage only representations relating to the legal compliance and soundness of the Joint
Plan are required. More information about this is contained in the guidance notes attached with this email.

The formal publication period commences on Wednesday 9 November 2016 and wiLl close
on Wednesday 21 December 2016. All responses must be received by 5pm on that day. Please note
we will be unable to accept responses after this deadline.

The Joint Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the Joint Plan
Website: www.northyorks.gov.uklmwconsult. Paper copies of the Joint Plan and main supporting
documents, including a response form and guidance notes, are available to view during normal opening
hours at all public libraries in the area covered by the Joint Plan, including mobile libraries and at all main
offices of the three Authorities, as well as at District and Borough Council main offices and the National
Park Centres.

Please see attached to this email:

• Formal Publication Letter,
• Statement of Representations Procedure,
• Response Form (Part A & Part B) and
• Guidance Notes

For further information about the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan please visit our
ebsite: www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwconsult

1



V4-
Yours faithfully

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team

On behalf of:
North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and North York Moors National Park
Authority

This email has been sent on behalf of North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC), City of York Council (CYC) and North York Moors
National Park Authority (NYMNPA).

WARNING

Any opinions or statements expressed in this e-mail are those of the individual and not necessarily those of NYCC, CYC or
NYMNPA.

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you receive this in
error, please do not disclose any information to anyone, notify the sender at the above address and then destroy all copies.

NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA computer systems and communications may be monitored to ensure effective operation of the system
and for other lawful purposes. All GCSX traffic may be subject to recording and/or monitoring in accordance with relevant
legislation.

Although we have endeavoured to ensure that this e-mail and any attachments are free from any virus we would advise you to take
any necessary steps to ensure that they are actually virus free.

If you receive an automatic response stating that the recipient is away from the office and you wish to request information under
either the Freedom of Information Act, the Data Protection Act or the Environmental Information Regulations please forward your
request by e-mail to the Data Management Team (datamanagement.officer(ämorthyorks.gov.uk) who will process your request.

North Yorkshire County Council

City of York Council

North York Moors National Park Authority

<MWJP Formal Publication Letter (Nov 2016).pdf><Statement of Representations Procedure.pdf’”<MWJP Publication - Response
Form Part A.docx><MWJP Publication - Response Form Part 6.docx’<Guidance Notes.pdf>
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Rose Cottage,
Stonegrave, York.
Y062 4LJ

December 15th 2016

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
Business and Environmental Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall, Northallerton
DL7 8AH
mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk

Dear Sir or Madam,

On behalf of the Stonegrave Parish Meeting, in consideration of legal compliance and soundness we
wish to object to certain provisions and assumptions of the above plan, whilst making specific
suggestions for improvement which we believe will contribute to the ‘soundness’ of these policies.
This necessitates an element of commentary and justification. Suggestions for improvement or
reinforcement will be found below in bold type. In some cases the adoption of one suggestion might
obviate the need for another suggestion made.

Whilst commendably seeking to hold a balance and comply with requirements arising from duty,
the MWJP’s dutiM presumption in favour of shale exploration and recovery sits uneasily, we find,
with its efforts to restrict such development to the least contentious locations and to limit the scale
and density of the proposed development to a level which it deems the area could sustain.
As an example of this; its efforts (passim) to avoid such development to varying degrees within the
protected areas as detailed in MI 6 b) i), are inconsistent with the provisions of 9.25 which permit
development in these areas, given assertions of “public interest” or “national need”.
This quandary, the demonstrable undesirability of shale development on one side according to
significant scientific opinion, and the government’s assertion of the contrary on the other, underlies
sections of the MWJP and commands our sympathies for the predicament of the authors of the
plan. It nevertheless underlines the need for a clearer statement as to how and when the criterion of
national need and public interest (surely identical in this context) might be invoked. It should not be
taken as given by the planners and therefore used to circumvent any application for a shale well, no
matter where.

We propose the insertion of a clause in the MWJP clarifying how and when the criterion of
national need might be invoked.

We propose an absolute interdiction on hydrocarbon surface development involving fracking
within National Parks, AONBs, Protected Groundwater Source Areas, World Heritage Sites,
or within a 5km buffer zone of any. A 3.5km buffer zone should be applied to the remaining
sites in M16 b) i). Amend 5.128 accordingly.
(Justification: where the stakes are so great, the precautionary principle should apply and the ‘safe
zone extended.)

In view of the Yorkshire Wolds’ application to Natural England for AONB status, possibly to
be granted in the life of the proposed MWJP, we further propose that consideration be given



to affording the North Yorkshire portion of the Wolds a similar protected status to those
mentioned above.
Justification: those qualities, such as landscape, history, and aesthetic qualities which have
contributed to the designation of, for example, the Howardian Hills as an AONB, are also present in
the Yorkshire Wolds which have in addition rich archaeological sites, designated or undesignated.

We suggest, further to the above that similar protected status be accorded to the Vale of
Pickering where similar aesthetic quaiiti4s as well as qualities of landscape, history etc. appIy.

In certain respects, the MWJP does not enable the delivery of sustainable development and is
therefore inconsistent with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and with the Ryedale
Plan (RP).
1, Climate Change.

a.Water safeguarding. Flooding.
“Local planning authorities should adopt proactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate
change, taking ifill account of flood risk, . . .,and water supply and demand considerations.” (p21
NPPF).
Climate Change - “undoubtedly the biggest environmental challenge facing society” (RP p. 117) —

will of course increase the likelihood of ever more severe flooding in the numerous flood zones
within the MWJP area. This is recognised in the Plan.
The thrust of the MWJP, whilst acknowledging the risk, is at variance in this respect with the
cautious and safeguarding thrust of the RP, (itself reflecting the NPPF), in that the MWJP fails to
provide adequate mitigatory safeguards for flooding as an effect of climate change in its provision
for the location and density of shale pads which are a source of potential contamination via drilling,
via recovery of shale gas and via transportation (tankers and pipelines carrying water or waste),
contamination which would be exacerbated by flooding. The MWJP’s consideration of the flooding
risk concentrates disproportionately on flooding as a risk to shale or minerals development, rather
than on the contaminatoty effects of shale developments being spread by flooding.
This risk and others, (see below), might to sonic extent be mitigated by addressing the density
question, apparently arbitrarily settled as a maximum in 5.137.

We propose a precautionary approach to the question of density of well pads as envisaged in
5.137 and suggest that the wording should permit far fewer well pads for the area stated, ie
fewer than 40% of those envisaged to be permitted as a maximum.

b.Air quality. The health risks of leakage to air— emissions — at any stage of the hydraulic
fracturing process and its aftermath, or as a result of venting or flaring which might be required as
an emergency recourse, or from increased machinery and vehicle emissions are considerable and
are not adequately addressed by the proposed 500m separation distance between well pads and
residential developments. In such circumstances any suggestion is arbitrary but the MWJP must err
on the side of caution.

We therefore propose an increase in the separation distance between residential developments,
schools, hospitals etc. and well pad to 1km at least.

The climate change impacts of the use of fossil ftiels and the associated release of methane must not
be obscured in the MWJP by a statement of the duty to reflect government policy in the latter’s
assessment of the national need. The exigencies of climate change must not be overruled by
government diktat.



We therefore propose a re-writing of 5.106 - “However, the government believes that shale
gas...etc. and is currently encouraging further exploration”. The rest of the paragraph — stet—
until the final clause where “its belief’ should be inserted after “indicated”.

We propose that in 9.102 “where possible” should be inserted before the second clause
Justification: a significant body of reputable scientific opinion holds that shale exploration and
development is inimical to climate change mitigation. As it stands, the text implies significant
mitigation is possible.

We further propose M17 4) iii) be re-written as follows: “All proposals involving hydraulic
fracturing should be accompanied by an air quality monitoring plan, a Health Impact
Assessment, and an Environmental Impact Assessment.”

The question of decommissioning of wells after exploitation is inadequately addressed in the plan in
the continuing risk to climate, health, and to agriculture posed by leakage to air and to land as
wells progressively degrade. Such considerations require considerably more than the 5-year
“aftercare” proposed, and suggest monitoring for a much longer period. Although this would
probably extend beyond the applicability period of the proposed MWJP, it is vital that such
requirements be understood by industry at the application stage.
Similar considerations apply to the question of bonds and financial guarantees.

We propose, therefore, that decommissioned wells be eared for and monitored, both on a
weekly basis by industry and monthly by an independent body for the first 5 years, and
monthly by industry and six-monthly by an independent body for the next 15 years, and at
annual intervals thereafter until such time as it is certain that well degradation will not lead to
contamination.

We further propose that 9.79 be amended by addition of a provision such as the following:
“Notwithstanding these considerations, in view of the risk of potentially catastrophic
consequences in the event of a major accident with this technology, new and untried in the
UK, and new to the geological circumstances prevailing, in view also of the likely detrimental
cumulative environmental, agricultural and economic effects of shale development, all shale
activity should be considered “exceptional circumstances”, and bonds and financial
guarantees should always be sought.”

General Points/Amendments - some as a result of points made above.

We suggest that the policies M16, M17 and Ml8 in particular avoid the use of the subjective
term “unacceptable” which weakens the protection afforded by the policies, replacing it
where possible with the less subjective “adverse”. Some particular instances arc detailed
below.

We further suggest that the formula commonly used in the MWJP - “will be permitted” -

should usually be reinforced with, as appropriate’ “only” or “unless”.

We suggest that policy M18 (or another policy if deemed more effective) contain a provision
along the following lines: Whilst welcoming the Environmental Agency’s concern with the
chemicals permissible in fracking fluid, this Plan deems it essential for the protection of our
communities that the chemicals used be fully disclosed by the operator and limited to those
deemed by competent international authorities to have been proven to be non-hazardous in



interaction with chemicals commonly encountered at fracking depths.

Justification: 5.109 states with reference to the procedures used in hydraulic fracturing: “Operators
must demonstrate to the Environment Agency that all the chemicals used in the process are
non-hazardous”. The definition of’ non-hazardous’ as the term is used by the EA appears to be ‘has
not proved in tests to be hazardous’. A safer definition might be ‘has been proved to be not
hazardous in relevant contexts, eg. the sub-surface hydraulic fracturing context’.
This concern arises from the difficulty in kiowing how unknown (or known) chemicals will react
with unknown chemicals in a sub-surface context where the two or more are brought into reactive
proximity. The wording above does not hilly address this concern but goes part of the way.
A further concern resides in the possibility within the lifetime of the MWJP of transatlantic trade
agreements such as TTIP or CETA coming into force with the EU while the UK is a member, or
with the UK thereafter, when it has already been shown that corporations/industry are willing to
enter into litigation with a national entity which they deem threatens their commercial interests by
‘anti-competitive’ regulations, such as those limiting chemicals to be used in the fracking process.
We therefore believe it is in the interests of the MWJP area to reinforce existing regulations in this
way.

M17. 4) i) replace “within 500m of residential buildings” with “within 1km of residential
buildings” AND
replace “are unlikely to...ctc” (at the end) with “are not consistent with this requirement and
will not be permitted.”

M17. 4) iii) Add “Air quality and possible health impacts should during exploration and
production be monitored monthly by independent authorities. The accuracy of industry
reporting will not be relied upon and in instances of doubt, the precautionary principle will
apply and operations suspended until a full investigation has taken place.”

M18. 1) ii) After “locations”, replace the clause “where a high standard of protection..” with
“where the risk to ground and surface waters can be demonstrated to be negligible”, AND,
replace the existing “where it can be demonstrated” clause with “where it can be
demonstrated that there is no or negligible seismic risk”.

M18. 2) iii) Replace “may require” with “will require” and add “This guarantee would be
forfeit in the event of proof of operational negligence.”

5.159 Replace final sentence with: “This policy will continue throughout the Plan period.”
and amend appropriate policy.
In justification for this it should be pointed out that observance of regulatory requirements on one or
several occasions is no guarantee of continuing observance, and also that one operator might be
replaced by another either during or between sets of fracking operations.

MW. iii) Replace ‘unacceptable’ by ‘adverse’.

W1O.1) Delete “unacceptable”

D02 1) line 3 Replace ‘unacceptable’ with ‘adverse’ ALSO line 2 insert ‘only’ before ‘where’

D07 1) and 3) Replace ‘unacceptable’ with ‘adverse’.
Justification:It seems as though the MWJP is using the terms interchangeably although ‘adverse’ is
clearly stronger and less subjective than ‘unacceptable’. The use of the two terms in close proximity
creates a distinction which might or might not be intended. Whether intended or not, we believe



‘adverse should usually replace ‘unacceptable’.

DOS. 3) second sentence - Delete after “unless” and resume after the present “or”, to read:
“unless all of the following apply”.
Justification:A government-defined ‘national need’ for shale could be termed a substantial public
benefit’ (deleted), opening up many sites for shale exploration which these provisions intend to
exclude.

D09 I) replace ‘unacceptable’ by ‘adverse’ 2) delete ‘unacceptable’ 3) delete ‘an unacceptable’

Conclusion:
We have done our best to consider the MWJP and make rcpresentations following the lay-out of the
Plan used. To the extent that we have not succeeded in this respect, we request the indulgence of the
inspectors and apologise for inconvenience occasioned.

Yours sincerely,

David Cragg-James (Chair)
Niall Rodger (Clerk) Matthew Dwyer (Treasurer) Jackie Powell (Secretary)

For and on behalf of the Stonegrave Village meeting
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From: David Cragg-James <david.cragames@googlemaiI.com>
Sent: 15 December 2016 08:53

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Response on behalf of the Stonegrave Meeting
Attachments: MWJP Response on behalf of Stonegrave Meeting.rtf

Dear Sir or Madam,
Please find attached the response to the MWJP for and behalf of the Stonegrave Meeting. We should like
to be present at the Inspection meeting.
Yours sincerely,

Stonegrave Village Meeting

pp. David Cragg-James

•:# .
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From: James Mackman <jmackman3@gmail.com>
Sent: 12 December 2016 14:50
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Re: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication
Attachments: UPPC Preferred Options Consultation - Response Form V2.pdf

Dear Team

Thank you for your advice below to which our response is

‘Upper Poppleton Parish Council considered the Plan at their November meeting, and concluded that they

had nothing further to add to their Preferred Option previously submitted and herewith attached for your

further consideration’.

Regards

James Mackman
Clerk to Upper Poppleton Parish Council

Original Message
From: mwjointplan
To: James Mackman
Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2016 3:45 PM
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

Dear Mr Mackman,

Thank you for your email regarding providing a response from Upper Poppleton Parish Council. There are 2
approaches you can take

1. If the views of Upper Poppleton Parish Council are the same as the views provided by Nether Poppleton
Parish Council then a response from Upper Poppleton Parish Council stating that they endorse the response
provided by Nether Poppleton Parish Council and would like the views presented in that response to be
taken into account as being Upper Poppletons Parish Council response as well.

Or if, bearing in mind some of the policy text has changed, the Parish Council feel that the views presented

at Preferred Options have not been addressed adequately

2. Resend your response that was provided at Preferred Options stating that the Parish Council would like it

to be taken as their response to the Publication document.

I hope this is helpful and enables you to be able to provide a response to the Publication document.

Regards

Minerals and Waste Plans Team

From: James Mackman [mailto:jmackman3©gmail.com)
Sent: 08 December 2016 14:40

1



CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Response Form- Preferred Options Consultation

Closing Date for responses 5pm Friday 15th January 2016

Your contact details Agent contact details (if applicable)

We ask a number of questions within the consultation documenton which we would like your views.
When making your comments please use the following format:

• All Comments within column A must reference a chapter and/or Section
• Policy Comments: In column B Include the draft Policy reference number (this is located in the top

left hand side of each draft Policy box). Then in colum C indicate the question you are responding
to.

• Site Comements: In column B use the site reference number (found on the top of the sites summary
tables in Appendix 1).

• Comments on individual paragraphs: In colum C indicate the paragraph to which your comments
relate

Recording your comments in this format is important as this will enable us to ensure that your responses are
logged correctly. If it is not clear to which section / policy or site your comment relates to we may need to
contact you for clarification. Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary.

0 A B C D E
Office! Chapter Policy Question I Do you Response
us and Ref or Paragraph support
° Section site Ref the

Policy?
Office! 5: M04 Q04 YIN Please enter your comment here. Thank you for

“7 Aggregate your assistance.
supply

Office! Appendix WJPO6 Q14 Please enter your comments here. Thank you for
use

For official use only:
Representation? reference number

/ Regl8.3

Date received

Date entered

Date acknowledged

Name: Title: Initial(s):
Mr James

Surname:
Mackman
Organisation (if applicable):
Upper Popoleton Parish Council
Address: 39 Calder Avenue

Nether Poppleton

York

Post Code: YO 26 6RG
Telephone: 01904 399277
Email:jmackman3gmaiI.com

Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Recorded by Category



only 1:Sites your assistance.
Chapter Preferred Question! Do you Response
and Policy Paragraph support
Section Option or the

site Policy!
reference Site?

P190 102 NO Locations for ancillary minerals
infrastructue.
ihe P0/IL,’ statcv:
With/u the C/ti’ of Thuk urea (!el’elopnieuut vi
aneillan’ miuie,vls infivstruetui’e n/Il cilso he
supported prtn’ed the/allowing c’itciia are u;it’t:

The Silt’ is located on industrial or t’mp!ovnwnt
land, prei’ioues/v developed land, or would he to—

located nith other conipatthk’ industrial or
LO1uIiuiL’iC.Ui! cleve/opnient
Response Dutton Farm the site of the
preferred mineral extraction is none of the
above being on grade 2 agricultural land
within the agreed Green Belt area of the City
of York. The purpose of which is to protect the
historic and character setting of this historic

• City. The previous extraction that had taken
place was closed by the enforcement officer of
the City of York as it was considered illegal,
inappropriate, and without permission.

_________

The Site has good aeCLSS to the trails/nut netit’ork
Response The attached photos show the
condition of the road leading to the previous
clay pit extraction point and is clearly a rutted
cart lane with no provision for HGV of which
it is proposed at 12-14 per day will made a two
way visit to the area at the height of
production.

• The exit from the cart track is onto a single
track lane with three passing places. If the
exit from the single track road onto the busy
A59 be widened, as the officers suggest, it

would encourage additional traffic to make
use of the single track road and increase the
likelihood of accidents. The road is unlit and
the junction with the A 59 is on a blind bend
The vehicles would be turning right into
oncoming traffic which at peak times is a
continuous stream of commuters, tourist and
delivery vehicles to and from York.
This site does not have good access to

* •: transport links and has the potential for a
high accident risk.
It would bc proposed that no vehicles may
turn left out of the cart track lane. This would
only increase the traffic through the single
track access to other farms in the area and the



c’l’91

village of Upper Poppleton.
The likelihood of clay being on the tyres of the
vehicles will reduce the level of friction on the
road thus creating a further accident hazard.

The development would not create
significant adverse impact on local
communities, businesses or the environment
including h en tctcie assets
Response : It is felt that the historic centre of
Upper Poppleton could be at risk of
disruption and destruction if HGV’s at the

3 rate of 12-14 per day were at any time to use
the roads through the village as a means of

3 access to the ring road to avoid the persistent
traffic congestion at the junction of the A1237
and A 59.

4 Local communities in the area are mostly
r arabic farming, with occasional grazing for

sheep in preparation for market. It is
considered that any effect on the water tables
created by the extraction of minerals could
have an effect of the viability of some crops
that are susceptible to water table access.
It is suggested within the policy document that
the increase in greenhouse gases is likely to be
minimal. Given that at the present time there
are no emissions on the roads in the immediate
vicinity of the extraction source, it follows that
if approved, this will greatly increase the
greenhouse gas emissions.

D03 NO

Transport of minerals and waste
and associated traffic impacts.
The Polin’ states:
Where practk’able minerals and waste
neoi’enwnls should utilLve altc’,7latn’es to road
transport.
Response Dutton Farm access and egress
from the site is along a single unsurfaced cart
track which is rutted, and unsafe for HGV
vehicles in that there is no protection from
subsidence, no hard core foundation to the
road and no lighting. Given that the proposal
is for 12-14 HGV per day movement in both
directions this constitutes a major disruption
to the rural setting.
There is eapaeth’ within the existing netno;kJor
the level of t,afjie proposed.

Response: The reasons for the closure by the
enforcement officer included the poor access
to the site and the nature of the road surface
and the impact on the A59. In wet weather

P221



mud and clay deposits creates a film on the
road surface which exacerbates the likelihood
of vehicles skidding and sliding on the surface.
Highways and the police have records of
fatalities on this section of the road over the
past 10 years, due to the camber of the main
road, the blind access of the lane and the
heavy traffic use. Adding to this already busy
road with more [kGV is not within the
capacity of the existing network the parish
council would propose.
ihere are suitable u17angenie)zts in phzc’e/br on—
site iiianocIniIIIQ parking and iota/rn g/iin/oadn,g
Response: The Upper Poppleton Parish
Council (UPPC) would wish to add to this that
the facility for tyre washing was added to the
requirement at the on-site area at Dutton
Farm. As already stated the road access is
inadequate and therefore any development
would require all the roads to have the
capacity to take the weight of loaded and
unloaded vehicles.
il,ji’ adiei:cc inipactc can he appropri a/eli
mitigated for ewmnple, by tra/jie comitmois,
hmghua’ imnprol’cniemzts timid ticef/ic ‘vieting
agreen in I ts.

Response: The UpperPoppleton Parish
Council (UPPC) would oppose any left turn by
vehicles from the end of Kettlewell Lane into
Newlands Lane and the existing 7.5 T weight
limit to be observed at all time. No vehicles
from the site should be traveling towards
either Upper or Nether Poppleton Villages. All
HGV traffic should be restricted from left
turn from the end of Dutton Farm.
It is not felt appropriate or desirable to place
traffic lights on the road as the speed limit is
60 mph on this section of the A59. The
building of the Park and Ride on the
Greenbelt land and common land in Upper
Poppleton has increased the traffic
significantly on this section of the A 59. The
NPPC would wish a restricted access sign on
the junction to deter more vehicles from using
the country lanes as a means of avoiding
traffic congestion on the A59/A1237 junction.

Reclamation and afteruse
Proposals UhiLh require ;cstoiatwn tint! afteiuve
elenient nil! he permitted where it can he

4a



dento!l.vtrated that they it-oak! he ea,ned out to a

Ingh stand at! and iihwh, ithere ,elei’ant.
(1(7/HE) si/UlL.
Bet’?? hiaiight Jortiwd in chseii.ssioii 31/ti? the

loctil eoninhiiiiitic’s and othei ,eiei’ani’
stakehokleiw anti it-heir practicable ic-fleet (lit’
outcome o/ (host’ th.vciissions.
Reflected the otential/or the proset! resto;’atio,i
and/or a/ie;usc t4 give rise to posit/ic and
tuh’ers-e impacts. including eui,udatn’e inlpaetc.
and haie sought where practicable to nmvinuce
potential overall he;w/Th and inmmuse oi’erall
adi’ere inipac.ts.
Takeii iiito aecotuit potc’iitial tinpacH oii awl
f,oin climate change Jactoiw
Part two
In addition to the e,iteiia of Part One above,
proposal trill he permitted which deliver a more
It?? geted appiiaeh Iv 1?li?le?tll site iesloitlnv;l tmi;d
a/u’musc by ennirthuting toiia;ds objectives

appivpriate to the location of time site including

tt?u’ie relevant

I Iii areas qf best ti/al most iercatile

agrwiiltiiivl Ittiitl. p)ioriusing tile protection and

enhancement u/soils timId tile bug tC!7?I potei,tuil

to create areas of best and titost versatile knid
thiring reclamation v/time site:

Response: The Area surrounding and
including Dutton Farm, according to the City
of York Agricultural Survey shows that this is
grade I and 2 agricultural land. It is therefore
important if extraction of minerals is to be
allowed on the fertile land, which on
completion of the period of extraction the
landscape is returned to the rural setting and
not considered as brownfield site for housing
development which would be totally out of
keeping with the green belt designation of the
area.
UPPC understands from the consultation
documentation that the landfill proposed is
inert building materials. This again would
involve HGV movements along a cart track
which currently has no foundations to take the
weight of such vehicles. The use of landfill
materials must be carefully monitored as the
water table and nearby Foss dyke, which feeds
the Poppleton Lakes complex needs to be kept
clean for aquatic life. Any contaminated
materials could have disastrous consequences
for not only the upstream activity but also
excess water pumped into the Ouse could
affect the capacity of the river basin to cope in

-i



times of flood. The area is prone to flood risk
at level 2 which is indicated on the
accompanying map from the Environmental
Agency at the present time of high flood risk
in York December 2015.
Enhancement of topsoil on completion of the
extraction of minerals could bring the land
back into agricultural use. Also extensive
planting of trees could help to reduce flooding
by holding water in the canopy during the
summer however would have little effect
during the winter when flooding is most likely,
either from excessive rain or snow melt.

UPPC would reiterate the key sensitivities
noted by CYC on the site being:

• Ecological issues including impacts on
existing pond, protected species and
habitats.

• Impact on grade 1 and 2 agricultural
land

• Heritage assets including potential
archaeological remains

• Land and visual intrusion issues on
Historic York landscape

• Impacts on Greenbelt and the potential
for the area to be reclaimed as a
brownfield site with buildings
permitted on conclusion of extractions

• Water issues including Flood Risk
mostl3 Zone I and Zone 2

• Traffic impact access and egress and
local traffic management.

• Amenity issues including noise, dust,
pollution of watenvays.

It Given this extensive list of potential hazards,
and likely disruption to rural life it is very
difficult to see why this would in any way be a
preferred site.
This issue is further referenced in Chapter 4
Protecting the Enironment of the Waste -

• •J North Yorkshire Local Plan 2006 (which has
• never been adopted or passed inspection.) and

which now claims to be covered in D 03 and D
10 which UPPC have commented on in detail
above.



Any Other comments:
Please us&the Space below to provide any other comments you mask wish to make relating to
minerals and waste policy matters

Thank you for providing us with your comments.

All responses should be returned 5pm Friday 15th January 2016
by email to: mwjointplannorthyorks.gov.uk

or, post using the contact details below.

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

North Yorkshire county council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the city of York council are registered under the Data
Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and responses will only be retained (or
the preparation of the Joint Minerals and Waste Plan. All responses received will be summarised and will be displayed on the Joint Plan
website. (All personal information such as e-mail addresses and telephone numbers will be removed before publication).

j
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mwjointplan

From: Alison E Carter <tanfieldparishcouncil@yahoo.co.uk>

Sent: 09 December 2016 15:49

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Re: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Morning 
 
Tanfield Parish Council, discussed the above plan at their last Parish Council meeting on 
Wednesday 30 November, 2016. 
 
We have no comments to make with regard to the legal compliance and the soundness of the joint 
plan. 
  
Regards 

 

 
Alison E Carter 
Clerk to Tanfield Parish Council 
E-mail: tanfieldparishcouncil@yahoo.co.uk 
Tel: 07762403999  
Website: ww.tanfieldparishcouncil.btck.co.uk 
 

From: mwjointplan <mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk> 
To: mwjointplan <mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk>  
Sent: Wednesday, 9 November 2016, 13:36 
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage 
 
Dear Parish Clerk, 
  
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan – Publication 
   
North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park 
Authority are working together to produce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan covering all three 
planning authority areas. When finalised the new Joint Plan will help the three authorities take 
decisions on planning applications for minerals and waste development up to 31 December 
2030.  A number of public consultations have already taken place to help develop the new Plan, 
including an ‘Issues and Options’ consultation in 2014 and a ‘Preferred Options’ consultation in 
2015. 
   
A final draft of the Joint Plan has now been prepared and is being published for a six week period 
to allow for representations to be made, before it is submitted for examination in public by an 
independent planning inspector.  At this stage only representations relating to the legal 
compliance and soundness of the Joint Plan are required.  More information about this is 
contained in the guidance notes attached with this email. 
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The formal publication period commences on Wednesday 9th November 2016 and will close on 
Wednesday 21st December 2016.  All responses must be received by 5pm on that day.  Please 
note we will be unable to accept responses after this deadline. 
  
The Joint Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the Joint Plan Website: 
www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwconsult .  Paper copies of the Joint Plan and main supporting 
documents, including a response form and guidance notes, are available to view during normal 
opening hours at all public libraries in the area covered by the Joint Plan, including mobile libraries 
and at all main offices of the three Authorities, as well as at District and Borough Council main 
offices and the National Park Centres.  
  
Please see attached to this email:  
  

•         Formal Publication Letter,  

•         Statement of Representations Procedure,  

•         Response Form (Part A & Part B) and  

•         Guidance Notes 
  
For further information about the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan please visit our website: 
www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwconsult 
  
Yours faithfully 
    
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team 
  
  
On behalf of: 
North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and North York Moors National Park 
Authority  
  
  
  
  
  
This email has been sent on behalf of North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC), City of York 
Council (CYC) and North York Moors National Park Authority (NYMNPA). 
WARNING 
Any opinions or statements expressed in this e-mail are those of the individual and not necessarily 
those of NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA. 
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended 
recipient. If you receive this in error, please do not disclose any information to anyone, notify the 
sender at the above address and then destroy all copies. 
NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA computer systems and communications may be monitored to ensure 
effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. All GCSX traffic may be subject to 
recording and/or monitoring in accordance with relevant legislation. 
 
Although we have endeavoured to ensure that this e-mail and any attachments are free from any 
virus we would advise you to take any necessary steps to ensure that they are actually virus free. 
If you receive an automatic response stating that the recipient is away from the office and you 
wish to request information under either the Freedom of Information Act, the Data Protection Act 
or the Environmental Information Regulations please forward your request by e-mail to the Data 
Management Team (datamanagement.officer@northyorks.gov.uk) who will process your request. 
North Yorkshire County Council 
City of York Council 
North York Moors National Park Authority 
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CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

Part A - Contact details

Your contact details
Name: Title: Ms Initial(s): C

Surname: Skelly

Organisation (if applicable): Hambleton Disitrct
Council

Address: Civic Centre

Stone Cross

Northallerton

Post Code: DL6 2UU
Telephone: 01609 779977
Email: caroline.skelly@hambleton.gov.uk

Please ensure that your contact details in
your representations cannot be recorded.
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

North Yorkshire
County Council

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.pov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

Data Protection:
North Yorkshfre County Council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the City of York Council are registered
under the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and
responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made at
Publication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will only be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as part of the examination.

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Publication Stage- Respodse Form

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
Please also see the note on Data Protection at the

For official use only:
Respondent Number Date received Date entered Date acknowledged



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representationrName or Organisation : Hambleton District Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

‘aragraph No.? Site MJPO7 Policy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant Yes X No I
2.(2)Sound Yes I x No

_____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes I No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_,c No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Although the Plan is considered sound, at the planning application stage NYCC should seek contributions to improve
vehicular access onto the B2627. Resortation conditions should also seek to maximise the area of land restored rather
than water. Care should also be taken to minimise any contamination of lngs Goit Beck, although it is acknowledged that
this will be relocated.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Caroline Skelly Date: 13/12)16

Official Use Only Reference Number

________________ _______________________

I I I I’’%IJ I :1 II’%.I I I $ I’%J I I I I



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : Hambleton District Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

‘Paragraph No.! Site MJP14 Policy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant Yes I X No I
2.(2)Sound Yes x No I

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes_____ No____

Effective Yes

_____

No_____ Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Although the Plan is considered sound, at the planning application stage vcc should seek an independent assessment
of the impacts of working on local groundwater supplies and ensure that work is monitored regularly and robustly in order
to mimimise impact on residential amenity.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box ii necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Caroline Skelly Date: 13/12/16

I Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ _______________________

L I I It_J T1%J II I L_H I



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

EName or Organisation : Hambleton District Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site MJP43 Policy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant Yes

______

No

______

2(2) Sound Yes No

_____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes j No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

The excIuson of (his site is supported.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box P necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

[ Signature: Caroline Skelly Date: 13/12/16

Official Use Only Reference Number
I I I T%lII 11%! II I•NJI



mwjoi ntpla n

Caroline Skelly <Caroline.Skelly@hambleton.gov.uk>
13 December 2016 17:34
mwjointplan
Publication Plan Response
Publication_response_form_part_B1 (1)B.pdf; Publication_response_form_part_B1 (1)
C.pdf; Publication_response_form_partrBl (1)A.pdf;
Publication_response_form_part_Al (1.pdf

Please find attached the comments from Hambleton District Council to the Joint Minerals and Waste Publication
Plan.

Although we have not presented a report to Cabinet to inform these comments they have been discussed with local
Members.

Kind regards

Caroline

Caroline Skelly
Planning Policy Team Leader
Planning Policy
Tel: 01609 767150
Email: caroline.skelly(äThambleton.pov.uk
Website: www.hambleton.gov.uk

Your calls may be recorded for training and quality purposes. The call recording policy is available at
www.hambleton.Qov.uk

The information contained in this email is confidential. It is intended only for the stated
addressee(s) and access to it by any other person is unauthorised. If you are not an addressee,
you must not disclose, copy, circulate or in any other way use or rely on the information contained
in this email. Such unauthorised use may be unlawful. If you have received this email in error,
please inform the sender immediately and delete it and all copies from your system. Any views or
opinions expressed are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of
Hambleton District Council.

All e-mail traffic may be subject to recording and / or monitoring in accordance with relevant
legislation.

Hambleton District Council, Civic Centre, Stone Cross, Northallerton, 0L6 2UU.
4 ;
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

p

cI

HANIBLETON
DISTRICT COUNCIL
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CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

‘CORK
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North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joini Plan

Part A - Contact details

Your contact details

Publication Stag- Response Form

Name: Title: Mr Initial(s): C

Surname: Gibben

Organisation (if applicable): Middlesbrough
Council.

Address: Planning Services

P0. Box 504. Civic Centre,

Midd lesbro ugh

Post Code: TS1 9FY
Telephone: 01642 729065
Email: charlton_gibben@middlesbrough.gov.uk

Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the mailers they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannohhyorks.pov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

Data Protection:
North Yorkshire County Council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the City of York Council are registered

tinder the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and

responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made at
Publication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will only be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste Joint

Plan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as part of the examination.

—_-

Date received Date entered Date acknowledged
_,jti - .5.

Agent contact details (if applicable)

For official use only:
Respondent Number
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Planning Services Economic Development

fyi iddlesbrough
moving forward

19 December2016
Direct Line: (01642) 729065

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, Fax: (01642) 729971

Planning Service,
North Yorkshire County Council, Our Ref; cJG/NYMWJDEVI

County Hall, Your Ref:

Northallerton, When telephoning please ask for:

North Yorkshire, CRARLTON GIBBEN

DL7 8BR.

Dear Mr Smith,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication (November 2016— December 2016)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above consultation. This is a joint
officer response on behalf of the five Tees Valley mineral and waste planning
authorities.

The five authorities support the overall aims and objectives of the Publication
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. We also agree that the Joint Plan meets the four
tests of soundness, is legally compliant, and complies with duty to co-operate
aspects.

In addition, the five authorities wish for their previous joint response (submitted 20
January 2016) made at the Preferred Options Consultation stage, to be taken into
account. Furthermore, along with our previous comments, the five authorities wish to
include the following as part of their overall response:

The spatial portrait of the plan area recognises that the economy of the Tees Valley
is particularly relevant to North Yorkshire as commuter patterns cross into these
areas. It also states that population and household growth in adjacent urban areas is
also expected to be relatively high and population and economic growth in these
areas may have implications for minerals demand in North Yorkshire.

The Local policies and strategies recognises that although only a small part of the
Plan area falls within the Tees Valley Local Economic Partnership area, managed by
Tees Valley Unlimited, it is still important to consider the influence which economic
growth from outside the Plan area may have.

This recognition is particularly important within the Tees Valley as authorities review
their development plans, and plan positively for ambitious population and economic
growth.

1
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I trust that our previous submitted response and the above comments will be taken
into account, and welcome the opportunity to continue to co-operate during the plan
preparation process. Should you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to
contact me on 01642 729065 or at pIanningpolicymiddIesbrough.gov.uk

Yours sincerely,

I
Strategic Policy Manager
Middlesbrough Council

On behalf of:

Darlington, Hartlepool, Redcar & Cleveland, Stockton-on-Tees, and Middlesbrough
Borough Councils.

H /



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

____

Name or Organisation Middlesbrough Council on behalf of the five Tees Valley Authorities

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site Policy [Jo. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1)Legally compliant Yes I I No I
2.(2) Sound Yes No I I

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No ] Consistent with National Policy YesI j No [
2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please see covering letter.

(continue on a separate sheeUexpar.d box f nccca;ar)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

, No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: . Date: 21.12.16

I tMdaf Uiibnly Referr



Joan Jackson

From: Chariton Gibben <Charlton_Gibben@middlesbrough.gov.uk>
Sent: 04 January 2017 11:54

mwjointplan
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Joan,

Further to your below email I have spoken to the other Tees Valley Authorities, and we wish for our response to be
recorded as five individual local authority responses. This will ensure that each LA will be properly /officially
represented and kept informed of developments through the examination directly, rather than relying on one
authority acting as a conduit.

In addition, I also need to inform you that there is no longer an organisation called the “Tees Valley Joint Strategy
Unit”. Furthermore, it should be noted, that Tees Valley Unlimited is the Local Enterprise Partnership (a separate
organisation), and should not be used to describe the Local Authorities working together (or, for that matter, the
Tees Valley Combined Authority).

I hope the above is of assistance.

Best Regards,
Chadton Gibben,
Senior Planning Policy Officer,
Planning Services,
Middlesbrough Council,
PO.Box 504,
Civic Centre,
Middlesbrough,

[

TS1 9FY. *

Tel: 01642 729065

From: mwjointplan [mailto:mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk]
Sent: 03 January 2017 15:46
To: Chariton Gibben cCharIton_Gibbenmiddlesbrough.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Mr Gibben,

You recently provided a response to our Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication document, the number we
provided to you was for Middlesbrough Council only. The title we have been using to record combined responses
from the S Tees Valley Authorities has been ‘Tees Valley Unlimited —Joint Strategy Unit’ is this still correct? If not
what title should we use?

Once you have clarified the situation we will provide you with the correct Respondent Number which will cover a

joint submission.

Sorry for the confusion.
I

Regards

Joan Jackson

1



Minerals and Waste Joint Plans Team

From: mwjointpian
Sent: 22 December 2016 09:28
To: ‘Chariton Gibben’
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Mr Gibben,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

Thank you for your response to the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication Stage.

Please accept this email as confirmation of receipt of your response on behalf of Middlesborough Council.

Your response has been noted and will be processed. For reference a Respondent Number has been
allocated to your response. Your unique Respondent Number is 0077. This can be used to identify your
response on the website.

Copies of responses will be made available to view on our website www.northyorks.gov.uklmwiointQlan as
soon as possible after the close of consultation.

The next stage in the process will be submission of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan for Examination in
Public. At that time it will be the role of the Inspector to consider the representations received alongside the
published plan. As you have responded to this consultation you will be automatically notified when the Plan
is submitted.

Yours Sincerely,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team

From: Charlton Gibben fmailto:Charlton GibbèñuhiddlesbrouRh.gov.uk1
Sent: 21 December2016 12:34
To: mwjointplan <mwiointlan@northyorks.gov.uk5..
Cc: Wren, Rebecca <Rebecca.Wrenredcar-cleveland.gov.uk>; ‘Palmer, Jane (DaNS)’
<Jane.PaImer@stockton.gov.uk>; David Nelson <David.Nelson@darlington.gov.uk>; Matthew Clifford
cMatthew.CliffordhartIepool.gov.uk>
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Rob,

Please find attached the Tees Valley Authorities response to the above consultation. If you have any queries
regarding our response please do not hesitate to contact me by the below telephone number or via email.

Best Regards,
Chariton Gibbon,
Senior Planning Policy Officer
Planning Services,
Middlesbrough Council,
PO.Box 504,
Civic Centre,
Middlcsbrouah.
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From: McCluskie, Helen <Helen.McCluskie@Doncaster.Gov.Uk>
Sent: 28 November 2016 14:18
To: mwjointplan
Cc: Johnson, Jeremy; Ward, Nicola (Planning)
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Thanks for the consultation email
Doncaster council does not wish to make a representation regarding legal compliance and soundness.
I can confirm Doncaster has been consulted regularly throughout the process and we support the proposed
allocation of the Barnsdale Bar and Went Edge quarry, recycling and waste management sites close to our borough
boundary and the approach as proposed in the Joint Plan.

Kind regards
Helen McCluskie
Principal Planning Officer
Local Plans Team
Directorate of Regeneration and Environment

Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council
Civic Office
Waterdale
Doncaster
DN1 3BU

Telephone: 01302 734874

From: Johnson, Jeremy
Sent: 09 November 2016 13:48
To: McCluskie, Helen
Cc: Ward, Nicola (Planning)
Subject: FW: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Helen — I guess that you may have received this directly. Can you respond as needed. J

Jeremy Johnson
Planning Policy Manager (Local Plans)
Directorate of Regeneration and Environment
Civic Office
Waterdale
Doncaster
DN1 3BU

Tel: 01302 734933
Email: jeremy.johnson@doncaster.gov.uk

From: mwjointplan [mailto:mwiointplanänorthvorks.gov.uk]
Sent: 09 November 2016 13:38



To: mwjointplan
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Dear Sir/Madam,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority are
working together to prodQce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan covering all three planning authority areas.
When finalised the new Joint Plan will help the three authorities take decisions on planning applications for
minerals and waste development up to 31 December 2030. A number of public consultations have already
taken place to help develop the new Plan, including an ‘Issues and Options’ consultation in 2014 and a
‘Preferred Options’ consultation in 2015.

A final draft of the Joint Plan has now been prepared and is being published for a six week period to allow
for representations to be made, before it is submitted for examination in public by an independent planning
inspector. At this stage only representations relating to the legal compliance and soundness of the Joint
Plan are required. More information about this is contained in the guidance notes attached with this email.

The formal publication period commences on Wednesday 9th November 2016 and will close on
Wednesday 2Vt December 2016. All responses must be received by 5pm on that day. Please note we
will be unable to accept responses after this deadline.

The Joint Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the Joint Plan Website:
www.northyorks.gov.ukImwconsult. Paper copies of the Joint Plan and main supporting documents,
including a response form and guidance notes, are available to view during normal opening hours at all
public libraries in the area covered by the Joint Plan, including mobile libraries and at all main offices of the
three Authorities, as well as at District and Borough Council main offices and the National Park Centres.

Please see attached to this email:

• Formal Publication Letter,
• Statement of Representations Procedure,
• Response Form (Part A & Part B) and
• Guidance Notes

For further information about the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan please visit our website:
www.northyorks.gov.uklmwconsult

Yours faithfully

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team

On behalf of:
North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and North York Moors National Park
Authority

This email has been sent on behalf of North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC), City of York
Council (CYC) and North York Moors National Park Authority (NYMNPA).

WARNING

Any opinions or statements expressed in this e-mail are those of the individual and not necessarily
those of NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA.
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This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended
recipient. If you receive this in error, please do not disclose any information to anyone, notify the
sender at the above address and then destroy all copies.

NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA computer systems and communications may be monitored to ensure
effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. All GCSX traffic may be subject to
recording and/or monitoring in accordance with relevant legislation.

Although we have endeavoured to ensure that this e-mail and any attachments are free from any
virus we would advise you to take any necessary steps to ensure that they are actually virus free.

If you receive an automatic response stating that the recipient is away from the office and you
wish to request information under either the Freedom of Information Act, the Data Protection Act
or the Environmental Information Regulations please forward your request by e-mail to the Data
Management Team (datamanagement.officernorthyorks.gov.uk) who will process your request.

North Yorkshire County Council

City of York Council

North York Moors National Park Authority
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Our ref: Highways Agency
Your ref: Network Strategy (YH)

3rd Floor Tees Wing
Business Reply Service Lateral
Joint Minerals and Waste Plan 8 City Walk
Planning Services Leeds
North Yorkshire County Council LS1 1 9AT
County Hall

I Northallerton I Direct Line: 0113 2835497
DL7 8BR

For the attention of: Planning Manager 16 December 2016

Dear Sir! Madam

CITY OF YORK COUNCIL, NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL AND NORTH YORK
MOORS NATIONAL PARK MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN PUBLICATION DRAFT
(NOVEMBER 2016)

Highways England welcomes the opportunity to provide comments on the Publication Draft
of the North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint Plan (the Plan) for the City of York Council,
North Yorkshire County Council and North York Moors National Park. We have previously
provided comments on the Joint Plan Issues and Options and earlier drafts including the
Core Strategy Issues Paper and Waste Core Strategy First Consultation. This letter provides
a summary of our response, whilst further detailed comment on the preferred policies has
been provided in the accompanying policy schedule. In addition a site appraisal technical
note has been produced to accompany our response, which provides a broad consideration
of the site allocations.

The Strategic Road Network in the Joint Plan Area

The Strategic Road Network (SRN) within the joint plan area comprises of the following
routes:

• The A64(T) provides a southwest-northeast link through the county connecting York
with Scarborough and the Al northeast of Leeds.

• The A1(M) provides a north-south link through the county ultimately connecting the
south of England with the Scottish border.

• The A66(T) links the Al (M) to the northeast coast.
• The Al 68(T) links the A1(M) to the A19 east of Ripon.
• The A19(T) provides a north-south link from the A1(M) to Middlesbrough.
• The M62 which provides an east-west link through the south of the county. The M62

links the county with Leeds, Manchester and Liverpool.

Background

Highways England was generally supportive of the North Yorkshire County Council Minerals
Issues Paper particularly with regards to ensuring transport infrastructure is available,
especially via more sustainable means of transport. Similarly, in response to the Waste Core
Strategy we considered that there were a number of issues in relation to waste transportation
that were particularly important when developing a strategy for waste management and
transportation in the County. As referred to in response to the Minerals Issues Paper, we
were supportive of maximising the use of sustainable transport infrastructure for the
transportation of waste, where feasible, as this would help to reduce the impacts on both the
local and strategic road networks. We also stated that this should be an important

1



consideration when identifying appropriate sites for new facilities along with the principle that
waste should be managed near where it arises, which again can help to reduce the need to
transport waste over longer distances that are more likely to use the Strategic Road Network
(SRN).
Highways England most recently responded to the Joint Plan Preferred Options in November
2015. We were generally supportive of the Plan and welcomed that the option to identify
specific sites for allocation in the Plan had been taken forward as we considered that this
approach would provide the greatest degree of certainty as to where future development
would take place, enabling the potential traffic impcts of sites to be assessed both from an
individual and cumulative perspective, along with the requirements for any new or improved
transport infrastructure required to support sites and mitigate their impact on existing
transport infrastructure.

We welcomed the intentions for waste management, which was considered to be in line with
National planning policy, encouraging the management of waste in proximity to where it
arises, and seeking to increase self-sufficiency to help facilitate a reduction in the need to
transport waste out with the authority, which could create traffic movements that would need
to utilise the SRN.

We maintained our support for the safeguarding of existing transport infrastructure, such as
railheads, rail links and wharves which could be utilised in the future to support new facilities
or enable a modal shift to more sustainable transport, which could help to reduce
transportation via the road network and in particular the SRN for more strategic movements.
We were also particularly supportive of Policy D03: Transport of minerals and waste and
associated traffic impacts and the prioritisation of minerals and waste transportation via
alternatives to utilising the highway network, and the policy provisions that would ensure
sufficient capacity should be available in a transport network to accommodate the additional
level of traffic generated by the Plans development proposals. We also supported the
requirement to implement highway improvements where adverse impacts would require
mitigation and welcomed the requirement to provide a transport assessment to support
proposals had been included in the policy.

In the accompanying technical note we considered the suitability of the Joint Plan Traffic
Assessment that supported the Plan and assessed the traffic impacts of sites being
considered for allocation. We considered that the level of traffic generated individually at
each of the sites was unlikely to be of concern to Highways England in capacity terms. The
cumulative impact of the various sites had been considered and it was accepted that these
were generally limited. However, it was noted that should there be any cumulative issues
these could be controlled through appropriate planning conditions. It was also noted that
there is a potential highway safety issue associated with the sub-standard merge and diverge
on the northbound Al Junction with B6474 and therefore additional HGVs at this location
could represent a highway safety issue that would need further consideration.

Joint Plan Publication Draft Summary

On the whole Highways England is generally supportive of the policies within the Joint Plan
and in our consideration of the potential impact of sites on the SRN, the proposed daily traffic
levels at each of the sites is still unlikely to cause us concern in terms of capacity. A small
number of sites may present an issue particularly at peak times due to the proposed number
of HGV movements expected. However, it is considered that these could be resolved as and
when the sites come forward through the planning process utilising conditions to limit HGV
movements during the peak periods.

We also consider that it is unlikely that the cumulative impact of these sites will present an
issue at any particular SRN junction as the sites are utilising a number of different junctions
on various parts of the SRN. There are several sand and gravel sites where HGVs are likely

2



to access the Al M at Mid Catterick and Leeming Bar but most are some distance from the
network.

It should be noted that site MJP21 Killerby has the potential to be of concern where 34 HGV
movements may use the Mid Catterick junction each hour. Combined with site MJP33 there
is the potential for a combined impact of 47 HGV movements per hour at this location in
addition to a number of light vehicle movements. However, we again consider that any
concerns can be considered through the planning process when detailed trip generations
and distributions can be considered.

Therefore, to conclude Highways England considers that the Joint Plan is sound when
considered against the tests of being positively prepared, justified, effective, and consistent
with national policy.

I trust this response is helpful, however should you require any further information, please do
not hesitate to contact me and I look forward to receiving confirmation that our comments
have been received in due course.

Yours sincerely

Simon Jones
Asset Manager
Yorkshire and Humber (North)
Highways Agency
simon.ioneshighways.gsi.gov.uk
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g

the
P

lan
area’s

environm
ent,

protecting
and

supporting
its

com
m

unities
and

stren
g

th
en

in
g

its
econom

y.
D

elivering
S

u
stain

ab
le

W
aste

M
an

ag
em

en
t

i.
L

ess
w

aste
w

ill
be

g
en

erated
and

the
P

lan
area

w
ill

have
m

oved
substantially

clo
ser

to
a

zero
w

aste
econom

y,
w

ith
m

ore
w

aste
being

u
sed

as
a

reso
u

rce
and

disposal
of

w
aste

arising
in

th
e

P
lan

area
only

taking
place

as
a

last
resort.

N
ational

and
local

targ
ets

for
recycling

and
diversion

of
w

aste
w

ill,
as

a
m

inim
um

,
have

b
een

m
et

and,
w

here
practicable,

ex
ceed

ed
.

Im
portant

w
aste

m
an

ag
em

en
t

infrastructure
w

ill
h

av
e

b
een

safeg
u

ard
ed

for
the

future
and

the
P

lan
area

w
ill

have
delivered

sufficient
w

aste
m

an
ag

em
en

t
capacity

to
m

eet
n

eed
s

equivalent
to

w
aste

arising
in

N
orth

Y
orkshire

and
the

C
ity

of
Y

ork,
w

ilh
w

aste
only

being
exported

out
of

the
P

lan
area

w
h

ere
n
ecessary

or
m

ore
su

stain
ab

le.
A

chieving
the

E
fficient

U
se

of
M

inerals
R

eso
u
rces

U.
W

hilst
m

axim
ising

the
u

se
of

altern
ativ

es
to

prim
ary

m
inerals,

the
provision

of
an

ad
eq

u
ate

and
stead

y
supply

of
m

inerals
w

ill
have

b
een

m
aintained,

recognising
the

im
portant

role
th

e
P

lan
area

h
as

in
the

supply
of

a
ran

g
e

of
m

inerals
and

in
particular

recognising
the

area’s
role

in
ag

g
reg

ates
provision

in
the

Y
orkshire

and
H

um
ber

area
and

the
ad

jacen
t

N
orth

E
ast

region.
P

rovision
w

ill
h

av
e

also
reflected

the
im

portance
of

using
local

m
inerals

to
help

to
m

aintain
and

im
prove

the
quality

of
the

area’s
built

environm
ent.

Im
portant

m
inerals

reso
u

rces
and

m
inerals

supply
infrastructure

w
ill

have
b
een

safeg
u

ard
ed

effectively
for

the
future.

O
ptim

ising
the

S
patial

D
istribution

of
M

inerals
and

W
aste

D
evelopm

ent
Ni.

W
here

geological,
environm

ental
and

infrastructure
co

n
sid

eratio
n

s
allow

,
opportunities

to
en

su
re

a
good

m
atch

betw
een

locations
of

m
inerals

supply
and

d
em

an
d

w
ill

h
av

e
b
een

taken,
and

appropriately
located

m
ineral

w
orkings

w
ill

also
be

playing
a

role
as

locations
for

the
re-u

se
an

d
/o

r
recycling

of
construction

and
dem

olition
and

excavation
w

aste.
iv.

F
or

both
m

inerals
and

w
aste

developm
ent,

an
ad

eq
u
ate

netw
ork

of
suitably

scaled
and

su
stain

ab
ly

located
facilities

w
ill

have
b
een

delivered
in

order
to

m
eet

req
u
irem

en
ts

identified
in

the
Joint

P
lan

and
the

distribution
of

th
ese

w
ill

reflect
the

availability
of

ad
eq

u
ate

transportation
netw

orks,
any

opportunities
for

m
odal

shift
and

the
benefits

of

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
g

en
erally

su
p
p
o
rts

the
vision

particularly
the

asp
ects

of
P

art
i

and
ii

w
hich

seek
to

safeg
u
ard

infrastructure
for

w
aste

m
an

ag
em

en
t,

m
inerals

reso
u

rces
and

m
inerals

supply.
W

e
previously

stated
that

this
could

be
stren

g
th

en
ed

by
m

aking
specific

referen
ce

to
specific

infrastructure
su

ch
as

railheads,
w

h
arv

es
and

pipelines,
but

note
that

this
has

not
b
een

included
and

w
ould

th
erefo

re
w

ish
to

reiterate
this

point.

W
e

are
also

particularly
supportive

of
P

art
iv

and
its

pursuit
for

both
m

inerals
and

w
aste

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

to
be

su
stain

ab
ly

located,
and

the
intention

to
en

co
u

rag
in

g
a

m
odal

shift
to

m
ore

su
stain

ab
le

m
ean

s
of

transport.
P

art
iv

also
seek

s
to

m
inim

ise
the

overall
d
istan

ce
w

aste
and

m
inerals

are
tran

sp
o
rted

,
reducing

the
d
istan

ce
b

etw
een

the
beginning

and
end

u
sers.

T
his

is
also

sought
in

P
art

v
w

ith
the

aim
to

m
an

ag
e

w
aste

in
both

urban
and

rural
areas

as
n

ear
to

w
h

ere
it

arises
as

practical
and

to
co-locate

new
w

aste
facilities

w
ith

co
m

p
lem

en
tary

industries,
b
u
sin

esses
and

p
ro

d
u
cers

or
u

sers
of

w
aste.

W
e

are
particularly

supportive
of

th
ese

principles
as

they
w

ould
help

to
red

u
ce

the
am

ount
traffic

asso
ciated

w
ith

m
inerals

and
w

aste
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
ts

on
the

road
netw

ork
and

in
particularly

the
S

trateg
ic

R
oad

N
etw

ork
(S

R
N

)
and

en
su

re
the

sale
and

efficient
operation

of
the

netw
ork

is
m

aintained.

C
ITY

O
F

Y
O

R
K

C
O

U
N

C
IL

,
N

O
R

T
H

Y
O

R
K

SH
IR

E
C

O
U

N
T

Y
C

O
U

N
C

IL
A

N
D

N
O

R
T

H
Y

O
R

K
M

O
O

R
S

N
A

TIO
N

A
L

PA
R

K
M

IN
E

R
A

L
S

A
N

D
W

A
ST

E
JO

IN
T

PL
A

N
PU

B
L

IC
A

T
IO

N
D

R
A

FT
(N

O
V

E
M

B
E

R
2016)

T
he

table
below

details
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland’s

response
to

the
individua!Jftcies

of
the

Pubjjcation
D

raft
M

inerals
and

W
aste

Joint
Plan

PO
L

IC
Y

if
JO

IN
T

PLA
N

ISSU
E

S
A

N
D

O
PT

IO
N

S
C

O
N

SU
L

T
A

T
IO

N
R

E
S

P
O

N
S

E

1



m
inim

ising
the

overall
distance

w
aste

and
m

inerals
are

transported.
v.

W
aste

arising
in

both
urban

and
rural

areas
w

ill
be

m
anaged

as
near

to
w

here
it

arises
as

practicable,
appropriate

to
the

w
aste

stream
and

scale
of

arisings,
through

a
netw

ork
of

facilities
accessible

to
local

com
m

unities
and

businesses.
N

ew
w

aste
facilities

in
both

urban
and

rural
locations

w
ill,

w
here

practicable,
have

been
co-located

w
ith

com
plem

entary
industries,

businesses
and

producers
or

users
of

w
aste,

in
order

to
m

axim
ise

the
overall

efficiency
of

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
and

the
delivery

of
w

ider
benefits

to
local

businesses
and

the
econom

y,
including

from
the

generation
of

heat
and

pow
er

through
the

recovery
of

w
aste.

vi.
In

identifying
appropriate

locations
for

the
delivery

of
both

m
inerals

and
w

aste
developm

ent
the

distinguished
natural,

historic
and

cultural
environm

ent
and

unique
and

special
landscapes

of
the

Plan
area

will
have

been
protected,

w
ith

particular
protection

afforded
to

the
N

orth
Y

ork
M

oors
N

ational
Park,

the
A

reas
of

O
utstanding

N
atural

B
eauty,

the
historic

C
ity

of
Y

ork
and

the
W

orld
H

eritage
Site

at
Fountains

A
bbey/Studley

R
oyal

Protecting
and

E
nhancing

the
E

nvironm
ent,

Supporting
C

om
m

unities
and

B
usinesses

and
M

itigating
and

A
dapting

to
C

lim
ate

C
hange

vii.
M

inerals
and

w
aste

developm
ent

will
be

taking
place

in
accordance

w
ith

the
highest

practicable
standards

of
design,

operation
and

m
itigation

throughout
the

life
of

the
developm

ent
in

order
to

ensure
that

the
am

enity
and

health
of

local
com

m
unities,

the
sustainability

of
local

businesses
and

the
high-quality

environm
ent

of
the

Plan
area

are
given

robust
protection,

including
from

any
adverse

cum
ulative

im
pacts

arising
from

developm
ent

of
shale

gas
resources

L
iaison

betw
een

developers
and

local
com

m
unities,

businesses,
regulators

and
landow

ners
will

have
been

key
in

delivering
this.
viii.

Im
proved

efficiency
in

energy
and

resource
use,

including
increased

use
of

alternatives
to

prim
ary

m
inerals

and
appropriate

design
and

m
itigation

to
address

effects
on,

and
from

,
clim

ate
change,

including
reducing

the
carbon

footprint
associated

w
ith

m
inerals

and
w

aste
and

reducing
flooding

will
have

occurred,
and

a
high

standard
of

reclam
ation

and
afteruse

of
m

inerals
and

w
aste

sites
w

ill
be

being
delivered,

providing
a

range
of

benefits
for

local
com

m
unities

and
the

environm
ent

of
the

area,
including

connecting
local

access
and

enhancing
biodiversity

and
ecological

netw
orks

at
a

landscape
scale

w
here

practicable,
as

w
ell

as
protecting

and
restoring

high
quality

agricultural
land.

O
bjectives

1.
E

ncouraging
the

m
anagem

ent
of

w
aste

further
up

the
hierarchy.

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
is

generally
supportive

of
the

objectives
for

the
Plan,

2.
M

aking
adequate

provision
for

the
w

aste
m

anagem
ent

capacity
needed

to
m

anage
and

in
particular

O
bjective

3
and

its
intention

to
safeguard

m
inerals

w
aste

arising
w

ithin
the

sub-region
and

safeguarding
im

portant
w

aste
infrastructure,

including
transport

infrastructure
such

as
railheads

and

2



m
anagem

ent
infrastructure.

3.
S

afeguarding
im

portant
m

inerals
resources

and
m

inerals
infrastructure

for
the

future.
4.

Prioritising
the

long-term
conservation

of
m

inerals
through

facilitating
provision

of
sustainable

alternatives
to

prim
ary

m
inerals

extraction,
including

increasing
the

re
use

and
recycling

of
m

inerals
and

the
use

of
secondary

aggregates.
5.

Planning
for

the
steady

and
adequate

supply
of

the
m

inerals
needed

to
contribute

to
local

and
w

ider
econom

ic
grow

th,
built

developm
ent,

quality
of

life,
local

distinctiveness
and

energy
requirem

ents,
w

ithin
the

principles
of

sustainable
developm

ent.
6.

Identifying
suitable

locations
for

the
extraction

and
recycling

of
m

inerals,
the

production
of

secondary
aggregate,

key
m

inerals
supply

and
transport

infrastructure
and

the
m

anagem
ent

of
w

aste.
7.

S
eeking

a
good

m
atch

betw
een

locations
for

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
infrastructure

and
the

places
w

here
w

aste
arises,

and
betw

een
locations

for
m

ineral
w

orking
and

m
inerals

supply
infrastructure

and
the

places
w

here
m

inerals
and

m
ineral

products
are

used,
in

order
to

m
inim

ise
the

overall
need

for
transport.

8.
Prom

oting
the

use
of

alternatives
to

road
transport

and
ensuring

that
new

developm
ent

is
served

by
suitable

transport
netw

orks.
9.

Protecting
and

w
here

appropriate
enhancing

the
natural

and
historic

environm
ent,

landscapes
and

tranquil
areas

of
the

Plan
area.

10.
Protecting

local
com

m
unities,

businesses
and

visitors
from

the
im

pacts
of

m
inerals

and
w

aste
developm

ent,
including

transport.
11.

E
ncouraging

the
sustainable

design
and

operation
of

m
inerals

and
w

aste
developm

ent
activity,

including
using

opportunities
arising

from
m

inerals
and

w
aste

developm
ent

and
reclam

ation
activity

to
m

itigate
and

adapt
to

clim
ate

change.
12.

D
elivering

benefits
for

biodiversity,
geodiversity,

recreation
and

public
access

and
other

green
infrastructure

through
reclam

ation
of

m
inerals

w
orkings.

w
harfs,

w
hich

support
m

ore
su

stain
ab

le
m

ean
s

of
transportation.

W
e

are
also

generally
supportive

of
O

bjectives
6

to
8,

w
hich

focus
on

optim
ising

the
spatial

distribution
of

m
inerals

and
w

aste
d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t.

O
bjective

6
states

that
ap

p
ro

p
riate

sites
or

areas
for

future
m

inerals
w

orks,
w

aste
m

an
ag

em
en

t
and

tran
sp

o
rt

infrastructure
should

be
identified

and
allocated,

w
hich

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
su

p
p
o

rts
as

this
helps

to
en

su
re

that
the

traffic
im

pacts
of

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

and
req

u
irem

en
ts

for
supporting

tran
sp

o
rt

infrastructure
can

be
assessed

upfront
as

part
of

the
plan

m
aking

p
ro

cess,
rather

than
taking

a
reactive

ap
p
ro

ach
purely

through
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

m
an

ag
em

en
t

p
ro

cess.

O
bjective

7
seek

s
to

develop
a

locational
policy

w
hich

en
co

u
rag

es
new

w
aste

m
an

ag
em

en
t

infrastructure
in

locations
as

n
ear

as
practicable

to
existing

so
u
rces

and
ex

p
ected

p
attern

s
of

grow
th

along
w

ith
co-locating

w
aste

facilities,
w

h
ere

practicable,
w

ith
co

m
p
lem

en
tary

industries,
b

u
sin

esses
and

p
ro

d
u

cers
or

end
u

sers
of

w
aste.

A
s

stated
ab

o
v
e

in
relation

to
P

art
iv

and
v

of
the

V
ision,

w
e

are
particularly

supportive
of

the
principle

of
m

inim
ising

the
overall

d
istan

ce
of

travel
as

it
should

help
to

red
u
ce

the
am

ount
of

traffic
asso

ciated
w

ith
m

inerals
and

w
aste

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
ts

utilising
the

S
R

N
.

A
gain,

w
e

are
particularly

supportive
of

O
bjective

8
and

its
intention

to
prom

ote
the

u
se

of
altern

ativ
es

to
road

transportation,
locating

new
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
here

su
stain

ab
le

tran
sp

o
rt

m
o

d
es

su
ch

as
rail

and
w

ater
and

the
u
se

of
pipelines

can
be

utilised.

w
e

are
also

particularly
supportive

of
O

bjective
10

and
its

to
protect

local
com

m
unities,

b
u
sin

esses
and

visitors
from

the
of

m
inerals

and
w

aste
developm

ent,
including

asso
ciated

such
as

from
m

inerals
and

w
aste

tran
sp

o
rtatio

n
.

P
olicy

M
D

I:
B

road
geographical

approach
to

supply
of

ag
g

reg
ates

Finally,
intention
im

pacts
im

pacts

T
he

Plan
area

outside
the

N
orth

Y
ork

M
oors

N
ational

Park,
the

A
reas

of
O

utstanding
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

has
no

specific
com

m
ent

on
the

broad
geographical

N
atural

B
eauty

and
the

C
ity

of
Y

ork
w

ill
be

the
m

ain
focus

for
extraction

of
aggregate

approach
to

aggregates
supply

and
the

intention
to

focus
aggregate

(sand
and

gravel
and

crushed
rock).

E
xceptions

to
this

principle
will

be
m

ade
for:

extraction
outside

of
the

N
ational

Park,
A

O
N

B
5

and
the

C
ity

of
Y

ork.
In

1)
In

the
N

ational
Park

and
A

reas
of

O
utstanding

N
atural

B
eauty,

the
extraction

of
general

w
e

are
supportive

of
locating

sites
as

close
to

intended
m

arkets
crushed

rock
aggregate

w
here

it
is

incidental
to

and
w

ould
not

com
prom

ise
the

supply
as

possible,
as

a
m

eans
of

reducing
the

transportation
of

m
inerals

from
of

building
stone

extraction
as

the
prim

ary
activity,

and
w

here
the

rem
oval

of
crushed

its
source,

w
hich

could
otherw

ise
require

the
use

of
the

SR
N

for
longer

3



rock
from

the
site

w
ill

not
com

prom
ise

the
high

quality
reclam

ation
and

afteru
se

of
the

d
istan

ced
strateg

ic
m

ovem
ents.

site.
2)

In
the

A
reas

of
O

utstanding
N

atural
B

eauty,
the

extension
of

tim
e

for
the

extraction
of

rem
aining

perm
itted

reserv
es

at
existing

quarries
an

d
/o

r
the

lim
ited

lateral
extension

or
d
eep

en
in

g
of

existing
q

u
arries

w
h

ere
n
ecessary

to
help

en
su

re
continued

operation
of

the
site

during
th

e
P

lan
period.

A
ny

p
ro

p
o
sals

in
th

ese
areas

w
ill

n
eed

to
d
em

o
n
strate

a
particularly

high
stan

d
ard

of
m

itigation
of

any
environm

ental
im

pacts
including,

w
here

practical,
en

h
an

ced
m

itigation
and

higher-quality
site

reclam
ation

co
m

p
ared

w
ith

that
required

by
the

existing
perm

ission/s.
W

h
ere

proposals
are

co
n
sid

ered
to

com
prise

m
ajor

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

the
test

for
m

ajor
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

in
P

olicy
D

04
w

ill
also

n
eed

to
be

satisfied.
3)

In
the

C
ity

of
Y

ork
area,

the
sm

all
scale

extraction
of

san
d

and
gravel

w
here

this
is

co
n
sisten

t
w

ith
safeg

u
ard

in
g

the
historic

ch
aracter

and
setting

of
the

C
ity.

P
o
licy

M
02:

P
ro

v
isio

n
o
f

sa
n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
T

otal
provision

for
san

d
and

gravel
over

the
15

y
ear

period
1st

Jan
u

ary
2016

to
31st

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
have

no
specific

co
m

m
en

t
on

the
overall

provision
of

D
ecem

b
er

2030
w

ill
be

36.6
m

illion
to

n
n
es,

at
an

equivalent
annual

rate
of

2.44
m

illion
sand

and
gravel

required
w

ithin
the

Joint
P

lan
area.

to
n
n
es.

A
dditional

provision
shall

be
m

ade,
through

a
m

id-term
review

of
provision

in
the

P
lan,

if
n
ecessary

to
m

aintain
a

lan
d

b
an

k
of

at
least

7
y
ears

for
san

d
and

gravel
at

31
D

ecem
b
er

2030
b

ased
on

an
annual

rate
of

provision
to

be
determ

ined
through

the
review

.

P
o

licy
M

03:
O

v
erall

d
istrib

u
tio

n
of

sa
n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
p
ro

v
isio

n
O

verall
provision

of
san

d
and

gravel
w

ill
be

allocated
in

the
follow

ing
proportions:

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
have

no
specific

co
m

m
en

t
on

the
overall

distribution

.
C

oncreting
san

d
and

gravel
(S

outhw
ards

distribution
area):

50%
of

san
d

and
gravel

provisions
w

ithin
the

Joint
P

lan
area

and
is

m
ore

.
C

oncreting
san

d
and

gravel
(N

orthw
ards

distribution
area):

45%
co

n
cern

ed
w

ith
the

potential
individual

and
cum

ulative
im

pact
of

specific

.
B

uilding
san

d
:

5%
sites

on
the

operation
of

the
S

R
N

and
the

req
u
irem

en
ts

for
m

itigation

If
it

is
not

practicable
to

m
ak

e
overall

provision
in

acco
rd

an
ce

w
ith

this
ratio,

through
either

physical
or

from
a

d
em

an
d

m
an

ag
em

en
t

p
ersp

ectiv
e.

g
ran

t
of

perm
ission

on
allocated

sites,
provision

for
concreting

san
d

and
gravel

shall
be

m
ad

e
acro

ss
both

areas
in

com
bination.

P
o
licy

M
04:

L
an

d
b
an

k
s

fo
r

sa
n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
A

m
inim

um
7

y
ear

iandbank
for

concreting
san

d
and

gravel
w

ill
be

m
aintained

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
have

no
specific

com
m

ent
on

the
n

eed
for

lan
d

b
an

k
s

throughout
the

P
lan

period
for

each
of

the
northw

ards
and

so
u
th

w
ard

s
distribution

areas
in

relation
to

san
d

and
gravel

req
u
irem

en
ts

w
ithin

the
Joint

P
lan

area.

identified
on

the
key

diagram
.

A
sep

arate
m

inim
um

7
y

ear
landbank

w
ill

be
m

aintained
throughout

the
P

lan
period

for
building

san
d
.

P
o
licy

M
05:

P
ro

v
isio

n
o
f

c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

s
k

ø

4



T
o
tal

p
ro

v
isio

n
fo

r
c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

o
v
er

th
e

15
y

e
a
r

p
erio

d
1
st

Ja
n

u
a
ry

2
0
1
6

to
3
1
st

H
ig

h
w

ay
s

E
n
g
lan

d
h

av
e

n
o

sp
ecific

c
o

m
m

e
n

t
o
n

th
e

o
v
erall

p
ro

v
isio

n
of

D
e
c
e
m

b
e
r

2
0

3
0

sh
all

b
e

5
6
.3

m
illion

to
n
n
e
s,

at
an

eq
u

iv
alen

t
an

n
u
al

rate
of

3
.7

5
m

illion
c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

req
u
ired

w
ith

in
th

e
Jo

in
t

P
lan

a
re

a
.

to
n
n
e
s,

w
ith

in
w

h
ich

sp
ecific

p
ro

v
isio

n
fo

r
a

to
tal

of
2
2
.5

m
illion

to
n
n
e
s

at
an

eq
u

iv
alen

t
an

n
u

al
rate

of
1

.5
0

m
illion

to
n
n
e
s

p
er

an
n
u
m

sh
all

b
e

fo
r

M
ag

n
esian

L
im

esto
n
e.

A
d
d
itio

n
al

p
ro

v
isio

n
sh

all
b

e
m

a
d
e

th
ro

u
g
h

a
m

id
-term

rev
iew

o
f

p
ro

v
isio

n
in

th
e

P
lan

,
if

n
e
c
e
ssa

ry
,

in
o

rd
er

to
m

ain
tain

a
m

in
im

u
m

10
y
e
a
r

lan
d
b
an

k
of

c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

,
in

clu
d
in

g
a

se
p
a
ra

te
m

in
im

u
m

10
y

e
a
r

lan
d

b
an

k
fo

r
M

ag
n

esian
L

im
esto

n
e,

at
31

D
e
c
e
m

b
e
r

2
0

3
0

b
a
se

d
o
n

an
an

n
u

al
rate

o
f

p
ro

v
isio

n
to

b
e

d
eterm

in
ed

th
ro

u
g
h

th
e

rev
iew

.

P
olicy

M
O

6:
L

andbanks
for

cru
sh

ed
rock

A
m

in
im

u
m

o
v
erall

la
n

d
b

a
n

k
o
f

10
y

e
a
rs

w
ill

b
e

m
ain

tain
ed

fo
r

c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

th
ro

u
g

h
o

u
t

H
ig

h
w

ay
s

E
n
g

lan
d

h
a
v

e
n

o
sp

ecific
c
o

m
m

e
n

t
o
n

th
e

n
e
e
d

fo
r

la
n
d
b
a
n
k
s

th
e

P
lan

p
erio

d
.

A
se

p
a
ra

te
m

in
im

u
m

10
y

e
a
r

lan
d

b
an

k
w

ill
b
e

id
en

tified
an

d
m

ain
tain

ed
in

relatio
n

to
c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

re
q
u
ire

m
e
n
ts

w
ith

in
th

e
Jo

in
t

P
lan

a
re

a
.

fo
r

M
ag

n
esian

L
im

esto
n
e

c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

.
W

h
ere

n
ew

re
se

rv
e
s

o
f

c
ru

sh
e
d

ro
ck

a
re

req
u
ired

in
o
rd

er
to

m
ain

tain
th

e
o
v
erall

lan
d

b
an

k
a
b
o
v
e

th
e

10
y
e
a
r

m
in

im
u
m

p
erio

d
th

e
se

w
ill

b
e

so
u
rc

e
d

fro
m

o
u

tsid
e

th
e

N
atio

n
al

P
ark

an
d

A
re

a
s

of
O

u
tstan

d
in

g
N

atu
ral

B
eau

ty
.

P
olicy

M
07:

M
eeting

concreting
san

d
and

gravel
requirem

ents
R

e
q
u
ire

m
e
n
ts

fo
r

co
n

cretin
g

sa
n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
w

ill
b
e

m
et

th
ro

u
g
h

ex
istin

g
p

e
rm

issio
n

s
H

ig
h

w
ay

s
E

n
g
lan

d
p
rev

io
u

sly
h
ad

a
p
re

fe
re

n
c
e

fo
r

O
p
tio

n
1

an
d

th
e

an
d

th
e

g
ra

n
t

of
p
erm

issio
n

o
n

site
s

an
d

a
re

a
s

id
en

tified
in

th
e

Jo
in

t
P

lan
fo

r
w

o
rk

in
g

.
id

en
tificatio

n
of

sp
ecific

site
allo

catio
n
s

fo
r

sa
n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
w

h
ere

Part
1)

S
a
n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
(n

o
rth

w
ard

s
d

istrib
u

tio
n

)
site

allo
catio

n
s:

p
o

ssib
le.

T
h
is

o
p
tio

n
p

ro
v
id

ed
th

e
g

re
a
te

st
d

e
g

re
e

of
certain

ty
a
s

to
i)A

llocations
required

in
o

rd
er

to
m

e
e
t

re
q
u
ire

m
e
n
ts

d
u
rin

g
th

e
P

lan
p

erio
d

:
w

h
ere

fu
tu

re
d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

co
u
ld

tak
e

p
lace

an
d

w
a
s

in
lin

e
w

ith
n
atio

n
al

L
an

d
at

K
illerb

y
(M

JP
2
1
)

p
o

licy
.

U)
A

llo
catio

n
s

p
o

ten
tially

req
u
ired

to
co

n
trib

u
te

to
m

a
in

te
n
a
n
c
e

of
an

a
d
e
q
u
a
te

lan
d
b
an

k
at

31
D

e
c
e
m

b
e
r

2
0

3
0

.
P

erm
issio

n
w

ill
n
o
t

b
e

g
ran

ted
fo

r
d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

of
th

e
se

W
e

c
o
n
sid

e
re

d
th

at
b

y
tak

in
g

th
is

a
p

p
ro

a
c
h

it
w

o
u
ld

b
e

p
o
ssib

le
to

allo
catio

n
s

p
rio

r
to

2
0

2
5

,
u
n
le

ss
th

e
re

is
a

sh
o
rtfall

in
th

e
sa

n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
la

n
d

b
a
n

k
in

id
en

tify
th

e
m

o
st

su
sta

in
a
b
ly

a
c
c
e
ssib

le
site

s,
an

d
e
n

a
b

le
th

e
p

o
ten

tial
th

e
n
o
rth

w
ard

s
d
istrib

u
tio

n
a
re

a
o
r

th
ere

is
a

sh
o
rtfall

in
p
ro

d
u
ctio

n
cap

acity
in

th
e

traffic
im

p
acts

of
sites

to
b
e

a
sse

sse
d

b
o
th

fro
m

an
in

d
iv

id
u
al

an
d

n
o
rth

w
ard

s
d
istrib

u
tio

n
a
re

a
req

u
irin

g
th

e
re

le
a
se

o
f

ad
d

itio
n

al
sites

fo
r

w
o
rk

in
g
:

cu
m

u
lativ

e
p

e
rsp

e
c
tiv

e
,

alo
n
g

w
ith

an
y

n
ew

o
r

im
p

ro
v

ed
tra

n
sp

o
rt

L
an

d
at

H
o
m

e
F

arm
,

K
irkby

F
leeth

am
(M

JP
3
3
)

in
frastru

ctu
re

th
at

co
u

ld
b

e
req

u
ired

in
o
rd

er
to

su
sta

in
a
b
ly

d
eliv

er
th

e
L

and
South

of
C

atterick
(M

JP17)
P

lan
’s

m
in

eral
related

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

re
q
u
ire

m
e
n
ts

an
d

m
itig

ate
its

im
p
act

P
ro

p
o
sa

ls
fo

r
d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

of
th

e
se

sites
w

ill
b
e

req
u
ired

to
tak

e
a
c
c
o
u
n
t

o
f

th
e

k
ey

o
n

th
e

o
p
eratio

n
of

th
e

S
R

N
.

sen
sitiv

ities
an

d
in

co
rp

o
rate

th
e

n
e
c
e
ssa

ry
m

itig
atio

n
m

e
a
su

re
s

th
at

a
re

se
t

o
u
t

in
A

p
p

en
d

ix
1.

W
e

also
p

rev
io

u
sly

sta
te

d
o
u
r

su
p

p
o
rt

fo
r

a
criteria

b
a
se

d
p

o
licy

an
d

th
at

Part
2)

S
a
n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
(so

u
th

w
a
rd

s
d
istrib

u
tio

n
)

site
allo

catio
n
s

an
d

A
re

a
s

o
f

S
e
a
rc

h
:

th
is

sh
o
u
ld

e
n

c
o
u
ra

g
e

b
o
th

a
m

o
d

al
sh

ift
to

m
o
re

su
sta

in
a
b
le

m
e
th

o
d
s

of
i)A

llocations
required

in
order

to
m

e
e
t

re
q

u
ire

m
e
n

ts
d
u
rin

g
th

e
P

lan
p

erio
d

:
tra

n
sp

o
rt

w
h
ere

feasib
le,

ag
ain

to
e
n
su

re
th

at
site

s
a
sso

c
ia

te
d

w
ith

th
e

L
an

d
at

L
an

g
w

ith
H

all
F

arm
(M

JP
O

6
)

au
th

o
rity

’s
sa

n
d

an
d

g
rav

el
re

q
u
ire

m
e
n
t

w
ill

n
o
t

im
p

act
o
n

th
e

S
R

N
.

L
and

at
P

en
n
y
cro

ft
a
n
d

T
h
o
rn

ey
field

s,
R

ip
o
n

(M
JP

1
4

)
A

P
re

fe
rre

d
A

rea
o
n

lan
d

at
O

a
k

la
n

d
s

(M
JP

O
7

)
W

e
th

erefo
re

w
elco

m
e

th
at

th
e

p
o

licy
id

en
tifies

sp
ecific

sites
an

d
c
ro

ss
P

roposals
for

developm
ent

of
these

sites
will

be
required

to
take

account
of

the
key

references
to

A
ppendix

1
w

hich
identifies

the
key

sensitives,

5



sensitivities
and

incorporate
the

n
ecessary

m
itigation

m
easu

res
that

are
set

out
in

A
ppendix

1.
ii)

A
reas

of
S

earch
for

concreting
san

d
and

gravel
are

identified
as

show
n

on
the

key
diagram

.
P

lanning
perm

ission
w

ill
be

g
ran

ted
for

d
ev

elo
p

m
en

t
of

sites
w

ithin
an

A
rea

of
S

earch
w

h
ere

n
ecessary

in
order

to
m

aintain
an

ad
eq

u
ate

landbank
at

31
D

ecem
b
er

2030
in

the
so

u
th

w
ard

s
distribution

area
and

the
n
eed

can
n
o
t

be
m

et
through

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
allocated

sites
or

preferred
areas.

P
erm

ission
w

ill
not

be
g

ran
ted

for
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ithin

th
ese

A
reas

of
S

earch
prior

to
2025,

u
n
less

th
ere

is
a

n
eed

for
the

earlier
release

of
further

reserv
es

in
order

to
m

aintain
an

ad
eq

u
ate

landbank
or

th
ere

is
a

shortfall
in

production
capacity

in
the

so
u
th

w
ard

s
distribution

area
requiring

the
release

of
additional

sites
for

w
orking.

P
olicy

M
08:

M
eeting

building
san

d
requirem

ents

_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_

req
u

irem
en

ts
and

m
itigation

that
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

p
ro

p
o
sals

n
eed

to
be

co
n

sid
er

in
order

to
deliver

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

at
the

identified
sites.

F
urther

consideration
h

as
b

een
given

to
th

ese
sites

an
d

req
u
irem

en
ts

in
the

accom
panying

technical
note.

T
his

identifies
that

the
m

ajority
of

sites
do

not
rep

resen
t

any
particular

co
n

cern
,

w
ith

the
exception

of
M

JP
21:

L
and

at
K

illerby,
w

hich
h
as

the
potential

to
g

en
erate

co
n

cern
in

g
p

eak
period

traffic
levels.

H
ow

ever,
it

is
ex

p
ected

that
this

can
be

m
itigated

through
the

planning
p
ro

cess.

R
eq

u
irem

en
ts

for
building

san
d

w
ill

be
m

et
through

existing
p

erm
issio

n
s

and
the

grant
of

perm
ission

on
sites

allocated
in

the
Joint

P
lan

for
w

orking.
B

uilding
san

d
allocations:

L
and

at
H

ensall
Q

uarry
(M

JP
22)

L
and

at
W

est
H

eslerton
Q

uarry
(M

JP
3O

)
L

and
ad

jacen
t

to
P

lasm
o
r

blockw
orks,

G
reat

H
eck

(M
JP

44)
L

and
at

M
ill

B
alk

Q
uarry,

G
reat

H
eck

(M
JP

54)
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
th

ese
sites

w
ill

be
required

to
take

acco
u

n
t

of
the

key
sensitivities

and
incorporate

the
n
ecessary

m
itigation

m
easu

res
that

are
set

out
in

A
ppendix

1.

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
previously

had
a

p
referen

ce
for

O
ption

1
and

the
identification

of
specific

site
allocations

for
san

d
and

gravel
w

here
possible.

T
his

option
provided

the
g
reatest

d
eg

ree
of

certainty
as

to
w

here
future

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

could
take

place
and

w
as

in
line

w
ith

national
policy.

W
e

co
n
sid

ered
that

by
taking

this
ap

p
ro

ach
it

w
ould

be
possible

to
identify

the
m

ost
su

stain
ab

ly
accessib

le
sites,

and
en

ab
le

the
potential

traffic
im

pacts
of

sites
to

be
assessed

both
from

an
individual

and
cum

ulative
p

ersp
ectiv

e,
along

w
ith

any
new

or
im

proved
tran

sp
o

rt
infrastructure

that
could

be
required

in
order

to
su

stain
ab

ly
deliver

the
P

lan’s
m

ineral
related

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

req
u
irem

en
ts

and
m

itigate
its

im
pact

on
the

operation
of

the
S

R
N

.

W
e

also
previously

stated
our

support
for

a
criteria

b
ased

policy
and

that
this

should
en

co
u

rag
e

both
a

m
odal

shift
to

m
ore

su
stain

ab
le

m
eth

o
d
s

of
tran

sp
o

rt
w

here
feasible,

again
to

en
su

re
that

sites
asso

ciated
w

ith
the

authority’s
building

san
d

requirem
ent

w
ill

not
im

pact
on

the
S

R
N

.

W
e

therefore
w

elcom
e

that
the

policy
identifies

specific
sites

and
cro

ss
referen

ces
to

A
ppendix

I
w

hich
identifies

the
key

sen
sitiv

es,
req

u
irem

en
ts

and
m

itigation
that

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

p
ro

p
o
sals

n
eed

to
be

co
n
sid

er
in

order
to

deliver
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

at
the

identified
sites.

F
urther

consideration
has

b
een

given
to

th
ese

sites
and

req
u

irem
en

ts
in

the
accom

panying
technical

note,
w

hich
identifies

that
w

e
do

not
co

n
sid

er
them

to
p
resen

t
any

particular
co

n
cern

in
term

s
of

im
pact

on
the
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site
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e
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P
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O
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th
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req
u
irem

en
ts
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r

d
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elo
p
m

en
t
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t
w
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e
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P
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s
d
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p
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en
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m
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t

p
o
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P
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D
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m

p
lied

w
ith;

w
hich
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o
u
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en
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ap

p
ro

p
riate

co
n
sid

eratio
n

is
g
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en
to

an
y
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T

h
e

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
o
u
ld
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m
p

ro
m
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o
v
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d
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th
e

strateg
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th

e
co

n
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u
en

tial
c
h

a
n

g
e
s

to
trip

g
en

eratio
n

an
d

th
e

p
o
ten

tial
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p
licatio

n
s

su
stain

ab
le

su
p
p
ly

an
d

u
se

of
m

in
erals,

in
clu

d
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g
en

co
u

rag
in

g
th

e
u

se
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altern
ativ

es
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su

p
p

o
rtin

g
tran

sp
o
rt

in
frastru

ctu
re.

p
rim

ary
m

in
erals;
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p
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p
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p
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d
eliv

er
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

at
th

e
id

en
tified

sites.
F

u
rth

er
co

m
p

lian
ce

w
ith

relev
an

t
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

m
an

ag
em

en
t

p
o
licies

in
th

e
Jo

in
t

P
lan

.
co

n
sid

eratio
n

h
as

b
een

g
iv

en
to

th
e
se

sites
an

d
req

u
irem

en
ts

in
th

e
acco

m
p

an
y

in
g

tech
n

ical
n

o
te,

w
h

ich
id

en
tifies

th
at

w
e

d
o

not
co

n
sid

er
th

em
to

p
resen

t
an

y
p

articu
lar

co
n

cern
in

term
s

of
im

p
act

on
th

e
n

etw
o

rk
.

8



P
o
licy

M
14:

In
c
id

e
n

ta
l

w
o

rk
in

g
o
f

c
la

y
in

a
sso

c
ia

tio
n

w
ith

o
th

e
r

m
in

e
ra

ls
Policy

not
of

relevance
to

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
—

policy
w

ording
not

repeated
verbatim

N
o

C
o
m

m
en

t
here.

P
o
lic

y
M

l5
C

o
n

tin
u

ity
o

fsu
p

p
ly

o
fb

u
ild

in
g

sto
n

e
Policy

not
of

relevance
to

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
—

policy
w

ording
not

repeated
verbatim

N
o

C
o
m

m
en

t
here.

P
o
licy

M
16:

K
ey

sp
a
tia

l
p
rin

c
ip

le
s

fo
r

h
y

d
ro

c
a
rb

o
n

developm
ent

Policy
not

of
relevance

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
policy

w
ording

not
repeated

verbatim
N

o
C

o
m

m
en

t
here.

P
o
licy

M
17:

O
ther

sp
a
tIa

l
a
n
d

jo
c
a
tio

n
a
l

criteria
a
p

p
ly

in
g

to
h
y
d
ro

c
a
rb

o
n

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

1)
A

ccessib
ility

an
d

tran
sp

o
rt

H
ig

h
w

ay
s

E
n
g
lan

d
is

su
p
p

o
rtiv

e
of

th
e

sp
atial

an
d

lo
catio

n
al

criteria
i)

H
y
d
ro

carb
o
n

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ill

b
e

p
erm

itted
in

lo
catio

n
s

w
ith

su
itab

le
d
irect

or
in

d
irect

identified
for

h
y
d

ro
carb

o
n

related
d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t.

In
p

articu
lar

w
e

w
elco

m
e

a
c
c
e
ss

to
classified

A
or

B
ro

ad
s

an
d

w
h

ere
it

can
b

e
d
em

o
n
strated

th
ro

u
g
h

a
T

ran
sp

o
rt

th
e

p
ro

v
isio

n
s

w
ithin

p
art

1,
in

clu
d

in
g

th
e

n
eed

for
a

T
ran

sp
o

rt
A

sse
ssm

e
n
t

th
at:

A
ssessm

en
t,

w
hich

n
e
e
d

s
to

d
em

o
n
strate

th
at

cap
acity

in
th

e
ro

ad
a)

T
h
ere

is
cap

acity
w

ithin
th

e
ro

ad
n

etw
o

rk
for

th
e

level
of

traffic
p

ro
p

o
sed

an
d

th
e

n
etw

o
rk

ex
ists

an
d

traffic
g

en
erated

by
th

e
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
o
u
ld

n
o
t

h
av

e
n
atu

re,
v
o
lu

m
e

an
d

ro
u
tin

g
of

traffic
g
en

erated
by

th
e

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

not
give

rise
an

y
u

n
accep

tab
le

a
d
v
e
rse

im
p
acts

or
can

b
e

satisfacto
rily

m
itig

ated
.

to
u
n
accep

tab
le

im
p
act

on
local

co
m

m
u
n
ities,

b
u
sin

e
sse

s
or

o
th

er
u

se
rs

of
th

e
h

ig
h

w
ay

H
o

w
ev

er,
th

e
policy

sp
ecifically

refers
to

this
ap

p
ly

in
g

w
h
ere

or,
w

h
ere

n
ecessary

,
an

y
su

ch
im

p
acts

can
b

e
ap

p
ro

p
riately

m
itig

ated
for

ex
am

p
le

by
d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t

w
ould

se
e
k

d
irect

or
in

d
irect

a
c
c
e
ss

to
classified

A
or

B
traffic

co
n

tro
ls,

h
ig

h
w

ay
im

p
ro

v
em

en
ts

an
d

/o
r

traffic
ro

u
tin

g
arran

g
em

en
ts:

an
d

ro
ad

s.
W

e
co

n
sid

er
th

at
referen

ce
sh

o
u
ld

a
l
b
e

m
ad

e
to

th
e

S
R

N
to

b)
A

ccess
arran

g
em

en
ts

to
th

e
site

are
ap

p
ro

p
riate

to
th

e
v
o
lu

m
e

an
d

n
atu

re
of

an
y

en
su

re
su

ch
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

g
iv

es
ap

p
ro

p
riate

co
n
sid

eratio
n

to
its

im
p
act

ro
ad

traffic
g

en
erated

an
d

safe
an

d
su

itab
le

a
c
c
e
ss

can
b

e
ach

iev
ed

for
all

u
se

rs
of

th
e

on
th

e
strateg

ic
n
etw

o
rk

an
d

an
y

p
o
ten

tial
m

itig
atio

n
th

at
m

ay
b
e

site,
in

clu
d
in

g
th

e
n

e
e
d

s
of

n
o
n
-m

o
to

rised
u
sers

w
h

ere
relev

an
t:

an
d

req
u
ired

.
c)

T
h
ere

are
su

itab
le

arran
g

em
en

ts
in

p
lace

for
o
n
-site

m
an

o
eu

v
rin

g
,

p
ark

in
g

an
d

lo
ad

in
g
/u

n
lo

ad
in

g
.

W
ith

reg
ard

s
to

th
e

criteria
relatin

g
to

th
e

co
n

sid
eratio

n
of

cu
m

u
lativ

e
ii)

W
h
ere

a
c
c
e
ss

in
frastru

ctu
re

im
p

ro
v

em
en

ts
are

n
eed

ed
to

en
su

re
th

at
th

e
im

p
acts

resu
ltin

g
from

h
y

d
ro

carb
o

n
related

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t,

w
e

w
elco

m
e

req
u

irem
en

ts
of

i)
a)

an
d

b)
ab

o
v
e

can
b

e
co

m
p

lied
w

ith,
in

fo
rm

atio
n

o
n

th
e

n
atu

re,
th

e
in

clu
sio

n
of

2)ü)a)
req

u
irin

g
co

n
sid

eratio
n

of
a
sso

c
ia

te
d

tran
sp

o
rt

tim
ing

an
d

d
eliv

ery
of

th
e
se

sh
o
u
ld

b
e

in
clu

d
ed

w
ithin

th
e

p
ro

p
o

sals.
im

p
acts

in
relatio

n
to

p
ro

p
o
sed

n
ew

w
ell

p
ad

sites
an

d
to

o
th

er
ex

istin
g

,
Ni)

W
h
ere

p
ro

d
u
ced

g
as

n
e
e
d

s
to

b
e

tran
sp

o
rted

to
facilities

or
in

frastru
ctu

re
n
o
t

lo
cated

p
lan

n
ed

or
u
n

resto
red

w
ell

p
ad

s,
an

d
criterio

n
c)

w
h

ich
se

e
k

s
to

en
su

re
at

th
e

p
o
in

t
of

p
ro

d
u
ctio

n
,

in
clu

d
in

g
to

an
y

rem
o

te
p
ro

cessin
g

facility
or

th
e

g
as

th
at

a
d
e
q

u
a
te

a
c
c
e
ss

links
to

th
e

h
ig

h
w

ay
n

etw
o

rk
are

av
ailab

le.
A

gain,
tran

sm
issio

n
sy

stem
,

this
sh

o
u
ld

b
e

via
u

n
d

erg
ro

u
n

d
p

ip
elin

e,
w

ith
th

e
ro

u
tin

g
of

su
ch

co
n
sid

eratio
n
s

sh
o
u
ld

also
b

e
m

ad
e

in
relatio

n
to

th
e

S
R

N
as

w
ell

p
ip

elin
es

selected
to

h
av

e
th

e
least

p
racticab

le
en

v
iro

n
m

en
tal

or
am

en
ity

im
p
act.

W
h
ere

as
th

e
local

ro
ad

n
etw

o
rk

.
h

y
d

rau
lic

fractu
rin

g
is

p
ro

p
o

sed
,

p
ro

p
o
sals

sh
o
u
ld

also
b
e

lo
cated

w
h

ere
an

a
d
e
q
u
a
te

w
ater

su
p
p
ly

can
b
e

m
ad

e
av

ailab
le

w
ith

o
u
t

th
e

n
eed

for
bulk

ro
ad

tran
sp

o
rt

of
w

ater.
2)

C
u

m
u

lativ
e

im
p
act

i)
H

y
d
ro

carb
o
n

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ill

b
e

p
erm

itted
in

lo
catio

n
s

w
h
ere

it
w

ould
n
o
t

give
rise

to

g



u
n
accep

tab
le

cum
ulative

im
pact,

as
a

result
of

a
com

bination
of

individual
im

pacts
from

the
sam

e
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

an
d

/o
r

through
com

binations
of

im
pacts

in
conjunclion

w
ith

other
existing,

planned
or

u
n
resto

red
h

y
d

ro
carb

o
n

s
developm

ent.
U)

W
ell

pad
density

an
d

/o
r

the
n

u
m

b
er

of
individual

w
ells

w
ithin

a
P

E
D

L
area

w
ill

be
lim

ited
to

en
su

re
that

u
n
accep

tab
le

cum
ulative

im
pact

d
o

es
not

arise.
A

ssessm
en

t
of

the
contribution

to
cum

ulative
im

pact
arising

from
a

proposal
for

hydrocarbon
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ill

include
(but

not
n
ecessarily

be
lim

ited
to)

consideration
of:

a)
T

he
proxim

ity
of

a
p

ro
p

o
sed

new
w

ell
pad

site
to

other
existing,

planned
or

u
n

resto
red

w
ell

p
ad

s,
and

the
ex

ten
t

to
w

hich
any

com
bined

effects
w

ould
lead

to
u
n
accep

tab
le

im
pacts

on
the

environm
ent

or
local

com
m

unities,
including

as
a

result
of

any
asso

ciated
tran

sp
o
rt

im
pacts;

b)
T

he
duration

over
w

hich
hydrocarbon

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

activity
h
as

taken
place

in
the

locality
and

the
ex

ten
t

to
w

hich
any

ad
v

erse
im

pacts
on

the
environm

ent
or

local
com

m
unities

w
ould

be
ex

p
ected

to
continue

if
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ere

to
be

perm
itted:

c)
T

he
sensitivity

of
the

receiving
environm

ent,
taking

into
acco

u
n
t

the
n
atu

re
and

distribution
of

any
environm

ental
constraints,

proxim
ity

to
local

com
m

unities,
the

availability
of

ad
eq

u
ate

access
links

to
the

highw
ay

netw
ork

and
th

e
n
eed

to
en

su
re

a
high

stan
d
ard

of
protection

in
line

w
ith

other
relevant

policies
in

the
P

lan.
W

here
results

from
any

earlier
exploration

an
d

/o
r

ap
p

raisal
activity

are
available,

p
ro

p
o

sals
for

production
of

unconventional
h

y
d

ro
carb

o
n

s
should

include
inform

ation
on

how
the

proposal
is

intended
to

fit
w

ithin
an

overall
sch

em
e

of
production

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ithin

th
e

P
E

D
L

area
and

should
en

su
re

as
far

as
practicable

that
production

sites
are

located
in

the
least

environm
entally

sensitive
areas

of
the

reso
u
rce.

iB)
In

order
to

red
u
ce

th
e

potential
for

ad
v
erse

cum
ulative

im
pact,

p
ro

p
o

sals
for

production
of

h
y

d
ro

carb
o

n
s

w
ill

be
su

p
p
o
rted

in
locations

w
here

beneficial
u

se
can

be
m

ad
e

of
existing

or
planned

supporting
infrastructure

including,
w

here
relevant,

pipelines
for

tran
sp

o
rt

of
g

as
an

d
/o

r
w

ater,
facilities

for
the

p
ro

cessin
g

or
g

en
eratio

n
of

en
erg

y
from

extracted
g
as

and
o
v
erh

ead
or

underground
pow

er
lines

and
grid

co
n

n
ectio

n
s

w
hich

could
serv

e
th

e
developm

ent.
iv)

W
here

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
new

p
ro

cessin
g

,
pow

er
or

pipeline
infrastructure

is
required,

consideration
should

be
given

to
how

the
location

and
design

of
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

could
facilitate

its
u

se
for

m
ultiple

w
ell

p
ad

s
in

order
to

red
u
ce

ad
v
erse

cum
ulative

im
pact.

T
he

M
inerals

P
lanning

A
uthority

w
ill

support
co-ordination

betw
een

o
p
erato

rs
and

the
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
sh

ared
infrastructure

w
here

this
w

ill
help

red
u
ce

overall
ad

v
erse

im
pacts

from
hydrocarbon

developm
ent.

v)
N

ew
p
ro

cessin
g

or
en

erg
y

generation
infrastructure

for
h

y
d

ro
carb

o
n

s
should,

as
a

first
priority,

be
sited

on
brow

nfield,
industrial

or
em

ploym
ent

land.
W

here
it

can
be

d
em

o
n
strated

that
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
agricultural

land
is

required,
and

su
b

ject
first

to
o

th
er

locational
req

u
irem

en
ts

in
P

olicies
M

16
and

M
17,

p
ro

p
o

sals
should

seek
to

utilise
land
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o
f

lo
w

e
r

q
u

a
lity

in
p
re

fe
re

n
c
e

to
h
ig

h
e
r

q
u
a
h
ty

.

3
)

L
o

c
a
l

e
c
o

n
o

m
y

H
y
d
ro

c
a
rb

o
n

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

w
ill

b
e

p
e
rm

itte
d

in
lo

c
a
tio

n
s

w
h
e
re

a
h

ig
h

s
ta

n
d
a
rd

o
f

p
ro

te
c
tio

n
c
a
n

b
e

p
ro

v
id

e
d

to
e
n
v
iro

n
m

e
n
ta

l,
re

c
re

a
tio

n
a
l,

c
u
ltu

ra
l,

h
e
rita

g
e

o
r

b
u
s
in

e
s
s

a
s
s
e
ts

im
p
o
rta

n
t

to
th

e
lo

c
a
l

e
c
o
n
o
m

y
in

c
lu

d
in

g
,

w
h

e
re

re
le

v
a
n
t,

im
p
o
rta

n
t

v
isito

r

a
ttra

c
tio

n
s.

T
h

e
tim

in
g

o
f

sh
o
rt

te
rm

d
e
v

e
lo

p
m

e
n

t
a
c
tiv

ity
lik

ely
to

g
e
n

e
ra

te
h

ig
h

le
v
e
ls

o
f

n
o
ise

o
r

o
th

e
r

d
is

tu
rb

a
n
c
e
,

o
r

w
h
ic

h
w

o
u

ld
g
iv

e
rise

to
h

ig
h

v
o

lu
m

e
s

o
f

h
e
a
v

y
v
e
h
ic

le

m
o

v
e
m

e
n

ts,
sh

o
u
ld

b
e

p
la

n
n

e
d

to
a
v
o
id

o
r,

w
h

e
re

th
is

is
n
o
t

p
ra

c
tic

a
b
le

m
in

im
ise

,

im
p
a
c
ts

d
u
rin

g
lo

c
a
l

sc
h
o
o
l

h
o
lid

a
y

p
e
rio

d
s.

4
)

S
p
e
c
ific

lo
c
a
l

a
m

e
n
ity

c
o
n
s
id

e
ra

tio
n
s

re
le

v
a
n
t

to
h
y
d
ro

c
a
rb

o
n

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

i)
H

y
d
ro

c
a
rb

o
n

d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

w
ill

b
e

p
e
rm

itte
d

in
lo

c
a
tio

n
s

w
h
e
re

it
w

o
u

ld
n
o
t

g
iv

e
rise

to

u
n
a
c
c
e
p
ta

b
le

im
p
a
c
t

o
n

lo
c
a
l

c
o
m

m
u
n
itie

s
o
r

p
u

b
lic

h
e
a
lth

.
A

d
e
q

u
a
te

s
e
p
a
ra

tio
n

d
is

ta
n
c
e
s

sh
o
u
ld

b
e

m
a
in

ta
in

e
d

b
e
tw

e
e
n

h
y

d
ro

c
a
rb

o
n

s
d
e
v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t

a
n

d
re

sid
e
n
tia

l
b
u
ild

in
g
s

a
n
d

o
th

e
r

se
n

sitiv
e

re
c
e
p
to

rs
in

o
rd

e
r

to
e
n
s
u
re

a
h

ig
h

le
v
e
l

o
f

p
ro

te
c
tio

n
fro

m
a
d

v
e
rs

e
im

p
a
c
ts

fro
m

n
o
ise

,
lig

h
t

p
o

llu
tio

n
,

e
m

is
s
io

n
s

to
a
ir

o
r

g
ro

u
n
d

a
n

d
s
u
rfa

c
e

w
a
te

r

a
n
d

in
d
u
c
e
d

se
ism

ic
ity

,
in

c
lu

d
in

g
in

lin
e

w
ith

th
e

re
q
u
ire

m
e
n
ts

o
f

P
o

lic
y

D
0

2
.

P
ro

p
o
s
a
ls

fo
r

s
u
rfa

c
e

h
y
d
ro

c
a
rb

o
n

d
e
v

e
lo

p
m

e
n

t,
p
a
rtic

u
la

rly
th

o
s
e

in
v
o
lv

in
g

h
y
d
ra

u
lic

fra
c
tu

rin
g
,

w
ith

in
5

0
0

m
o
f

re
sid

e
n
tia

l
b

u
ild

in
g

s
a
n
d

o
th

e
r

se
n

sitiv
e

re
c
e
p
to

rs
,

a
re

u
n

lik
e
ly

to
b

e
c
o
n
s
is

te
n
t

w
ith

th
is

re
q
u
ire

m
e
n
t

a
n
d

w
ill

o
n

ly
b

e
p
e
rm

itte
d

in
e
x

c
e
p

tio
n

a
l

c
irc

u
m

s
ta

n
c
e
s
.

h)
P

ro
p
o
s
a
ls

sh
o
u
ld

re
fe

r
to

a
n
y

re
le

v
a
n

t
d
a
ta

fro
m

b
a
se

lin
e

m
o

n
ito

rin
g

a
n

d
o

th
e
r

a
v
a
ila

b
le

in
fo

rm
a
tio

n
to

e
n
s
u
re

th
a
t

a
ro

b
u
st

a
s
s
e
s
s
m

e
n

t
o
f

p
o
te

n
tia

l
im

p
a
c
ts

is
u

n
d

e
rta

k
e
n

,
a
n
d

th
a
t

c
o
m

p
re

h
e
n
s
iv

e
m

itig
a
tio

n
m

e
a
s
u

re
s

a
re

p
ro

p
o

se
d

w
h
e
re

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
ry

.

hi)
P

ro
p
o
s
a
ls

in
v
o
lv

in
g

h
y

d
ra

u
lic

fra
c
tu

rin
g

sh
o
u
ld

b
e

a
c
c
o
m

p
a
n
ie

d
b

y
a
n

a
ir

q
u
a
lity

m
o
n
ito

rin
g

p
la

n
a
n
d

H
e
a
lth

Im
p

a
c
t

A
s
s
e
s
s
m

e
n

t.

P
olicy

M
IS:

O
ther

specific
criteria

applying
to

hydrocarbon
developm

ent
Policy

not
of

relevance
to

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
—

policy
w

ording
not

repeated
verbatim

N
o

C
om

m
ent

h
era

P
olicy

M
19:

C
arbon

and
g

as
sto

rag
e

P
ro

p
o
s
a
ls

fo
r

c
a
rb

o
n

c
a
p
tu

re
and

storage
and

the
u

n
d

e
rg

ro
u
n
d

s
to

ra
g

e
o
f

g
a
s

w
ill

b
e

H
ig

h
w

a
y

s
E

n
g
la

n
d

h
a
s

n
o

p
a
rtic

u
la

r
c
o
n
c
e
rn

s
w

ith
th

is
p

o
lic

y
a
n

d
is

p
e
rm

itte
d

w
h

e
re

it
h
a
s

b
e
e
n

d
e
m

o
n
s
tra

te
d

th
a
t:

g
e
n

e
ra

lly
su

p
p

o
rtiv

e
o
f

th
e

re
q

u
ire

m
e
n
t

fo
r

th
e

tra
n
s
p
o
rt

o
f

c
a
rb

o
n

o
r

g
a
s

i)T
he

local
geological

circum
stances

are
suitable;

to
be

via
pipeline.

U)T
he

proposals
w

ould
not

have
an

unacceptable
im

pact
on

the
q
u
a
lity

a
n

d
a
v
a
ila

b
ility

o
f

g
ro

u
n
d

a
n
d

s
u
rfa

c
e

w
a
te

r
re

s
o
u
rc

e
s
,

o
n

land
sta

b
ility

,
o
r

o
n

p
u
b
lic

h
e
a
lth

a
n
d

sa
fe

ty
;

hi)
T

here
w

ould
be

no
unacceptable

im
pact

on
the

e
n
v
iro

n
m

e
n

t
o
r

lo
c
a
l

c
o
m

m
u
n
itie

s;
a
n
d

iv)
T

he
proposals

are
consistent

w
ith

other
relevant

policies
in

the
Plan.
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T
ran

sp
o

rt
of

carb
o

n
or

g
as

should
be

via
pipeline

w
ith

the
routing

of
lines

selected
to

give
rise

to
the

least
environm

ental
or

am
enity

im
pact.

P
aIcy

M
20:

D
eep

coal
and

disposal
of

colliery
spoil

1)
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
su

rface
and

underground
d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t

for
the

m
ining

of
d
eep

coal
w

ill
be

perm
itted

w
here

all
the

follow
ing

chteria
are

m
et:

i)
th

e
location,

siting
and

d
esig

n
of

the
su

rface
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

en
su

re
a

high
stan

d
ard

of
protection

for
the

environm
ent

and
local

com
m

unities
in

line
w

ith
the

d
ev

elo
p

m
en

t
m

an
ag

em
en

t
policies

in
the

Joint
P

lan;
H)

th
e

p
ro

p
o
sals

w
ould

en
ab

le
coal

to
be

tran
sp

o
rted

in
a

su
stain

ab
le

m
anner;

Hi)
w

here
located

in
the

G
reen

B
elt,

the
p

ro
p

o
sals

w
ould

com
ply

w
ith

national
policy

on
G

reen
B

elt;
iv)

the
effects

of
su

b
sid

en
ce

upon
land

stability
and

im
portant

su
rface

structures,
infrastructure

(including
flood

d
efen

ces)
and

the
natural

and
historic

environm
ent,

w
ill

be
m

onitored
and

controlled
so

as
to

prevent
u
n
accep

tab
le

im
pacts;

v)
that

opportunities
h

av
e

b
een

explored,
and

w
ill

be
delivered

w
here

practicable,
to

m
axim

ise
the

potential
for

reu
se

of
any

colliery
spoil

g
en

erated
by

the
d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t

and
that

p
ro

p
o

sed
arran

g
em

en
ts

for
any

n
ecessary

disposal
of

m
ining

w
aste

m
aterials

arising
from

the
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

are
accep

tab
le

in
line

w
ith

P
art

3
below

;
2)

P
ro

p
o
sals

to
rem

ed
iate

and
resto

re
the

W
om

ersley
S

poil
D

isposal
S

ite
w

ill
be

perm
itted

w
here

they
w

ould
be

co
n
sisten

t
w

ith
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

m
an

ag
em

en
t

policies
in

the
Joint

P
lan.

3)
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
new

spoil
d

isp
o

sal
facilities

w
ill

be
assessed

by
referen

ce
to

the
follow

ing
order

of
p
referen

ce:
i)

Infilling
of

quarry
voids

w
here

this
can

deliver
an

en
h

an
ced

overall
stan

d
ard

of
quarry

reclam
ation;

H)
U

se
of

derelict
or

d
eg

rad
ed

land;
iii)

W
h
ere

u
se

of
agricultural

land
is

n
ecessary

,
u

se
of

low
er

quality
agricultural

land
(A

L
C

G
rad

e
3b

or
below

)
in

p
referen

ce
to

higher
quality

agricultural
land

(A
L

C
G

rad
e

3a
or

higher).
P

referen
ce

w
ill

also
be

given
to

p
ro

p
o

sals
for

new
spoil

d
isp

o
sal

facilities
w

hich
are

located:
iv)

O
utside

the
G

reen
B

elt,
u
n
less

it
can

be
show

n
that

the
p

ro
p

o
sals

can
be

acco
m

m
o
d
ated

w
ithin

the
G

reen
B

elt
in

line
w

ith
national

policy;
v)

W
h
ere

spoil
can

be
delivered

to
the

site
via

su
stain

ab
le

(non-road)
m

ean
s

of
tran

sp
o

rt
or,

w
h

ere
road

tran
sp

o
rt

is
n
ecessary

,
tran

sp
o
rt

of
spoil

can
take

place
w

ithout
u
n
accep

tab
le

im
pacts

on
the

environm
ent

or
local

com
m

unities.

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
previously

stated
that

it
w

ould
be

supportive
of

an
option

that
su

p
p
o

rts
p
ro

p
o
sals

for
d

eep
coal

an
d

d
isp

o
sal

of
colliery

spoil,
w

here
transportation

w
ould

utilise
su

stain
ab

le
m

o
d

es
w

here
possible.

W
e

therefore
w

elcom
e

the
inclusion

of
criterion

ih)
in

relation
to

su
rface

and
underground

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

for
d
eep

coal
m

ining,
w

hich
requires

p
ro

p
o

sals
to

en
su

re
that

coal
can

be
tran

sp
o
rted

in
a

su
stain

ab
le

m
anner.

F
urther

w
e

w
elcom

e
the

inclusion
of

criterion
v)

in
relation

to
p
ro

p
o
sals

for
new

spoil
d

isp
o

sal
facilities

that
seek

s
to

en
su

re
such

that
spoil

can
be

delivered
to

su
ch

sites
utilising

su
stain

ab
le

m
ean

s
of

tran
sp

o
rt

or
transport

of
spoil

can
take

place
w

ithout
any

u
n
accep

tab
le

im
pacts

w
here

transportation
via

road
is

n
ecessary

.
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Policy
not

of
relevance

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
policy

w
ording

not
repeated

verbatim
N

o
C

om
m

ent
here.

P
olicy

M
22:

P
otash,

polyhalite
and

salt
supply

P
roposals

for
the

extraction
of

potash,
salt

or
polyhalite

from
new

sites
w

ithin
the

N
orth

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
has

no
particular

concerns
w

ith
this

policy
and

Y
ork

M
oors

N
ational

Park
and

renew
ed

applications
for

the
existing

sites
at

B
oulby

M
ine

w
elcom

es
the

inclusion
of

criteria
iv)

w
hich

requires
developm

ent
and

D
oves

N
est

Farm
beyond

their
current

planning
perm

issions
will

be
assessed

proposals
to

consider
the

requirem
ents

of
transport

and
infrastructure

against
the

criteria
for

m
ajor

developm
ent

set
out

in
Policy

D
04.

provided
in

Policy
101.

P
roposals

for
new

surface
developm

ent
and

infrastructure
associated

w
ith

the
existing

perm
itted

potash,
polyhalite

and
salt

m
ine

sites
in

the
N

ational
Park,

or
their

surface
expansion,

w
hich

are
not

considered
to

be
m

ajor
developm

ent,
will

be
perm

itted
provided

they
m

eet
the

requirem
ents

of
Policy

D
li

and
Policy

102
and

that
no

unacceptable
im

pact
w

ould
be

caused
to

the
special

qualities
of

the
N

ational
Park,

its
environm

ent
or

residential
or

visitor
am

enity
in

the
context

of
any

need
for

the
developm

ent.
P

roposals
for

increased
volum

e
of

potash
extraction,

the
extraction

of
other

form
s

of
potash

not
included

in
existing

perm
issions,

or
sub-surface

lateral
extensions

to
the

perm
itted

w
orking

area
in

locations
accessible

from
the

existing
sites

at
B

oulby
P

otash
M

ine
and

the
D

oves
N

est
Farm

site
as

w
ell

as
proposals

for
new

sites
outside

of
the

N
ational

Park,
will

be
perm

itted
w

here
itcan

be
dem

onstrated
that

the
follow

ing
criteria

are
m

et:
I)

T
he

proposals
w

ould
not

detract
from

the
special

qualities
of

the
N

ational
Park,

taking
account

of
any

m
itigation

m
easures

proposed;
ii)

T
he

effects
of

subsidence
upon

land
stability,

coastal
erosion

and
im

portant
surface

structures,
infrastructure

(including
flood

defences)
and

environm
ental

and
cultural

designations,
can

be
m

onitored
and

controlled
so

as
to

prevent
unacceptable

im
pacts;

Ni)
T

he
proposed

arrangem
ents

for
disposing

of
m

ining
w

aste
m

aterials
arising

from
the

developm
ent

are
acceptable;

and
iv)

T
he

requirem
ents

of
Policy

101
for

transport
and

infrastructure
have

been
fully

considered.

P
ollóyM

23:
S

upply
of

gypsum
:H

r2
Policy

not
of

relevance
to

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
—

policy
w

ording
not

repeated
verbatim

N
o

C
om

m
ent

here.

P
olicy

M
24:

S
upply

of
vein

m
inerals

P
roposals

for
the

extraction
of

vein
m

inerals,
including

proposals
for

the
reactivation

of
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

have
no

particular
concerns

w
ith

this
policy

and
dorm

ant
perm

issions,
w

ill
be

determ
ined

in
accordance

w
ith

the
developm

ent
generally

w
elcom

e
the

requirem
ent

for
proposals

relating
to

the
m

anagem
ent

policies
in

the
Joint

Plan,
having

particular
regard

w
here

relevant
to

any
extraction

of
vein

m
inerals,

to
com

ply
w

ith
the

Joint
Plan’s

developm
ent
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im
p
acts

on:
m

an
ag

em
en

t
p

o
licies

an
d

to
give

p
articu

lar
co

n
sid

eratio
n

to
th

e
im

p
acts

i)
im

p
o
rtan

t
h

ab
itats

an
d

sp
ecies;

o
n

tran
sp

o
rt

in
frastru

ctu
re.

H)
p

ro
tected

lan
d

scap
es;

Hi)
h

eritag
e

a
sse

ts;
iv)

to
u

rism
a
sse

ts;
v)

tran
sp

o
rt

in
frastru

ctu
re.

P
olicy

P125:
B

orrow
pits

P
ro

p
o
sals

for
b
o
rro

w
pits,

w
h

ere
p

erm
issio

n
is

req
u
ired

,
w

iN
b
e

p
erm

itted
w

h
ere

th
e

H
ig

h
w

ay
s

E
n
g
lan

d
is

g
en

erally
su

p
p
o

rtiv
e

of
this

policy
an

d
th

e
criteria

req
u
ired

m
in

eral
can

n
o
t

p
racticab

ly
b

e
su

p
p
lied

by
seco

n
d

ary
or

recy
cled

m
aterial

of
in

clu
d
ed

,
w

hich
se

e
k
s

to
en

su
re

th
at

b
o

rro
w

pits
are

lo
cated

w
ithin

or

ap
p

ro
p

riate
sp

ecificatio
n

from
a

so
u
rce

in
clo

se
proxim

ity
to

th
e

co
n

stru
ctio

n
p

ro
ject,

ad
jo

in
in

g
sites

w
h
ere

th
e

m
aterial

is
in

ten
d

ed
for

u
se

to
red

u
ce

an
d
;

w
h

ere
all

th
e

follow
ing

criteria
are

m
et:

sig
n
ifican

t
tran

sp
o

rt
m

o
v
em

en
ts,

w
hich

co
u

ld
utilise

th
e

ro
ad

n
etw

o
rk

,

i)
T

h
e

site
lies

on,
or

im
m

ed
iately

ad
jo

in
s,

th
e

p
ro

p
o
sed

co
n
stru

ctio
n

sc
h

e
m

e
so

th
at

including
th

e
S

R
N

.
m

in
eral

can
b

e
tran

sp
o
rted

from
th

e
b
o
rro

w
pit

to
th

e
p
o
in

t
of

u
se

w
ith

o
u
t

sig
n

ifican
t

u
se

of
th

e
public

h
ig

h
w

ay
sy

stem
;

H)
T

h
e

site
can

b
e

lan
d
scap

ed
an

d
resto

red
to

a
high

stan
d
ard

w
ithin

an
ag

reed
tim

escale
an

d
to

an
ag

reed
e
n

d
-u

se
w

ith
o

u
t

th
e

u
se

of
im

p
o
rted

m
aterial

o
th

er
th

an
th

at
g
en

erated
on

th
e

ad
jo

in
in

g
co

n
stru

ctio
n

p
ro

ject.

P
o
licy

W
O

l:
M

o
v

in
g

w
a
ste

u
p

th
e

w
a
ste

h
ie

ra
rc

h
y

1)
P

ro
p
o
sals

w
ill

b
e

p
erm

itted
w

h
ere

th
ey

w
o
u
ld

co
n
trib

u
te

to
m

o
v
in

g
w

aste
up

th
e

H
ig

h
w

ay
s

E
n

g
lan

d
is

g
en

erally
su

p
p

o
rtiv

e
of

th
e

policy
w

hich
se

e
k
s

to

w
aste

h
ierarch

y
th

ro
u

g
h

:
en

su
re

th
at

w
aste

is
reco

v
ered

at
th

e
n
e
a
re

st
in

stallatio
n

,
th

ereb
y

I)
th

e
m

in
im

isatio
n

of
w

aste,
or;

red
u
cin

g
th

e
n

eed
for

tran
sp

o
rtatio

n
an

d
red

u
cin

g
th

e
co

n
seq

u
en

tial

H)
th

e
in

creased
re-u

se,
recy

clin
g

or
co

m
p
o
stin

g
of

w
aste,

or;
im

p
acts

of
traffic

m
o

v
em

en
ts.

iii)
th

e
p
ro

v
isio

n
of

w
aste

treatm
en

t
cap

acity
an

d
sm

all
scale

p
ro

p
o

sals
for

en
erg

y
reco

v
ery

(in
clu

d
in

g
ad

v
an

ced
th

erm
al

treatm
en

t
tech

n
o
lo

g
ies),

w
hich

w
o
u
ld

h
elp

to
d
iv

ert
w

aste
from

landfill.
2)

F
u
rth

er
cap

acity
for

th
e

larg
e

scale
reco

v
ery

of
en

erg
y

from
w

aste
(in

e
x
c
e
ss

of
7
5
,0

0
0

to
n
n
es

an
n

u
al

th
ro

u
g

h
p

u
t

cap
acity

),
in

clu
d
in

g
th

ro
u
g
h

ad
v

an
ced

th
erm

al
treatm

en
t

tech
n

o
lo

g
ies,

w
ill

only
b

e
p
erm

itted
in

line
w

ith
P

olicy
W

0
4

an
d

w
h
ere

an
y

h
eat

g
en

erated
can

b
e

u
tilised

as
a

so
u
rce

of
low

carb
o
n

en
erg

y
or,

w
h
ere

u
se

of
h
eat

is
n
o
t

p
racticab

le,
th

e
efficien

t
reco

v
ery

of
en

erg
y

can
b

e
ach

iev
ed

.
3)

T
h

e
p
ro

v
isio

n
of

n
ew

cap
acity

for
th

e
landfill

of
resid

u
al

n
o

n
-in

ert
w

aste
w

ill
b
e

p
erm

itted
w

h
ere

it
can

b
e

d
em

o
n
strated

th
at

it
is

th
e

only
p
racticab

le
o
p
tio

n
an

d
su

fficien
t

p
erm

itted
cap

acity
w

ithin
th

e
P

lan
area

is
n
o
t

av
ailab

le.
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
th

e
ex

ten
sio

n
of

tim
e

at
ex

istin
g

p
erm

itted
landfill

sites
w

ith
rem

ain
in

g
void

sp
a
c
e

w
ill

b
e

su
p

p
o

rted
in

p
rin

cip
le,

w
h

ere
n
e
c
e
ssa

ry
eith

er;
(i)

to
m

ain
tain

cap
acity

for
d

isp
o

sal
of

resid
u
al

w
aste,

or;
(ii)

to
ach

iev
e

th
e

satisfacto
ry

resto
ratio

n
of

th
e

site.
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4)
Landfill

of
inert

w
aste

w
ill

be
perm

itted
w

here
itw

ould
facilitate:

i)
a

high
standard

of
quarry

reclam
ation

in
accordance

w
ith

agreed
reclam

ation
objectives,

or;
N)

the
substantial

im
provem

ent
of

derelict
or

degraded
land

w
here

it
can

be
dem

onstrated
that

the
im

port
of

the
w

aste
is

essential
to

bring
the

derelict
or

degraded
land

back
into

beneficial
use

and
the

scale
of

the
im

portation
w

ould
not

underm
ine

the
potential

to
m

anage
w

aste
further

up
the

hierarchy.

P
olicy

W
02:

S
trategic

role
of

the
P

lan
area

in
the

m
anagem

ent
of

w
aste

1)
Support

will
be

given
through

the
allocation

of
sites

and
the

grant
of

planning
perm

ission
for

the
additional

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
capacity

needed
to

help
achieve

net
self-sufficiency

in
capacity

at
a

level
equivalent

to
expected

arisings
in

the
Plan

area,
by

31
D

ecem
ber

2030.
2)

Provision
of

capacity
w

ithin
the

Plan
area

shall
include

provision
for

w
aste

arising
in

the
Y

orkshire
D

ales
N

ational
Park,

w
ith

the
exception

of
m

ining
and

quarrying
w

aste
and

sm
all

scale
w

aste
arisings

w
hich

can
be

appropriately
m

anaged
at

facilities
w

ithin
the

N
ational

Park.
3)

E
xcept

as
provided

for
in

2)
above,

w
here

a
facility

is
proposed

specifically
to

m
anage

w
aste

arising
outside

the
Plan

area
it

w
ill

not
be

perm
itted

unless
it

can
be

dem
onstrated

that
the

facility
w

ould
represent

the
nearest

appropriate
installation

for
the

w
aste

to
be

m
anaged.

4)
P

roposals
w

hich
w

ould
help

m
eet

unforeseen
needs

for
the

m
anagem

ent
of

specific
w

aste
stream

s
arising

in
the

Plan
area

but
not

specifically
identified

or
provided

for
in

the
Joint

Plan,
will

be
perm

itted
w

here
they

w
ould

be
in

line
w

ith
the

requirem
ents

of
Polices

W
10

and
W

il.

N
et

self-sufficiency
in

capacity
for

m
anagem

ent
of

Local
A

uthority
C

ollected
W

aste
w

ill
be

supported
through:

1)
Identification

of
the

A
llerton

Park
(W

JPO
8)

and
H

arew
ood

W
hin

(W
JP11)

sites
as

strategic
allocations

over
the

Plan
period

for
the

m
anagem

ent
of

LA
C

W
.

P
roposals

to
extend

the
tim

e
period

for
continued

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
operations

at
these

sites
over

the
Plan

period
and

the
developm

ent
of

other
appropriate

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
infrastructure

will
be

perm
itted

subject,
in

the
case

of
the

H
arew

ood
W

hin
site,

to
com

pliance
w

ith
relevant

national
and

local
G

reen
B

elt
policy.

2)
D

elivery
of

additional
transfer

station
capacity

for
LA

C
W

to
serve

the
needs

of
Selby

D
istrict

through
the

allocation
of

a
site

at
C

om
m

on
L

ane,
B

urn
(W

JP16).
P

roposals
for

developm
ent

of
transfer

capacity
for

LA
C

W
at

this
site

or
at

an
alternative

location
consistent

w
ith

the
site

locational
and

identification
principles

in
Polices

W
10

and
W

il

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
is

generally
supportive

of
the

policy
w

hich
seeks

to
ensure

that
w

aste
is

recovered
at

the
nearest

installation,
thereby

reducing
the

need
for

transportation
and

reducing
the

consequential
im

pacts
of

traffic
m

ovem
ents.

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
previously

had
a

preference
for

the
identification

of
specific

site
allocations

for
w

aste
m

anagem
ent

facilities
w

here
possible.

T
his

option
provided

the
greatest

degree
of

certainty
as

to
w

here
future

developm
ent

could
take

place
and

w
as

in
line

w
ith

national
policy.

W
e

considered
that

by
taking

this
approach

it
w

ould
be

possible
to

identify
the

m
ost

sustainably
accessible

sites,
and

enable
the

potential
traffic

im
pacts

of
sites

to
be

assessed
both

from
an

individual
and

cum
ulative

perspective,
along

w
ith

any
new

or
im

proved
transport

infrastructure
that

could
be

required
in

order
to

sustainably
deliver

the
Plan’s

m
ineral

related
developm

ent
requirem

ents
and

m
itigate

its
im

pact
on

the
operation

of
the

SR
N

.

P
olicy

W
03:

M
eeting

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
capacIty

requirem
ents

-
L

ocal
A

uthority
C

ollected
W

aste
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w
ill

be
perm

itted.
3)

P
erm

itting
p
ro

p
o
sals

for:
a)

in
creased

capacity
for

the
recycling

an
d

treatm
en

t
of

L
A

C
W

w
here

this
w

ould
red

u
ce

reliance
on

export
of

w
aste

from
the

P
lan

area
and

the
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

be
co

n
sisten

t
w

ith
the

site
locational

and
identification

principles
in

P
olicies

W
iO

and
W

i
1;

b)
im

provem
ents

to
the

H
ousehold

W
aste

R
ecycling

C
entre

netw
ork.

4)
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

at
the

allocated
sites

referred
to

in
I)

and
2)

ab
o

v
e

w
ill

be
required

to
take

acco
u
n
t

of
the

key
sensitivities

and
incorporate

th
e

n
ecessary

m
itigation

m
easu

res
that

are
set

out
in

A
ppendix

1.

W
e

also
previously

stated
our

support
for

a
criteria

b
ased

policy
and

that
this

should
en

co
u
rag

e
both

a
m

odal
shift

to
m

ore
su

stain
ab

le
m

eth
o
d
s

of
transport

w
here

feasible,
again

to
en

su
re

that
sites

asso
ciated

w
ith

the
authority’s

cru
sh

ed
rock

requirem
ent

w
ill

not
im

pact
on

the
S

R
N

.

W
e

therefore
w

elcom
e

that
the

policy
identifies

specific
sites

and
cro

ss
referen

ces
to

A
ppendix

1
w

hich
identifies

the
key

sen
sitiv

es,
req

u
irem

en
ts

and
m

itigation
that

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

p
ro

p
o
sals

n
eed

to
be

co
n
sid

er
in

order
to

deliver
d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t

at
the

identified
sites.

F
urther

consideration
h
as

b
een

given
to

th
ese

sites
and

req
u
irem

en
ts

in
the

accom
panying

technical
note,

w
hich

identifies
that

w
e

do
not

co
n
sid

er
them

to
p
resen

t
any

particular
co

n
cern

in
term

s
of

im
pact

on
the

netw
ork.

P
olicy

W
04:

M
eeting

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
cap

ad
tv

requirem
ents

-
C

om
m

ercial
and

Industrial
w

aste
(including

hazardous
C

&
l

w
aste)

1)
N

et
self-sufficiency

in
cap

acity
for

m
an

ag
em

en
t

of
C

&
l

w
aste

w
ill

be
su

p
p
o
rted

through:
i)

P
erm

itting
p
ro

p
o
sals

w
hich

w
ould

deliver
in

creased
capacity

for
the

recycling
and

treatm
en

t
of

C
&

l
w

aste,
particularly

w
h

ere
this

w
ould

red
u
ce

reliance
on

export
of

w
aste

from
the

P
lan

area
and

the
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

be
co

n
sisten

t
w

ith
the

site
locational

and
identification

principles
in

P
olicies

W
i

0
and

W
i

1;
H)

P
erm

itting
p

ro
p

o
sals

for
additional

tran
sfer

station
cap

acity
for

C
&

l
w

aste
w

here
it

can
be

d
em

o
n
strated

that
additional

provision
w

ould
help

red
u
ce

overall
im

pacts
from

road
tran

sp
o

rt
of

w
aste

and
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

be
co

n
sisten

t
w

ith
the

site
locational

and
identification

principles
in

P
olicies

W
i

0
and

W
i

1;
Hi)

P
roviding

large
scale

cap
acity

for
recovery

of
en

erg
y

and
an

aero
b
ic

digestion
for

C
&

l
w

aste
through

a
com

bination
of

sp
are

capacity
w

ithin
th

e
A

llerton
W

aste
R

ecovery
P

ark
facility

and
the

S
o

u
th

m
o

o
r

E
nergy

C
entre

(W
JP

O
3),

form
er

A
R

B
R

E
P

ow
er

S
tation

(W
JP

25)
and

N
orth

S
elby

M
ine

an
aero

b
ic

digestion
(W

JP
O

2)
sites,

w
hich

are
identified

in
th

e
P

lan
as

allocated
sites

for
th

ese
u

ses.
T

he
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
the

W
JP

O
2

site
w

ill
only

be
perm

itted
w

here
itw

ould
be

co
n
sisten

t
w

ith
the

principles
of

including
land

in
the

Y
ork

G
reen

B
elt;

iv)
P

erm
itting

additional
en

erg
y

recovery
capacity

for
C

&
l

w
aste

w
h

ere
the

planning
authority

can
be

satisfied
that

the
facility

w
ould

be
appropriately

scaled
to

m
eet

unm
et

n
eed

s
for

m
an

ag
em

en
t

of
residual

C
&

l
w

aste
arising

in
the

area
and

the
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

be
co

n
sisten

t
w

ith
the

site
locational

and
identification

principles
in

P
olicies

W
I

0
and

W
ii;

v)
S

ubject
to

en
erg

y
recovery

capacity
becom

ing
operational

at
the

allocated
sites

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
is

generally
supportive

of
this

policy
and

the
intention

to
h

av
e

net
self-sufficiency

in
the

capacity
for

C
&

l
w

aste
m

an
ag

em
en

t,
w

hich
should

have
positive

im
plications

in
term

s
of

m
inim

ising
w

aste
transportation,

particularly
in

relation
to

w
aste

arising
from

o
u

tsid
e

of
the

P
lan

area.
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referred
to

in
part

iii)
of

this
Policy

perm
ission

will
not

be
granted

for
further

large
scale

energy
recovery

for
C&

l
w

aste
w

here
the

w
aste

to
be

recovered
w

ould
arise

m
ainly

outside
the

Plan
area,

unless
itcan

be
dem

onstrated
that

the
facility

w
ould

represent
the

nearest
appropriate

installation
for

the
w

aste
to

be
recovered

and
the

developm
ent

w
ould

be
consistent

w
ith

the
site

locational
and

identification
principles

in
Policies

W
iO

and
W

il.
2)

Provision
of

capacity
for

m
anagem

ent
of

C&
I

w
aste

is
also

supported
through

site
allocations

for
recycling,

transfer
and

treatm
ent

of
C&

l
w

aste
at:

L
and

at
H

alton
E

ast,
near

Skipton
(W

JP13)
L

and
at

T
ancred,

near
Scorton

(W
JP18)

L
and

at
Skibeden,

near
Skipton

(W
JP17)

L
and

at
A

llerton
Park,

near
K

naresborough
(W

JPO
8)

L
and

at
S

eam
er

C
arr,

near
S

carborough
(W

JP1
5)

L
and

at
C

om
m

on
L

ane,
B

urn
(W

JP1G
)

L
and

at
Pollington

(W
JP22)

L
and

at
Fairfield

R
oad,

W
hitby

(W
JP19)

L
and

at
H

arew
ood

W
hin,

R
ufforth

(W
JP1

1)
3)

P
roposals

for
developm

ent
of

the
allocated

sites
referred

to
in

1)
and

2)
above

w
ill

be
required

to
take

account
of

the
key

sensitivities
and

incorporate
the

necessary
m

itigation
m

easures
that

are
set

out
in

A
ppendix

1.

P
olicy

W
05:

M
eeting

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
capacity

requirem
ents

-
C

onstruction,
D

em
olition

and
E

xcavation
w

aste
(Including

h
azard

o
u
s

C
D

&
E

w
aste)

I)
N

et
self-sufficiency

in
capacity

for
m

anagem
ent

of
C

D
&

E
w

aste
w

ill
be

supported
through:
i)

Perm
itting

proposals
w

hich
w

ould
deliver

increased
capacity

for
recycling

C
D

&
E

w
aste

w
here

the
developm

ent
w

ould
be

consistent
w

ith
the

site
locational

and
identification

principles
in

Policies
W

i0
and

W
i

1;
H)

Perm
itting

proposals
for

additional
transfer

station
capacity

for
C

D
&

E
w

aste
w

here
it

can
be

dem
onstrated

that
additional

provision
w

ould
help

reduce
overall

im
pacts

from
road

transport
of

w
aste

and
the

developm
ent

w
ould

be
consistent

w
ith

the
site

locational
and

identification
principles

in
Policies

W
i0

and
W

i1;
Hi)

Perm
itting

proposals
for

additional
landfill

capacity
for

C
D

&
E

w
aste

w
here

itw
ould

be
consistent

w
ith

the
principles

set
out

in
Policy

W
O

i
parts

3)
and

4);
iv)

Perm
itting

proposals
for

extending
the

tim
e

allow
ed

to
use

rem
aining

void
space

at
existing

C
D

&
E

landfill
sites

that
are

the
subject

of
tim

e-lim
ited

perm
issions.

2)
Provision

of
capacity

for
m

anagem
ent

of
C

D
&

E
w

aste
is

also
supported

through
site

allocations
for:

i)A
llocations

for
recycling

of
C

D
&

E
w

aste:
L

and
at

P
otgate

Q
uarry,

N
orth

Stainley
(W

JP24)

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
is

generally
supportive

of
this

policy
and

the
intention

to
have

net
self-sufficiency

in
the

capacity
for

C
D

&
E

w
aste

m
anagem

ent,
w

hich
should

have
positive

im
plications

in
term

s
of

m
inim

ising
w

aste
transportation,

particularly
in

relation
to

w
aste

arising
from

outside
of

the
Plan

area.
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L
and

at
A

llerton
P

ark,
n
ear

K
n

aresb
o

ro
u

g
h

(W
JPO

B
)

L
and

at
D

arrington
Q

uarry,
D

arrington
(M

JP
27)

L
and

at
B

arn
sd

ale
B

ar,
K

irk
S

m
eato

n
(M

JP
26)

L
and

at
W

ent
E

dge
Q

uarry,
K

irk
S

m
eato

n
(W

JP
1O

)
L

and
at

D
uttons

F
arm

,
U

pper
P

oppleton
(W

JP
O

5)
ii)

A
llocations

for
landfill

of
C

D
&

E
w

aste:
L

and
at

B
rotherton

Q
uarry,

B
urton

S
alm

on
(W

JP
21)

L
and

at
D

uttons
F

arm
,

U
pper

P
oppleton

(W
JP

O
5)

L
and

ad
jacen

t
to

form
er

E
scrick

B
rickw

orks,
E

scrick
(W

JP
O

6)
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
landfill

at
sites

W
JP

O
5

and
W

JP
O

6
w

ill
only

be
perm

itted
as

a
m

ean
s

of
enabling

reclam
ation

of
any

m
ineral

w
orkings

d
ev

elo
p

ed
in

connection
w

ith
allocations

M
JP

S
2

and
M

JP
S

5
as

relevant.
S

ites
M

JP
26,

M
JP

27,
W

JP
IO

and
W

JP
O

5
are

located
in

the
G

reen
B

elt
and

any
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ill

n
eed

to
com

ply
w

ith
relevant

national
and

local
G

reen
B

elt
policy.

3)
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
the

allocated
sites

for
recycling

or
landfill

referred
to

in
2)

ab
o

v
e

w
ill

be
required

to
take

acco
u
n
t

of
the

key
sensitivities

and
incorporate

th
e

n
ecessary

m
itigation

m
easu

res
that

are
set

out
in

A
ppendix

1.

P
o
licy

W
06:

M
an

ag
in

g
ag

ricu
ltu

ral
w

a
ste

—

Policy
not

of
relevance

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
policy

w
ording

not
repeated

verbatim
N

o
C

om
m

ent
here.

P
olicy

W
07

M
anaging

low
level

(non-nuclear
industry)

radioactive
w

aste
—

Policy
not

of
relevance

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
policy

w
ording

not
repeated

verbatim
N

o
C

om
m

ent
here.

P
olicy

W
08

M
anaging

w
aste

w
ater

and
sew

age
sludge

Policy
not

of
relevance

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
policy

w
ording

not
repeated

verbatim
N

o
C

om
m

ent
here.

P
olicy

W
09

M
anaging

pow
er

station
ash

and
Incinerator

B
ottom

A
sh

W
’’

Policy
not

of
relevance

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
policy

w
ording

not
repeated

verbatim
N

o
C

om
m

ent
here.

P
olicy

W
1O

:
O

verall
locational

principles
for

provision
of

w
aste

capacity
T

he
allocation

of
sites

and
determ

ination
of

planning
applications

should
be

consistent
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

previously
stated

that
it

w
as

supportive
of

the
w

ith
the

follow
ing

principles:
principles

included
in

O
ption

2
w

hich
w

ould
seek

sites
to

be
located

as
1)

Providing
new

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
capacity

w
ithin

those
parts

of
the

Plan
area

close
as

practicable
to

the
sourcels

of
w

aste
to

be
dealt

w
ith,

and
that

outside
the

N
orth

Y
ork

M
oors

N
ational

Park
and

the
A

reas
of

O
utstanding

N
atural

w
ider

strategic
facilities

should
be

located
w

here
the

overall

16



B
eauty,

unless
the

facility
to

be
provided

is
appropriately

scaled
to

m
eet

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
needs

arising
in

the
designated

area
and

can
be

provided
w

ithout
causing

unacceptable
harm

to
the

designated
area.

2)
M

axim
ising

the
potential

of
the

existing
facility

netw
ork

by
supporting

the
continuation

of
activity

at
existing

tim
e

lim
ited

sites
w

ith
perm

ission,
the

grant
of

perm
ission

for
additional

capacity
and/or

appropriate
additional

or
alternative

w
aste

uses
w

ithin
the

footprint
of

existing
sites

and,
the

extension
to

the
footprint

of
existing

sites.
3)

Supporting
proposals

for
developm

ent
of

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
capacity

at
new

sites
w

here
the

site
is

com
patible

w
ith

the
requirem

ents
of

Policy
W

i
1;

and
the

site
is

located
as

close
as

practicable
to

the
source/s

of
w

aste
to

be
dealt

w
ith.

T
his

m
eans:

a)
For

new
facilities

serving
districtscale

m
arkets

for
w

aste,
particularly

LA
C

W
.

C&
l

and
C

D
&

E
w

aste,
or

for
facilities

w
hich

are
not

intended
to

serve
the

specialised
needs

of
particular

industries
or

businesses,
giving

priority
to

locations
w

hich
are

w
ithin

or
near

to
m

ain
settlem

ents
in

the
area

(identified
on

the
key

diagram
)

or,
for

facilities
w

hich
are

intended
m

ainly
to

serve
localised

needs
for

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
capacity

in
m

ore
rural

parts
of

the
Plan

area,
including

agricultural
w

aste,
w

here
they

are
w

ell-located
w

ith
regard

to
the

geographical
area

the
facility

is
expected

to
serve;

b)
For

larger
scale

or
specialised

facilities
expected

to
play

a
w

ider
strategic

role
(e.g.

serving
m

ulti-district
scale

catchm
ents

or
w

hich
w

ould
m

eet
specialised

needs
of

particular
industries

or
businesses),

these
will

be
located

w
here

overall
transportation

im
pacts

w
ould

be
m

inim
ised

taking
into

account
the

m
arket

area
expected

to
be

served
by

the
facility.

fo
ilcy

W
il:

W
aste

site
identification

principles

transportation
im

pacts
w

ould
be

m
inim

ised.
W

e
therefore

w
elcom

e
that

both
of

these
principles

have
been

incorporated
into

the
policy

and
will

therefore
help

to
reduce

the
im

pact
of

w
aste

transportation.

T
he

allocation
of

sites
and

determ
ination

of
planning

applications
for

new
w

aste
m

anagem
entfacilities

should
be

consistent
w

ith
the

follow
ing

principles:
1)

Siting
facilities

for
the

preparation
for

re-use,
recycling,

transfer
and

treatm
ent

of
w

aste
(excluding

energy
recovery

or
open

com
posting)

on
previously

developed
land,

industrial
and

em
ploym

ent
land,

or
at

existing
w

aste
m

anagem
ent

sites,
giving

preference
to

sites
w

here
itcan

be
dem

onstrated
that

co-locational
benefits

w
ould

arise
taking

into
account

existing
or

proposed
uses

and
econom

ic
activities

nearby.
W

here
the

site
or

facility
is

proposed
to

deal
m

ainly
w

ith
w

aste
arising

in
rural

areas
then

use
of

redundant
agricultural

buildings
or

their
curtilages

will
also

be
acceptable

in
principle

and,
for

agricultural
w

aste,
appropriate

on-farm
locations;

2)
Siting

facilities
for

the
open

com
posting

of
w

aste
on

previously
developed

land,
industrial

land,
existing

w
aste

m
anagem

ent
sites

and,
w

here
the

site
or

facility
is

proposed
to

deal
w

ith
sm

all
scale

w
aste

arisings
in

rural
areas,

the
curtilage

of
redundant

agricultural
buildings

or
other

appropriate
on-farm

locations.
W

here
developm

ent
of

new
capacity

on
greenfield

land
is

necessary
then

preference
will

be

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
is

generally
supportive

of
this

policy.
W

e
previously

stated
our

preference
for

O
ption

2
and

the
local

approach
to

the
siting

of
w

aste
facilities.

T
hrough

pursuing
this

approach
and

the
principles

of
c
o

location
opportunities

w
here

they
m

ay
arise,

w
e

considered
that

itw
ould

help
to

reduce
the

need
for

significant
transport

of
w

aste
over

longer
distances,

w
hich

w
ould

generally
be

less
likely

to
therefore

im
pact

on
the

SR
N

.
W

e
also

stated
that

w
e

w
ere

particularly
supportive

of
the

requirem
ent

of
O

ption
2

to
ensure

that
consideration

is
given

to
a

site’s
im

pact
on

the
capacity

of
transport

infrastructure
and

any
cum

ulative
im

pact
from

previous
w

aste
disposal

facilities.
W

e
therefore

w
elcom

e
the

policy
requirem

ent
to

ensure
that

in
all

cases
sites

will
need

to
be

suitable
w

hen
considered

in
relation

to
infrastructure

constraints,
w

hich
specifically

includes
the

capacity
of

transport
infrastructure

and
any

potential
cum

ulative
im

pact
from

previous
w

aste
disposal

facilities.19



given
to

sites
located

on
low

er
quJity

aghcutural
land.

Sites
for

the
com

posung
of

w
aste

w
here

the
process

m
ay

release
bioaerosols

should
be

located
at

least
250

m
etres

from
the

nearest
residential

building;
3)

Siting
facilities

involving
the

recovery
of

energy
from

w
aste,

including
through

anaerobic
digestion,

on
previously

developed
land,

industrial
and

em
ploym

ent
land,

or
at

existing
w

aste
m

anagem
ent

sites,
giving

preference
to

sites
w

here
it

can
be

dem
onstrated

that
co-locational

benefits
w

ould
arise

taking
into

account
existing

or
proposed

uses
and

econom
ic

activities
nearby,

including
w

here
(he

energy
produced

can
be

utilised
efficiently.

For
facilities

w
hich

can
produce

com
bined

heat
and

pow
er,

this
includes

giving
preference

to
sites

w
ith

the
potential

for
heat

utilisation.
W

here
the

site
or

facility
is

proposed
to

deal
m

ainly
w

ith
agricultural

w
aste

through
anaerobic

digestion
including

energy
recovery,

then
use

of
redundant

agricultural
buildings

or
their

curtilages
and

other
appropriate

on4arm
locations

will
also

be
acceptable

in
principle;

4)
Siting

facilities
to

support
the

re-use
and

recycling
of

C
D

&
E

w
aste

at
the

point
of

arising
(for

tem
porary

facilities
linked

to
the

life
of

the
associated

construction
project)

and
at

active
m

ineral
w

orkings
w

here
the

m
ain

outputs
of

the
process

are
to

be
sold

alongside
or

blended
w

ith
m

ineral
produced

at
the

site;
as

w
ell

as
at

the
types

of
sites

identified
in

1)
above1

w
here

these
are

w
ell

related
to

the
sources

of
arisings

and/or
m

arkets
for

the
end

product;
5)

Siting
facilities

to
provide

additional
w

aste
w

ater
treatm

ent
capacity,

including
for

w
aste

w
ater

containing
N

aturally
O

ccurring
R

adioactive
M

aterials,
at

existing
w

aste
w

ater
treatm

ent
w

orks
sites

as
a

first
priority.

W
here

this
is

not
practicable,

preference
will

be
given

to
use

of
previously

developed
land

or
industrial

and
em

ploym
ent

land.
W

here
developm

ent
of

new
capacity

on
greenfield

land
is

necessary
then

preference
will

be
given

to
sites

located
on

low
er

quality
agricultural

land.
Siting

of
facilities

for
m

anagem
ent

of
w

aste
w

ater
from

hydrocarbons
developm

ent
w

ill
also

be
considered

under
the

requirem
ents

of
Policy

M
18

w
here

relevant;
6)

Providing
any

additional
capacity

required
for

landfill
of

w
aste

through
preferring

the
infill

of
quarry

voids
for

m
ineral

site
reclam

ation
purposes,

giving
preference

to
proposals

w
here

a
need

for
infill

has
been

identified
as

part
of

an
agreed

quarry
reclam

ation
schem

e
and

w
here

any
pollution

control
concerns

can
be

m
itigated

to
an

acceptable
level.

In
all

cases
sites

w
ill

need
to

be
suitable

w
hen

considered
in

relation
to

physical,
environm

ental,
am

enity
and

infrastructure
constraints

including
existing

and
proposed

neighbouring
land

uses,
the

capacity
of

transport
infrastructure

and
any

cum
ulative

im
pact

from
previous

w
aste

disposal
facilities,

in
line

w
ith

national
policy.

P
olIcy

101:
M

inerals
and

w
aste

tran
sp

o
rt

infrastructure
1)

T
he

developm
ent

of
rail,

w
ater,

pipeline
or

conveyor
transport

infrastructure,
or

use
ofI

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
are

particularly
supportive

of
this

policy
w

hich

20



existing
infrastructure,

w
ill

be
en

co
u
rag

ed
and

perm
itted

for
the

tran
sp

o
rt

of
m

inerals
and

w
aste

produced
or

arising
in

the
P

lan
area,

as
w

ell
as

for
the

reception
of

any
large

scale
im

ports
of

m
inerals

or
w

aste
into

the
area.

2)
W

h
ere

p
ro

p
o
sals

for
m

inerals
or

w
aste

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

be
located

in
clo

se
proxim

ity
to

an
existing

w
harf

or
rail

head,
they

should
include

inform
ation

to
d
em

o
n
strate

that
the

potential
for

u
se

of
su

ch
facilities

h
as

b
een

co
n
sid

ered
and,

w
here

practicable,
should

prioritise
u

se
of

alternatives
to

road
transport.

P
ro

p
o
sals

involving
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of,
or

u
se

of
existing,

non-road
tran

sp
o
rt

infrastructure
(other

th
an

pipelines
and

conveyor
sy

stem
s)

should
also

be
w

ell
located

in
relation

to
the

m
ain

road
netw

ork
in

order
to

facilitate
m

ulti-m
odal

m
o

v
em

en
ts

of
m

inerals
and

w
aste

and
w

ill
be

required
to

d
em

o
n
strate

com
pliance

w
ith

other
relevant

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

m
an

ag
em

en
t

policies
in

the
Joint

P
lan.

W
h
ere

new
m

inerals
or

w
aste

tran
sp

o
rt

infrastructure
is

p
ro

p
o
sed

in
the

G
reen

B
elt

the
d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t

should
p
reserv

e
o
p
en

n
ess

and
be

co
n
sisten

t
w

ith
th

e
p
u
rp

o
ses

of
G

reen
B

elt
designation.

3)
A

vailability
of

su
stain

ab
le

m
inerals

supply
infrastructure

is
su

p
p
o
rted

through
a

site
allocation

for
th

e
rail

reception,
handling

and
onw

ard
distribution

of
ag

g
reg

ate
at:

L
and

at
B

arlby
R

oad,
S

elby
(M

JP
O

9)
P

ro
p
o
sals

for
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

of
this

site
w

ill
be

required
to

take
acco

u
n
t

of
the

key
sensitivities

and
incorporate

the
n
ecessary

m
itigation

m
easu

res
that

are
set

out
in

A
ppendix

1.

P
olicy

102:
L

ocations
for

a
n
c
i!y

m
inerals

infrastructure

en
co

u
rag

es
and

su
p
p
o
rts

the
tran

sp
o

rtatio
n

of
m

inerals
and

w
aste

via
m

ore
su

stain
ab

le
m

ean
s,

including
the

u
se

of
rail,

w
ater

and
pipelines.

T
h

e
prioritisation

of
altern

ativ
es

to
road

transport,
particularly

w
here

m
inerals

or
w

aste
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

is
located

in
clo

se
proxim

ity
to

w
harf

or
rail

h
ead

s,
as

identified
in

part
2)

of
the

policy
is

also
particularly

su
p

p
o

rted
,

and
should

h
av

e
a

positive
im

pact
both

on
the

local
road

netw
ork

and
on

the
S

R
N

.

It
is

u
n

d
ersto

o
d

from
p
arag

rap
h

7.7
that

this
w

ill
predom

inantly
involve

the
re-

u
se

of
existing

inactive
and

u
n

d
er-u

sed
infrastructure

as
o
p
p
o

sed
to

new
w

h
arv

es
and

railheads,
w

hich
w

e
generally

support.
W

e
also

w
elcom

e
the

clarity
provided

in
p
arag

rap
h

7.8
that

m
inerals

and
w

aste
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

that
is

located
in

clo
se

proxim
ity

to
su

stain
ab

le
tran

sp
o
rt

infrastructure,
should

give
consideration

to
its

u
se

as
part

of
a

T
ran

sp
o

rt
A

ssessm
en

t,
in

acco
rd

an
ce

w
ith

P
olicy

D
03.

P
art

3)
of

the
policy

identifies
L

and
at

B
arlby

R
oad,

S
elby

(M
JP

O
9)

as
a

site
for

the
rail

reception,
handling

and
onw

ard
distribution

of
ag

g
reg

ate
in

order
to

help
secu

re
its

long
term

u
se

for
su

stain
ab

le
transportation.

W
e

are
therefore

generally
supportive

of
this

intention.
F

urther
consideration

has
b
een

given
to

this
site

in
the

acco
m

p
an

y
in

g
technical

note,
w

hich
identifies

that
w

e
do

not
co

n
sid

er
itto

p
resen

t
any

particular
concern

in
term

s
of

im
pact

on
the

netw
ork

given
the

site
is

alread
y

operational
and

it
is

assu
m

ed
that

there
w

ill
be

no
N

et
ch

an
g
e

in
vehicle

m
o

v
em

en
ts

from
the

existing
operation.

1)
D

evelopm
ent

of
ancillary

m
inerals

infrastructure
at

active
m

inerals
extraction

sites
and

sites
producing

seco
n
d
ary

ag
g

reg
ate

w
ill

be
perm

itted
provided

th
e

follow
ing

criteria
are

m
et:

i)
T

he
ancillary

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

p
ro

d
u
ces

a
‘value

added’
or

co
m

p
lem

en
tary

product
b
ased

m
ainly

on
th

e
m

ineral
ex

tracted
or

seco
n
d
ary

ag
g

reg
ate

produced
on

the
host

site;
and

N)
T

he
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

not
h

av
e

significant
additional

ad
v
erse

im
pact

on
local

com
m

unities,
b
u
sin

esses
or

the
environm

ent;
and

ih)
T

he
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

w
ould

not
u
n
accep

tab
ly

in
crease

the
overall

am
o

u
n

t
of

road
tran

sp
o

rt
to

or
from

the
host

site;
and

iv)
W

here
the

host
site

is
located

in
th

e
G

reen
B

elt
the

ancillary
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

is
accep

tab
le

in
acco

rd
an

ce
w

ith
national

and
local

G
reen

B
elt

policy;
and

v)
T

he
d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

is
linked

to
the

overall
life

of
m

inerals
extraction

or
supply

of

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
previously

stated
a

p
referen

ce
for

O
ption

1
w

hich
w

as
to

include
provisions

to
en

su
re

the
p
ro

cess
or

d
ev

elo
p
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d

w
ith

o
u
t

d
e
la

y
,

u
n
le

s
s

m
a
te

ria
l

c
o
n
s
id

e
ra

tio
n
s

in
d
ic

a
te

o
th

e
rw

ise
.

W
here

there
a
re

n
o

p
o

lic
ie

s
re

le
v
a
n
t

to
th

e
a
p
p
lic

a
tio

n
o
r

re
le

v
a
n

t
p

o
lic

ie
s

a
re

o
u
t

o
f

d
a
te

th
e
n

the
A

u
th

o
rity

w
ill

g
ra

n
t

p
e
rm

issio
n

u
n

le
ss:
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.
A

ny
adverse

im
pacts

of
granting

perm
ission

w
ould

significantly
and

dem
onstrably

outw
eigh

the
benefits,

w
hen

assessed
against

the
policies

in
the

N
PPF

taken
as

a
w

hole;
or

.
Specific

policies
in

the
N

PPF
indicate

that
developm

ent
should

be
restricted

such
as

policies
relating

to
N

ational
P

arks
and

A
O

N
B

s.
W

here
proposals

constitute
m

ajor
developm

ent
in

the
N

ational
Park

and
A

O
N

B
5

they
w

ill
be

assessed
against

the
requirem

ents
for

m
ajor

developm
ent

in
designated

areas
set

out
in

Policy
D

04
of

this
Joint

Plan.

P
olicy

D
02:

L
ocal

am
enity

and
cum

ulative
im

pacts
1)

P
roposals

for
m

inerals
and

w
aste

developm
ent,

including
ancillary

developm
ent

and
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

have
no

particular
com

m
ent

but
are

generally
m

inerals
and

w
aste

transport
infrastructure,

w
ill

be
perm

itted
w

here
it

can
be

supportive
of

this
policy.

dem
onstrated

that
there

w
ill

be
no

unacceptable
im

pacts
on

local
am

enity,
local

businesses
and

users
of

the
public

rights
of

w
ay

netw
ork

and
public

open
space

including
as

a
result

of:
•

noise,
•

dust,
.

vibration,
.

odour,
.

em
issio

n
s

to
air,

land
or

w
ater

.
visual

intrusion,
•

site
lighting

•
verm

in,
birds

and
litter

•
su

b
sid

en
ce

and
land

instability
.

public
health

and
safety

.
disruption

to
the

public
rights

of
w

ay
netw

ork
.

the
effect

of
the

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

on
opportunities

for
enjoym

ent
and

u
n

d
erstan

d
in

g
of

the
special

qualities
of

the
N

ational
P

ark
•

cum
ulative

effects
arising

from
one

or
m

ore
of

the
ab

o
v
e

at
a

single
site

an
d

/o
r

as
a

result
of

a
n

u
m

b
er

of
sites

operating
in

the
locality

P
ro

p
o
sals

w
ill

be
ex

p
ected

as
a

first
priority

to
prevent

ad
v
erse

im
pacts

through
avoidance,

w
ith

the
u

se
of

robust
m

itigation
m

easu
res

w
here

av
o
id

an
ce

is
not

practicable.
2)

A
pplicants

are
en

co
u
rag

ed
to

conduct
early

and
m

eaningful
en

g
ag

em
en

t
w

ith
local

com
m

unities
in

line
w

ith
S

tatem
en

ts
of

C
om

m
unity

Involvem
ent

prior
to

subm
ission

of
an

application
and

to
reflect

the
o

u
tco

m
e

of
th

o
se

d
iscu

ssio
n
s

in
the

d
esig

n
of

p
ro

p
o

sals
as

far
as

practicable.
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P
olicy

003:
T

ransport
of

m
inerals

and
w

aste
and

asso
ciated

traffic
im

pacts
-

1)
W

here
practicable

m
inerals

and
w

aste
m

ovem
ents

should
utilise

alternatives
to

road
transport

including
rail,

w
ater,

pipeline
or

conveyor.
W

here
road

transport
is

necessary,
proposals

will
be

perm
itted

w
here:

•
T

here
is

capacity
w

ithin
the

existing
netw

ork
for

the
level

of
traffic

proposed
and

the
nature,

volum
e

and
routing

of
traffic

generated
by

the
developm

ent
w

ould
not

have
an

unacceptable
im

pact
on

local
com

m
unities,

businesses
or

other
users

of
the

highw
ays

netw
ork,

or
any

such
im

pacts
can

be
appropriately

m
itigated,

for
exam

ple
by

traffic
controls,

highw
ay

im
provem

ents
and

traffic
routing

arrangem
ents;

and
•

A
ccess

arrangem
ents

are
appropriate

to
the

volum
e

and
nature

of
any

road
traffic

generated
and

safe
and

suitable
access

can
be

achieved
for

all
users

of
the

site,
including

the
needs

of
non-m

otorised
users,

w
here

relevant;
and

•
T

here
are

suitable
arrangem

ents
in

place
for

on-site
m

anoeuvring,
parking

and
loading/unloading.

W
here

access
infrastructure

im
provem

ents
are

needed
to

ensure
that

the
requirem

ents
above

can
be

com
piled

w
ith,

inform
ation

on
the

nature,
tim

ing
and

delivery
of

these
should

be
included

w
ithin

the
proposals.

2)
For

all
proposals

generating
significant

levels
of

road
traffic,

a
transport

assessm
ent

and
green

travel
plan

will
also

be
required

to
dem

onstrate
that

opportunities
for

sustainable
transport

and
travel

have
been

considered
and

will
be

im
plem

ented
w

here
practicable.

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
previously

stated
that

in
relation

to
the

transportation
of

m
inerals

and
w

aste
and

the
associated

traffic
that

is
generated,

that
its

preference
w

as
for

a
com

bination
of

O
ption

1
and

O
ption

3
w

hich
w

ere
considered

to
provide

the
strongest

policy
direction

for
prioritising

m
ore

sustainable
non-road

transport
of

m
inerals

and
w

aste.
W

e
considered

that
the

addition
of

the
criteria

set
out

in
O

ption
3

w
ould

ensure
that

w
here

proposals
w

ould
give

rise
to

significant
m

ovem
ents

on
the

road
netw

ork,
including

the
SR

N
,

that
appropriate

consideration
w

ould
be

given
to

its
potential

im
pact

on
the

netw
ork,

the
ability

of
the

netw
ork

to
support

additional
capacity

and
w

here
adverse

im
pacts

arise,
m

itigation
of

such
im

pacts
w

ould
be

delivered.
W

e
also

stated
that

w
e

w
ould

w
elcom

e
the

inclusion
of

the
requirem

ent
for

a
transport

assessm
ent

to
be

provided
in

support
of

proposals.
W

e
therefore

w
elcom

e
the

inclusion
of

all
these

provisions
w

ithin
the

policy.

W
e

note
that

the
policy

includes
the

requirem
ent

that,
W

here
access

infrastructure
im

provem
ents

are
needed

to
ensure

that
the

requirem
ents

above
can

be
com

piled
w

ith,
inform

ation
on

the
nature,

tim
ing

and
delivery

of
these

should
be

included
w

ithin
the

proposals’.
In

line
w

ith
C

ircular
02/13:

Planning
and

the
S

trategic
R

oad
N

etw
ork,

H
ighw

ays
E

ngland
usually

considers
that

any
capacity—

enhancem
ents,

including
new

or
im

proved
infrastructure

required
to

facilitate
the

delivery
of

the
Plan’s

developm
ent,

should
be

identified
upfront

during
the

preparation
of

the
Plan.

T
his

provides
the

best
opportunity

to
consider

the
Plan’s

overall
developm

ent
aspirations

and
potential

cum
ulative

im
pacts

that
could

result
from

specific
sites,

and
negates

the
need

to
consider

new
proposals

for
infrastructure

im
provem

ents
at

the
planning

application
stage,

w
hich

doesn’t
allow

for
the

forw
ard

planning
of

infrastructure,
particularly

w
here

tim
ing,

delivery
and

funding
could

affect
developm

ent
viability.

H
ow

ever,
based

on
the

findings
of

our
accom

panying
assessm

ent
and

that
there

is
no

identified
requirem

ent
for

any
physical

w
orks

affecting
the

SR
N

that
the

policy
approach

is
sufficiently

appropriate.

P
olicy

004:
D

evelopm
ent

affecting
the

N
orth

Y
ork

M
oors

N
ational

P
ark

and
the

A
O

N
R

s
t-

Policy
not

of
relevance

to
H

ighw
ays

E
ngland

—
pc/icy

w
ording

not
repeated

verbatim
N

o
C

om
m

ent
here.
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PR0JEaNuMBER: AF.16.21 KDO1

APPROVED BY: Richard Edwards

1.0 Introduction and Background
This technical note has been prepared in order to provide comments on the suitability of specific site
allocations within the ‘Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, Publication Draft’ produced by York and North
Yorkshire councils and dated November 2016. The main purpose of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan
[MWJP] is to provide guidance to developers, local communities and other interested parties on where
and when minerals and waste development may be expected over the next 15 years, as well as how it
will be managed to reduce any adverse impacts and maximise any benefits. (Minerals development
includes activities such as mining, quarrying and gas extraction. Waste development includes activities
such as waste recycling and the treatment and disposal of waste.) The MWJP will cover the period to 31
December 2030 and the geographical scope of the Joint Plan is the three minerals and waste planning
authority areas of North Yorkshire, the City of York and the North York Moors National Park.

Highways England have previously provided comments at consultation stages throughout the
development of the MWJP, namely:
• Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Preferred Options (November 2015), including the Joint Plan Traffic

Assessment (October 2015)
• Issues and Options consultation (February 2014)
• Core Strategy First consultation (May 2013)

Once completed, the MWJP will replace the existing minerals and waste policies held by the 3
authorities.

2.0 Type of Sites
The MWJP includes specific site allocations as well as a number of preferred areas. During preparation
of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan a call for sites was issued so interested parties could indicate land
they wanted made available for minerals and waste development for the period to the end of 2030. This
resulted in specific site allocations where the grant of planning permission may reasonably be expected
subject to submission of an acceptable planning application. In a number of cases Preferred Areas have
been identified. These are broader areas within a defined boundary in which it is considered that there
is likely to be potential to develop a suitable site, for example in order to meet longer term
requirements for a particular mineral, although more detailed environmental and other investigations
are likely to be needed before any part of the area could be confirmed as being suitable for

HALCROW GROUP LIMITED, A CH2M HILL COMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY 1



YORK AND NORTH YORKSHIRE MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN

development. They provide an indication of where development may be supported subject to necessary
further testing.

Following consultation on the first full draft of the Plan, a number of sites and preferred areas put
forward have either been withdrawn by the original submitter, or have not been considered suitable to
take forward further. As a result and in order t provide flexibility to help ensure that an adequate
supply of sand and gravel can be made available to meet potential requirements Areas of Search for
sand and gravel have been identified. These are areas where evidence suggests that suitable resources
are likely to be present. They are relatively large areas, whose boundaries are defined with a lesser
degree of precision than for specific site allocations or preferred areas, within which developers should
direct their more detailed site search activity in order to bring forward additional resources if necessary.

Although CH2M have reviewed proposed site allocations for Highways England previously, this version
of the MWJP includes further sites that were submitted since the last consultation. The current version
of the MWJP includes a large number of sites, many of which are small operations. For the purpose of
this assessment we have considered the larger sites which are more likely to have a traffic impact upon
the SRN. In order to discount smaller sites we have made the following assumptions.

• Minerals sites generating under 50 2 way HGV movements per day are unlikely to represent a
significant traffic impact for the SRN.

• Assuming a 10 hour working day this represents 5 2 way HGV movements per hour.
• 50% of HGVs arrive empty and 50% leave fully loaded.
• 20 tonne HGV used for transporting minerals.
• Each HGV is associated with an arrival and departure (25 loaded HGVs per day)
• Even distribution of trips throughout each hour of the working day.
• 300 working days per annum results in output of 150,000 tonnes per annum.

As a result of these assumptions we have not assessed any site with a predicted annual output of under
150,000 tonnes. The remaining sites are considered below by type.

3.0 Sand and Gravel Sites
There are 10 allocated sand and gravel sites within the MWJP and an estimate of the annual output is
made along with an estimate of daily light and heavy vehicle movements. Four sites have an estimated
annual output of under 150,000 tonnes therefore have not been assessed any further. The remaining 6
sites are summarised in Table 3.1 below along with the 2 proposed areas of search.

2 HALCROW GROUP LIMITED, A CH2M HILL COMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM C1124t1

3.1 MJPO6 Langwith Hall Farm, east of Well

This site is not of concern to Highwys England given there are already existing operations whicl are to
be extended, an average of 20 two way HGV trips per hour and the distance from the SRN.

3.2 MJPD7 Qaklands, near Well

This site is not of concern to Highways England given there are already existing operations which are to
be extended, it is estimated there will be an average of 20 two way HGV trips per hour and the overall
distance from the SRN.

3.3 MJP33 Home Farm, Kirkby Fleetham

CH2M have previously assessed this site in January 2016 and found that approximately 12 heavy
vehicles per hour would utilise the Mid Catterick junction on the A1(M). It was concluded that the level
of traffic appeared reasonable and would not be a concern to Highways England.

3.4 MJP21 Land at Killerby

CH2M have previously assessed this site in January 2016. The review found that the existing junction
with the Al was unsuitable for increased HGV use but that there was a proposal to use the upgraded
local access road adjacent to the upgraded Al and joining the SRN at Mid-Catterick, The traffic
information assessed found that 87% of HGVs would travel north along the Local Access Road to the Al
Mid Catterick junction equating to circa 36 vehicles per hour. Although CH2M did not undertake a
detailed assessment the estimates appeared reasonable with the traffic levels not of concern to
Highways England during the off peak period. Consideration of the impact at peak periods would
however be required through the planning process, with HGV movements during peak hours controlled
by a condition.

3.5 MJP17 Land to South of Catterick

This site has not previously been raised as a cause for concern by Highways England. It is likely to be a
replacement for Killerby once reserves at that site are exhausted and the anticipated traffic levels are
not of a level to cause concern on the SRN.

3.6 MJP14 Ripon Quarry

This site is not of concern to Highways England given there are already existing operations which are to
be extended, an average of 15 two way HGV trips per hour and the distance from the SRN.

3.7 Area of Search A Dishforth

This Area of Search crosses the AlGa near Dishforth. Any sites brought forward in this area would need
to consider the impact upon the SRN including the potential for subsidence to ensure the stability of the
SRN.

3.8 Area of Search C Brearton

This area of search is further from the SRN to the north of Harrogate so less of a concern to Highways
England. However any site brought forward in this area must consider the impact on the SRN as it is
brought forward.

HALCROW GROUP LIMITED, A CH2M HILL COMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY 4



YORK AND NORTH YORKSHIRE MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN

4.0 Clay Sites
Three sites have been nominated for consideration for extraction of clay with two sites having an
estimated annual output of over 150,000 tonnes. These sites can be seen in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Clay Sites (output over 1 0,000 tonnes per annum)

Site Ref MJP4S MJP5S

Site Type Allocated Allocated

Site Location Land to north of Hemingbrough Land adjacent to former Escrick
Brickworks

Site Area 14.3lha ll2ha

Tonnes per Annum 200,000 200,000

SRN M52 A54

First Point of contact i37 A64/A19

Distance from SRN 10km 8km

2 Way Lorries 100 100

2 Way Light Vehicles 16 10

Previous Comments Assumed no Net change in vehicle No traffic expected. The level of traffic is unlikely

movements from existing operation, to be a concern for the SRN

concern No No

4.1 MJP4S Land to the north of Hemingbrough

The site is an existing operation with existing vehicle movements. It is expected there will be no net
change in movements and that given the low number of trips and the distance from the network there is
no concern to Highways England.

4.2 MJP55 Land adjacent to former Escrick Brickworks

This site involves reopening a closed clay quarry and using the clay at the adjacent brickworks. As such
there is not expected to be a traffic impact and the site is of no concern to Highways England.

5.0 Magnesium Limestone, Limestone and Stone Sites
Seven sites have been allocated for the extraction of limestone, magnesium limestone and building
stone. Of these three sites have an estimated annual output of under 150,000 tonnes and are therefore
do not require further consideration. The sites considered by CH2M are shown in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1: Magnesium Limestone Sites (output over 150,000 tonnes per annum)

Site Ref MJPU MJP1O MJPZ9 MJP23

Site Type Allocated Allocated Allocated Allocated

Site Location Gebdykes Quarry, Potgate Quarry, went Edge Quarry, Kirk Jackdaw crag, Shutton

near Masham North Stainley Smeaton

Site Area 27.lha 19.4ha 3.9ha Eha

HALCROW GROUP LIMITED, A CH2M HILL COMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY 5



YORK AND NORTH YORKSHIRE MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN

Tonnes per 235,000 235,000 600,000 300,000
Annum

SRN A1(M) A1(M) Al A64

First Point of J50 iso Al/Wentedge Road A64/A659 Tadcaster S

Contact

Distance from 18km 12km 2km Adjacent

SRN

2 Way Lorries 64 162 100 334

2 Way Light 7 32 6 6

Vehicles

Previous Assumed a net change N/A Assumed no Net Assumed no Net

Comments in HGV movements of change in vehicle change in vehicle

just 16 HGVs over movements from movements from

existing uses and existing operation. existing operation.

additional traffic not a (Review of 2015 TA in

concern for the SRN. ian 2016)

Concern No No No No

5.1 MJP1I Gebdykes Quarry, near Masham

The site is an existing operation with existing vehicle movements. It is expected there will be a small
increase in HGV movements but that overall the number of movements will be low. Given the low
number of trips and the distance from the network there is no concern to Highways England.

5.2 MJP1O Potgate Quarry, North Stainley

This site is a proposed extension to an existing operation. Given the relatively low HGV movements
expected and the distance from the SRN this location is not of concern to Highways England.

5.3 Mi P29 Went Edge Quarry, Kirk Smeaton

The site is an existing operation with existing vehicle movements. It is expected there will be no net
change in movements and that given the low number of trips and the distance there is no concern to
Highways England.

5.4 MJP23 iackdaw Crag, Shutton

This is an existing quarry with an extension proposed to extend operations at the site. In ianuary 2016 a
review of the supporting TA found that there was unlikely to be an increase in traffic movements above
current levels. A planning application for the area (NY/2009/0523/ENV) is currently awaiting
determination and traffic on the A64 has been highlighted as a consideration. Highways England would
seek to limit any increase in operations above current levels as while there is unlikely to be a significant
impact off peak, there could potentially be a peak hour issue at the junction which should be addressed
through the planning process.

6.0 Minerals handling and processing sites
Two processing sites are identified within the MW1P and these are summarized in Table 6.1 below.

6 HALCROW GROUP LIMITED, A CH2M HILLCOMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY



YORK AND NORTH YORKSHIRE MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN

Table 6.1: Minerals Processing Sites (output over 150,000 tonnes per annum)

Site Ref MJPO9 MJPZ4

site Type Allocated Allocated

Site Location Barlby Road, Selby Darrington Quarry

Site Area 2Sha lO4ha

Tonnes per Annum 170,000 500,000

SRN M62 Al

First Point of Contact A19 Al Darrington

Distance from SRN 15km 2km

2 Way Lorries 120 146

2 Way Light vehicles 25 100

Previous Comments Site already operational, assumed no Net Site already operational, assumed no Net change
change in vehicle movements from existing in vehicle movements from existing operation.
operation.

Concern No No

6.1 MJPO9 Barlby Road, Selby

The site is an existing rail and road freight distribution facility including handling facility for aggregates. It
is a current operation with existing vehicle movements. Given the distance from the SRN and the low
number of HGV movements this is not a concern for Highways England.

6.2 MJP24 Darrington Quarry

The site is a processing plant site and haul road for processing of Magnesian limestone extracted from
part of Darrington Quarry. It is an existing operation with existing vehicle movements and does not
cause concern to Highways England.

7.0 ‘Other’ Minerals Sites
There are a number of other types of mineral excavation that are identified within the MWJ P. These are:

• Recycled and secondary aggregates
• Marine aggregates
• Silica sand
• Hydrocarbons - oil and gas
• Carbon and gas storage
• Coal
• Potash, Polyhalite and Salt
• Gypsum
• Vein minerals
• Borrow pits

While locations these minerals are present are highlighted no specific sites have been identified for any
of these categories. It would be the preference of Highways England that sites are identified and
allocated at an early stage to ensure feasibility in terms of the SRN and the ability to accommodate the
development traffic. However, in the absence of this all planning applications should be supported by

HALCROW GROUP LIMITED, A CH2M HILL COMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY 7



YORK AND NORTH YORKSHIRE MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN

both a Transport Statement / Transport Assessment and a Traffic Management Plan and Highways
England will provide comment accordingly.

8.0 Waste Sites
Where waste sites both import anc export materials it has been assumed that the same HGVs cpn both
import and export and therefore nb vehicles will travel to or from the site empty. Nineteen waite sites
are identified within the MWJP and of these thirteen sites have imports (or imparts/exports) of under
150,000 tonnes per annum. The remaining six sites are summarized in Table 8.1.

8.1 WJPO8 Allerton Park, near Knaresborough

This is an existing site and it is proposed to retain the landfill and associated landfill gas utilisation plant
and use of site for growth of energy/biomass crops beyond 2018. The number of HGV movements
estimated are low with an average of 7 2way HGV movements an hour. Traffic at this level is unlikely to
cause any concern to Highways England.

8.2 WJPO6 Land adjacent to former Escrick brickworks, Escrick

It is proposed to import inert waste to this location for use in restoration of the proposed clay extraction
under MJP55. The site is not currently operational and thus the 10 light vehicle trips and 100 HGV trips
per day would be additional to the network. It should be noted that site MJP5S would generate the
same level of traffic as well. The location of the imported inert waste is unknown. Given the sites
location it is likely to import waste from Selby and York and therefore there will be limited impact on the
SRN and therefore is unlikely to be of concern to Highways England.

8.3 WJP21 Brotherton Quarry, Burton Salmon

This site has permission for import of material to restore the site until 2020. This allocation is for the
continuation of the import of inert waste for restoration purposes. This would allow the western part of
the quarry to be restored with a potential need for about 400,000 tonnes of inert material to restore the
site. The site is already undergoing restoration and given the existing HGV movements it is not expected
continuation of restoration will have a significant impact on the SRN.

8.4 WJPO3 Southmoor Energy Centre, Former Kellingley Colliery

Planning permission for this facility was granted in February 2015 which considered the proposed level
of traffic associated with the site. As such the site was found acceptable.

8.5 WiP25 Former ARBRE Power Station, Eggborough

Planning permission for this Energy Recovery facility with Advanced Thermal Treatment facility was
granted in May 2015 which considered the proposed level of traffic associated with the site. As such the
site was found acceptable.

8.6 WJP11 Harewood Whin, Ruffofth

It is proposed to retain the landfill site beyond 2017 and construct a new waste transfer station. An
application for the construction of a Waste Transfer Station (16/00357/FULM) is currently awaiting
determination as is an application for the continuation of the landfill site beyond 2017
(16/00534/FULM). The traffic impact of the proposals will be assessed through these applications.
However given the proposed traffic movements and the distance from the SRN Highways England do
not have any concerns with the site.

B HALCROW GROUP LIMITED. A CH2M HILL COMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM C112.4i4

9.0 All Sites
Each allocated and un-allocated sie that comes forward for planning permission will be assessd on an
individual basis by Highways England. As such, a Transport Statement / Transport Assessment will be
required. For the sites where there is potential for a cumulative impact this should be taken into
consideration.

A Traffic Management Plan will be required which is likely to require the minimisation of transportation
of minerals on the SRN through inclusion of non-road based modes of transportation and potential
restrictions upon HGV movements within the network peak hours.

10.0 Summary
This technical note has been prepared in order to provide comments on the suitability of specific site
allocations within the ‘Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, Publication Draft’ produced by York and North
Yorkshire Councils and dated November 2016.

Specific mineral site allocations are proposed for sand & gravel, magnesium limestone, limestone,
building rock, clay, minerals processing sites. Specific waste site allocations are also proposed including
a number of recycling sites.

The MWJP document has estimated the likely tonnes per annum as an output from each site along with
an estimate of heavy and light vehicle movements. The proposed daily traffic levels at each of the sites
are unlikely to cause concern to Highways England in terms of capacity. However a small number of sites
may present an issue particularly at peak times due to the proposed number of HGV movements
expected. It is considered that these could be resolved as and when the sites come forward through the
planning process via the attaching conditions to any permission limiting HGV movements during the
peak periods.

It is unlikely that the cumulative impact of these sites will present an issue at any particular SRN junction
as the sites are utilizing a number of different junctions on various parts of the SRN. There are several
sand and gravel sites where HGVs are likely to access the AiM at Mid Catterick and Leeming Bar but
most are some distance from the SRN. Of particular concern is site MJPZ1 Killerby where 34 HGV
movements may use the Mid Catterick junction each hour. Combined with site MJP33 there could be a
combined impact of 47 HGV movements per hour at this location in addition to a number of light vehicle
movements. Any concerns should be considered through the planning process when detailed trip
generations and distributions can be considered.

HALCROW GROUP LIMITED, A CH2M HILL COMPANY • COMPANY PROPRIETARY 10



Joan Jackson

From: jones, Simon <Simon.Jones@highwaysengland.co.uk>
Sent: 16 December 2016 14:11
To: mwjointplan; Rachel Pillar; mwjointplan; Paul N Roberts
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage
Attachments: Cover Letter.docx; Joint Plan Publication Review Schedule (Final).docx; Tech Note AF

16 21 KDO1 PC Final.docx

Afternoon all

Please find attached the response of Highways England regarding the York, NY and NY National
Park Minerals and Waste Joint Plan (consisting of a cover letter, policy review schedule, and site
assessment technical note).

Given that we have not identified any serious concerns with the plan, at this stage, there is no
objection in principle to raise.

Kindest regards

Simon Jones, Asset Development Manager
Highways England I Lateral 18 City Walk I Leeds I LS11 9AT
Tel: +44(0) 300 4702472 I Mobile: + 44(0)7710 958399
Web: hffp://www.highways.gov.uk
GTN: 0300 470 2472

_____________

From: mwjointplan [mailto:mwiointplan©northvorks.oov.ukj
Sent: 09 November 2016 13:38
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Dear Sir/Madam,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority are
working together to produce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan covering all three planning authority areas.
When finalised the new Joint Plan will help the three authorities take decisions on planning applications for
minerals and waste development up to 31 December 2030. A number of public consultations have already
taken place to help develop the new Plan, including an ‘Issues and Options’ consultation in 2014 and a
‘Preferred Options’ consultation in 2015.

A final draft of the Joint Plan has now been prepared and is being published for a six week period to allow
for representations to be made, before it is submitted for examination in public by an independent planning
inspector. At this stage only representations relating to the legal compliance and soundness of the Joint
Plan are required. More information about this is contained in the guidance notes attached with this email.

The formal publication period commences on Wednesday November 2016 and will close on
Wednesday 21st December 2016. All responses must be received by 5pm on that day. Please note we
will be unable to accept responses after this deadline.

The Joint Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the Joint Plan Website:
www.north’orks.gov.ukImwconsult. Paper copies of the Joint Plan and main supporting documents,
including a response form and guidance notes, are available to view during normal opening hours at all
public libraries in the area covered by the Joint Plan, including mobile libraries and at all main offices of the
three Authorities, as well as at District and Borough Council main offices and the National Park Centres.
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mwjointplan

From: Paul Jackson

Sent: 20 December 2016 09:44

To: mwjointplan

Cc: Liz Small

Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication (November 2016 - December 2016)

I have the following comments to make on the published version of the Plan: 

 

1. In para 5.122 (and referenced in subsequent paragraphs) the MWJP refers to the “proposed” Surface 

Development Restriction regulation pertaining to fracking in wells drilled from the surface within Protected 

Areas. I’ve double-checked the Government response of July 2016 and it seems to confirm my previous 

understanding that the Surface Development Restriction provisions, including the Ministerial Policy 

Statement covering existing PEDL Licences, are now in place. Some updating of the text to reflect the 

current legislative and policy position would therefore seem to be required. 

2. Between paras 9.21 and 9.22 it would aid consistency and support the policy provisions if the Purposes of 

AONB designation were included as a new paragraph, as the Purposes of National Park designation are 

detailed in Para 9.19. The full Purposes of AONB designation, as laid out in ‘Areas of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty: A Policy Statement, Countryside Commission, CCP 352, 1992’ are as follows: 

 

• The primary purpose of designation is to conserve and enhance natural beauty.  

• In pursuing the primary purpose of designation, account should be taken of the needs of agriculture, 

forestry and other rural industries and of the economic and social needs of communities. Particular regard 

should be paid to promoting sustainable forms of social and economic development that in themselves 

conserve and enhance the environment.  

• Recreation is not an objective of designation, but the demand for recreation should be met so far as this is 

consistent with the conservation of natural beauty and the needs of agriculture, forestry and other uses.  

 

So as not to unwitttingly undermine either the designation or the evidence for the policy provision, the Purposes 

should be included in full and not paraphrased or summarised. 

 

 

 

Paul Jackson 

AONB Manager 

Howardian Hills AONB 

The Old Vicarage 

Bondgate 

Helmsley 

York 

YO62 5BP 

 

T: 0845 034 9495 (01609 536778) / NYCC ext 6775 

Mob: 07715 009426 

W: www.howardianhills.org.uk 

T: @Howardian_Hills 
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From: D1O SEE-EPS SG1a1 (Dale, Louise Miss) <DIOSEE-EPSSG1a1@mod.uk>
Sent: 22 November 2016 08:42
To: mwjointplan
Subject: 20161122 Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Formal Publication
Attachments: 20151117 NYCC MW JP Preferred Options.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Sir/Madam

DlO Safeguarding has been consulted throughout the process regarding site allocation etc This office last responded

on the 17/11/15 in regards to Additional Sites and Preferred allocations. On reviewing the formal publication, I can
confirm our comments remain with regards to the sites identified (please see attached for reference).

Kind Regards

Louise Dalel Assistant Safeguarding Officer - Smtutoiy & Offshore-Environment & Planning Support-Safeguarding
DlO Safety Environment & Engineering

DIOl
Building 49 Kingston Road! Sutton Coldileld 875 7RL
Civ: 0121 31! 3656lMil: 94421 3656 Fax: 0121 311 2218
Email: DIOsEE-El’ss(;Ial1a niod.til

Website: www.moduk’dio
MOD Safeguarding

httpsJ/www.pov.uk/govemmenUpublications/wind-farms-ministr-cf-defence-safuardinp

NB: I work Monday - Wednesday84.
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Defence
Infrastructure

ivunistn’ Organisation
of Defence

Safeguarding Department
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team Statutory & Offshore
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council Defence Infrastructure Organisation
County Hall Kingston Road
Northallerton Sutton Coldfield
DL7 8AH West Midlands

B75 7RL

Tel: +44 (0)121 311 3656 Tel (MOD): 94421 3656
Fax: +44(0)121 311 2218
E-mail: DlO-safeguarding-statutory@mod. uk

w.modul4DIO

14 December2015

Dear Sir/Madam

North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Preferred Options

Thank you for consulting the Ministry of Defence in relation to the above referenced consultation.

The MOD originally responded in February 2015 and our original comments remain relevant to
these sites.

However, on reviewing appendix one the MOD recognises there are a large number of additional
sites included for review. Therefore, I would like to register the following comments:

Sites MJPO6,07 and 14 all fall within the statutory safeguarding consultation zone for RAF
Leeming and RAF Topcliffe. Therefore, any development exceeding 91 .4m above ground level
(agl) should be referred to this office for review. The proposed sites also fall within the statutory
birdstrike safeguarding zone, therefore any restoration schemes which include wetland creation,
or open water bodies should be referred to this office for review.

Sites MJP33,21 ,17,46 and WJP23 all fall within the statutory safeguarding consultation zone for
RAF Leeming. Therefore any development exceeding 91 .4m agl should be referred to this office
for review. Site MJP 11 also falls within the statutory safeguarding zone for RAF Leeming,
therefore any development exceeding 1 5.2m agl should be referred to this office for review. The
sites also fall within the statutory birdstrike safeguarding zone, therefore any restoration schemes
which include wetland creation or open water bodies should be referred to this office for review.

Sites MJPO4 and MJP 51 both fall within the statutory 45.7m height consultation zone surrounding
RAF Topcliffe and Dishforth airfield. Therefore any development exceeding this height criterion
should be referred to this office for review. The sites also fall within the statutory birdstrike
safeguarding zone, therefore any restoration schemes which include wetland creation or open
water bodies should be referred to this office for review



Site MJP35 falls within the statutory 91 .4m height consultation zone surrounding RAE Linton on
Ouse. Therefore any development exceeding this height criteria should be referred to this office
for review. This site also falls within the statutory birdstrike safeguarding zone, therefore any
restoration schemes which include wetland creation or open water bodies should be referred to
this office for review

The remaining sites all fall outside of the statutory safeguarding areas; therefore we have no
safeguarding concerns for those sites.

I trust this adequately explains our position on this mailer.

Yours sincerely

Louise Dale
Assistant Safeguarding Officer (Statutory & Offshore)
DlO Safeguarding



























































































































































































































































Date: 20 December 2016
Our ref: 201149

Minerals and Waste Planning Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH
mwjointplannorthyorks.gov.uk

BY EMAIL ONLY

Dear Minerals and Waste Planning Team

NATURAL
ENGLAND
Customer Services
Hombeam House
Crewe Business Park
Electra Way
crewe
cheshire

____________________________

cWl 6GJ

T 0300 060 3900

Planning consultation: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication (November 2016- December
2016) Regulation 19 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations
2012

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 09 November 2016 which was received by
Natural England on the same date.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.

Natural England has had very limited capacity to review the Kirklees Publication Draft Local Plan
consultations and have therefore concentrated on areas of greatest concern with regards to our
interests. If there are any additional specific issues or elements of the consultation documents you
would like us to provide comments on then please contact Merlin Ash at
merlin.ash(änaturaIengland.org.uk or on 02080 266382.

We recognise that comments at this stage of the plan making process should be based on the Tests
of Soundness as set out in paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
Therefore we have set out comments below under section 1 ‘Legal compliance and soundness
concerns’, along with Section 2 ‘Additional advice’ on improvements to the Plan, which should be
considered before formal submission to the Secretary of State.

1. Legal compliance and soundness concerns

As advised in our previous response Natural England has an outstanding objection with regards to
application NY/2011/0429/ENV and do not consider that sufficient information has been provided at
this stage to determine that the minerals extraction at this site will not destroy or damage the
interest features for which Ripon Parks Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and River Ure Bank
Ripon Parks SSSI are designated.

Natural England has had further discussions with both the county council and the applicant since
our last response which has resolved a number of issues, however we still have outstanding
concerns regarding the impact of the proposal on hydrology and geomorphology. For more
information please see our correspondence with the county council regarding this consultation.

We are expecting further information in the near future which may address our concerns however at

1.1 MJP14 Ripon Quarry



—

__

this stage we are unable to withdraw our objection. As a result Natural England considers that there
is insufficient evidence on which to base the assessment of this site in the Sustainability Appraisal
and that therefore we consider it not to be legally compliant.

Natural England advises that, unless sufficient evidence can be provided to rule out damage to
Ripon Parks 5551 and River Ure Bank Ripon Parks 5551 this allocation should be removed from
the plan. Should this further evidence determine that the proposal cannot go ahead without damage
to the 5551’s it will be for the county council to determine whether there are other sustainability
considerations which optweigh the damage to the SSSI. However we advise tha as nationally
designated sites the SSSIs should be give great weight in decision making. I

2. Additional advice

2.1 We previously raised concerns regarding the assessment of MJP35 Ruddings Farm Walshford
in the Habitats Regulations Assessment report but note that this allocation has been removed from
the plan at this stage.

2.2 We also note that MJP15 Blubberhouses Quarry has been discounted at this stage.

2.3 Natural England welcomes the reference to Landscape Character Assessment in the supporting
text for policy D06 Landscape.

2.4 We welcome the specific references to designated sites in proximity to allocations in the site
briefs in Appendix 1.

3. Sustainability Appraisal

3.1 Notwithstanding the comments regarding MJP14 Ripon Quarry Natural England is otherwise
broadly satisfied with the Sustainability Appraisal and has no further comments to make.

4. Habitats Regulations Assessment

4.1 Natural England welcomes the assessment and has no further comments to make.

We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any
queries please do not hesitate to contact us.

For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter please contact Merlin Ash at
merlin.ashnaturalengland.org.uk or on 02080 266382. For any new consultations, or to provide
further information on this consultation please send your correspondences to
consultationsnaturalengland.org.uk.

We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We have attached a
feedback form to this letter and welcome any comments you might have about our service.

Yours faithfully

Merlin Ash
Yorkshire and Northern Lincolnshire Team
Natural England



We value your opinion

At Natural England we value our customers and seek to improve the quality of
our services based on feedback and suggestions from you. If you would like to
let us have your views, we would be grateful if you could take a few minutes to
answer these questions and return it to us using the Submit by Email” button.

1. Please indicate if your consultation refers to.

Land Consultation Marine Consultation C Wildlife Licensing fl

2. With reference to the
recent consultation or
application and where
applicable, please rate your
satisfaction with
a) The quality of online
guidance that Natural
England provides

b) The ease of contacting
someone who could help you o 0 0 0 0 0

c) The extent to which our
staff were helpful, friendly and
polite 0 0 0 0 0

d) The extent to which our
staff understood your needs

0 0 0 0 0

e) The clarity of our requests
for further information when o o o odealing with your consultation

0 The extent to which you
understood the
advice/in formation you o 0 0 0 0 0
received

g) The practicality and
helpfulness of the advice o o o o ogiven to you

h) The clarity of our
communication

0 0 0 0 0 0

i) The extent to which we kept
you updated and informed on 0 0 0 0 0 0

progress

201149

North Yorkshire

Very

satisfied

Fairly
satisfied

Neutral Fairly

dissatisfied

Very
dissatisfied

N/A



j) The timeliness of us
negotiating revised deadlines
(where applicable) 0 0 0 0 0 0

k) Our response within
agreed deadlines 0 0 0 0 0 0

I) The extent to which you felt
you had been treated fairly
and withrespect 0 0 0 0 0 0

m) The ease of completion of
application/renewal 0 0 0 0 0 0

n) The clarity of published
guidance for completing an o o o o o oapplication

o) The helpfulness of advice
from staff on site visit? 0 0 0 0 0 0

Improving the overall quality of our service

3) Please add any suggestions or feedback you may have to improving our service for you, and include
the name of anyone who had been particularly helpful to you. If you have responded ‘dissatisfied’ or ‘very
dissatisfied’ for any question we would appreciate further details so we can investigate and improve our
service in the future

We would like to update you on any action we have taken following your comments and suggestions. If
you would like an update, please add your name and email or telephone number

Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views.

Ian Fugler, Director for Sustainable Development.

Using and sharing your information

The data controller is Natural England, 41h Floor, Foss House, Kings Pool, 1-2 Peasholme Green, York,
Yol 7PX. Your information will be stored and processed in accordance with the Data Protection Act
1998. This Act gives you, as an individual, the right to know what data we hold on you, how we use it,
with whom we share it and for it to be accurate.

Any information you provide will only be used by Natural England for the purposes of service standard



Oil’,
Joan Jackson

From: Ash, Merlin (NE) <Merlin.Ash@naturalengland.org.uk>
Sent: 20 December 2016 13:15
To: mwjointplan
Cc: Hall, Richard (NE); O’Reilly, Liam (NE); Reaney Ruth (NE); Newton, Joanne L (NE)
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage
Attachments: 201149 Natural England Response.pdf; NE Feedback Forn1 2016.pdf

Dear Minerals and Waste Planning Team,

Thank you for consulting Natural England on the Publication Draft of the North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan.

Unfortunately Natural England has had very limited capacity to review the Publication Draft of the North Yorkshire
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan consultation and have therefore concentrated on areas of greatest concern with
regards to our interests. If there are any additional specific issues or elements of the consultation documents you
would like us to provide comments on then please contact Merlin Ash at merIin.ashnaturalenpland.org.uk or on
02080 266362.

We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We have attached a feedback form to this
letter and welcome any comments you might have about our service.

Yours faithfully,

Merlin Ash
Lead Adviser
Sustainable Development and Marine
Yorkshire and Northern Lincolnshire
Natural England
Foss House, 1-2 Peasholme Green, York, YOl 7PX
Tel: 02080 266382

www.naturalcnEland.org.uk

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations.

Natural England offers two chargeable services — The Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) provides pre-application,
pie-determination and post-consent advice on proposals to developers and consultants as well as pre-licensing
species advice and pre-assent and consent advice. The Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) provides advice for
protected species mitigation licence applications.

These services help applicants take appropriate account of environmental considerations at an early stage of project
development, reduce uncertainty, reduce the risk of delay and added cost at a later stage, whilst securing good
results for the natural environment.

In an effort to reduce Natural England’s carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to
meetings and attend via audio, video or web conferencing.

From: mwjointplan [mailto:mwiointplan’northyorks.gov.uk]
Sent: 09 November 2016 13:38
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Dear Sir/Madam,

1



Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority are
working together to produce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan covering all three planning authority areas.
When finalised the new Joint Plan will help the three authorities take decisions on planning applications for
minerals and waste development up to 31 December 2030. A number of public consultations have already
taken place to help develop the new Plan, including an ‘Issues and Options’ consultation in 2014 and a
‘Preferred Options’ consultation in 2015.

A final draft of the Joint Plan ias now been prepared and is being published for a si week period to allow
for representations to be made, before it is submitted for examination in public by an independent planning
inspector. At this stage only representations relating to the legal compliance and soundness of the Joint
Plan are required. More information about this is contained in the guidance notes attached with this email.

The formal publication period commences on Wednesday gth November 2016 and will close on
Wednesday 21st December 2016. All responses must be received by 5pm on that day. Please note we
will be unable to accept responses after this deadline.

The Joint Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the Joint Plan Website:
www.northyorks.gov.uklmwconsult. Paper copies of the Joint Plan and main supporting documents,
including a response form and guidance notes, are available to view during normal opening hours at all
public libraries in the area covered by the Joint Plan, including mobile libraries and at all main offices of the
three Authorities, as well as at District and Borough Council main offices and the National Park Centres.

Please see attached to this email:

• Formal Publication Letter,
• Statement of Representations Procedure,
• Response Form (Part A & Part B) and
• Guidance Notes

For further information about the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan please visit our website:
www.northyorks.gov.uklmwconsult

Yours faithfully

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team

On behalf of:
North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and North York Moors National Park
Authority

This email has been sent on behalf of North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC), City of York
Council (CYC) and North York Moors National Park Authority (NYMNPA).

WARNING

Any opinions or statements expressed in this e-mail are those of the individual and not necessarily
those of NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA.

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended
recipient. If you receive this in error, please do not disclose any information to anyone, notify the
sender at the above address and then destroy all copies.
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vIZO

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team,
Planning Services,
North Yorkshire County Council,
County Hall,
NO RT H ALLE RTO N
DL7 8AH

Our Ref
Your Ref:

Telephone:
Mobile:

H0/P5069/22

01904 601977
0797 4312960

30 November 2016

Dear Sirs,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication Draft

Thank you for consulting Historic England about the Publication Draft of the Minerals and
Waste Joint Plan. We have the following comments to make regardng its contents:-

Page Section Sound! Comments Suggested Change
unsound

16 Paragraph Sound Ths makes t clear thatthe primary purpose
2.14 of the Green Belt around York is o protect

the character and setting of the historic City.
16 Paragraph Sound This provides a good summary of the

2.15 heritage assets of the pan area and
uncerlines why it is so important that
minera’ and waste devebpments are
delivered in a manner consistent with
safeguarding the significance of these assets.

35 Paragraph Sound We would endorse the following as being a
3.4 key issue and challenges which the Local

Plan needs to address:-
Mi nera Is
• Continuing to provide a supply of

building stone for repair of traditional
buildings and for new build;

• Ensuring there are sufficient safeguards
in place to minimise the impacts of
minerals extraction on communities, the
environment and other important assets

Waste
• Ensuring there are sufficient safeguards

—1—



Page Section sound! Comments I Suggested Change
Unsound

in place to minimise the local impacts of
waste management on communities,
the environment anc other important
assets

General
. Establishing policies which are

appropriate across the diverse
characteristics of t’-e Plan area;

. Developing an appropriate approach to
the protection and enhancement of the
Plan areas’ important landscapes, and
natural and heritage assets including the
North York Moors National Park, AONBs
and World Heritage Site, the historic city
of York, numerous Conservation Areas,
Green BeLt, and listed buildings; as well
as the wide range of non-designated
assets which are important for their own
intrinsic value;

37 Paragraph Sound We support that part of the proposed Vision
4.1, Vision which relates to maintaining a careful

balance between meeting future needs
whilst protecting and enhancing the Plan
area’s environment. Given the high
environmental quality of the plan area (and
the huge contribution which the
environment of North Yorkshire and York
makes to the quality of life of its
communi:ies and the economic well-being
of the area) it is essential that the need for
minerals and waste developments takes
place in a manner which is corsistent with
safeguarding these assets.

37 Priority U Sound We support the intention to make provision
for local materials to help maintain and
improve the quality of the area’s built
environment. North Yorkshire’s rich
architectural heritage owes much to the
great variety of stones used in its buildings
and other structjres and the Joint Plan area
has, historically, been a supplier of building

2



Page Section sound! Comments suggested Change
Unsound

stone not just for the local area but also
elsewhere across the Country

38 Priority Hi Sound We support the inclusion of environmental
considerations in determining whether or
not to allow developments which would
deliver a good match between locations of
mineral supply and demand.

There is a large demand for aggregates from
the area lying outside and to the north of the
Plan area. However, the northern part of the
Joint Plan area contains not only a National
Park but also some very important
archaeological landscapes. The inclusion of
environmental considerations in this Priority
will ensure that pressure is not put on some
of the most important landscapes of the
plan area to meet the needs of areas outside
North Yorkshire.

38 Priority vi Sound We support the intention that, in identifying
appropriate locations for the delivery of both
minerals and waste developments, the
distinguished natural, historic and cultural
environment and unique and special
landscapes of the Plan area will have been
protected, with particular protection
afforded to the North York Moors National
Park, the Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty, the historic City of York and the
World Heritage Site at Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal.

The County’s environmental assets make an
important contribution to the character of
this part of Yorkshire, to the area’s economic
well-being, and to quality of life of its
communities. The particular areas identified
in this Priority are recognised as being of
especially importance to the character of the
plan area and it is wholly appropriate that
the plan identifies these area as warranting
particular attention in the consideration of

-3-



Page Section sound! Comments Suggested Change
Unsound

minerals and waste developments.
37 Prioriy vii Sound We support the intention that minerals and

waste developments will be expected to take
place in accorcance wth the highest
practicable standards of design, operation
and mitiga:ion in order to ensure that the
high-quality environment of the Plan area is
given robust protection.

The County’s environmental assets make an
important contribution to the character of
this par of Yorkshire, to the area’s economic
well-being, and to quality of life of its
communities. It is wholly appropriate,
therefore that mineral and waste
developments take place in a manner which
safeguards_these assets.

39 Objective 3 Sound We support the Objective of safeguarding
important minerals resources for the future.
As one of the important mineral resources of
the Joint Plan area, there is a need ensure
that potential sources of building and
roofing stone (which are essential to the
repair and maintenance of the heritage
assets of the County and beyond) are not
sterilized by other uses.

40 Objective 5 Sound We support that part of the Objective which
relates to the ensuring an adequate supply
of minerals to contribute to local
distinctiveness. North Yorkshire’s rich
architectural heritage owes much to the
great variety of stones used in buildings and
other structures and the Joint Plan area has,
historically, been a supplier of buEding stone
not just for the local area but also elsewhere
across the Country.

41 Objective 9 Sound We support the Objectve of protecting and,
where appropriate, enhancing the natural
and historic environment, the landscapes
and the tranquil areas of this part of North
Yorkshire. This Objective will help to deliver
that part of the Vision which seeks to ensure

-4



Page Section sound! Comments Suggested Change
Unsound

that the demand for minerals takes place in
a mannerwhich protects the environmental
assets of the County.

48 Policy MO! Sound We support this PoLicy. Given the landscape
sensitivity of the National Park and the
AONBs, their generally poor connectivity to
the primary road network, and the breadth
of their environmental assets, we support
the intention to meet the demand for
aggregates from outside these areas

We also endorse:
. The requirement that any crushed rock

aggregate which occurs as an incidental
part of building stone extraction does
not compromise the supply of the
building stone from that quarry
(Criterion 2), and

. The requirement that any applications
for small-scale extraction of sand and
gravel around York need to be consistent
with safeguarding the special historic
character and_setting of the City.

51 Policy MO3 Sound Whilst the approach of Policy MO3 would
reduce the distances which aggregates
would have to travel, this strategy (which
seeks to establish new sources of suppLy as
close as practicable to the main external
markets) could put pressure for the
development of new quarries in some of the
most environmentally-sensitive parts of the
Joint Plan area. This approach could,
potentially, pose a greater threat to the
environment of the County than a strategy
which enables the assessed needs for sand
and gravel to be met from across the whole
of the Plan area (excluding the National
Parks and AQNB5). Therefore we welcome
the intention that, should it not be possible
to meet the overall provision through the
grant of pLanning permission on allocated
sites, that the requirements will be met

-5-



In the past, the Minerals Plan for the County
has not sought to identify a separate
provision for Magnesian Limestone. Indeed,
it recognised that some of the demand for
this type of crushed rock may be able to be
met from other sources. We are concerned
about the potentia. impact which the
approach set out in this Policy (of identi’ing
a separate provision for Magnesiar
Limestone and in seekng to ensure that
there is a separate 10 year landbank of this
resource) might have upon the County’s
heritage assets. There is a considerable
concentration of designated and
undesignated heritage assets along the
Southern Magnesian Limestone Ridge. These
include the Neolithic ritual landscape at
Thornborough (which is considered to be
internationally significant and ranks
alongside the monuments of Wessex and
Orkney in its potential contribution to our
understanding of late Neolithic cosmology
and the inter-relationship between
architecture and the surrounding
landscape).

Policy M05 delete
reference to a
specific figure for the
amount of
Magnesian
Limestone to be
provided in the Plan
or for a 10-year
Iandbank of this type
of crushed rock

Whilst the scale of provision is relatively
small in the context of the geographical
extent of the ridge and the site-specific
allocations within that area have taken
account of the impact upon the historic
environment and historic landscapes,
nevertheless, the inclusion of a separate
provision for Magnesian Limestone and the
icentification of a separate landba,k for tis
type of crushed rock and an intention to

Page Section Sound/ Comments I Suggested Change
Unsound

across both areas in combination. This
should assist in ensuring that there is not
pressure for inceased sand and gravel
extraction in the more environmentally
sensitive areas purely to meet the demands
from outside the county

53 Policy M05 Unsound

6-



Page Section Sound! Comments Suggested Change
Unsound

maintain a 10-yearsupply, could increase
pressure for mineral extraction in an area of
known archaeological importance and
which has a significance number of other
designated heritage assets..

55 Policy M06, Unsound In the past, the Minerals Plan for the County Policy M06, first
first has not sought to identify a separate Paragraph delete
Paragraph provision for Magnesian Limestone. Indeed, reference to a

it recognised that some of the demand for specific figure for the
this type of crushed rock may be able to be amount of
met from other sources. We are concerned Magnesian
about the potential impact which the Limestone to be
approach set out in this Policy (of identifying provided in the Plan
a separate provision for Magnesian or for a 10-year
Limestone and in seeking to ensure that landbank of this type
there is a separate 10 year landbank of this of crushed rock
resource) might have upon the County’s
heritage assets. There is a considerable
concentration of designated and
undesignated heritage assets along the
Southern Magnesian Limestone Ridge. These
include the Neolithic ritual landscape at
Thornborough (which is considered to be
internationally significant and ranks
alongside the monuments of Wessex and
Orkney in its potential contribution to our
understanding of late Neolithic cosmology
and the inter-relationship between
architecture and the surrounding
landscape).

Whilst the scale of provision is relativeLy
small in the context of the geographical
extent of the ridge and the site-specific
allocations within that area have taken
account of the impact upon the historic
environment and historic landscapes,
nevertheless, the inclusion of a separate
provision for Magnesian Limestone and the
identification of a separate landbank forthis
type of crushed rock and an intention to
maintain a 10-yearsupply, could increase

-7-



Page Section Sound! Comments Suggested Change
Unsound

pressure for mineral extraction in an area of
known_archaeological_importance.

55 Policy M06, Sound In view of the sensitvity of the landscapes of -

second the AONB and the National Park, the advice
Paragraph given in nationa. policy guidance, and the

estimated reserves of crushed rock across
the remainder of the Joint Plan, we support
the inten:ion tha: there should be a zero
requirement for the reserves ror crushed rock
to be met from sites from within these areas.

56 Policy M07, Unsound We have concerns about the impact which Policy ViO7, Paft(1)0)
Pat (1)0) mineral development from the following and(1) (H) for the
and(1) (ii) sites might have upon the historic Following

environment:- allocations:
• Land at Killerby (MJP21) • Land at Kilterby
. Land at Home Farm, Kirkby Fleetham (MJP21)

(MJP33 • Land at Home
. Land South of Catterick (MJP17) Farm, Kirkby

Fleetham (MJP33
In all these cases, the Sustainability Heritage • Land South of
Impact Assessment considers that minerals Catterick
extraction would be likely to have a (MJ P17)
“moderately negative effect” on the either:-
significance of nearby Listed Buildings. This
is the second-highest degree of harm in the (a) These
scoring system used in that Assessment. In allocations should be
all these cases, it does not appearfrom the deleted, or
Appraisal that this harm is capable of
mitigation in a manner which, itself, would (b) The extent of the
not harm the significance of these allocations should
designated heritage assets. be reduced to a size

which would
When considering the impact of proposals safeguard the setting
upon the significance of a designated of the nearby Listed
heritage asset, Paragraph 132 makes it clear Buildings, or
that “great weight” should be given to the
conservation of those assets. The fore (c) The Plan needs
important the asset, the greater the weight to explain what
should be. public benefits justify

the Allocation of a
In addition, there is a requirement under 566 site which is likely to
of the Planning (Listed Buildings and result in harm to the

-8-
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Unsound
Conservation Areas) Act that special regard significance of a
should be had to the desirability of designated heritage
preserving Listed Buildings or their setting or asset (as is required
any features of special architectural or by NPP, Paragraph
historic interest which they possess. 133 or 134).

Therefore, an allocation which would be
likely to result in harm to an element which
contributes to the significance of a number
of Listed Buildings in its vicinity is contrary to
both the provisions of Ve NPPF and to the
statutory requirements set out in the 1990
Act.

In view of the fact that the harm to these
Listed Buildings seems incapable of effective
mitigation, either:

(a) These allocations should be deleted, or

(b) The extent of the allocations should be
reduced to a size which would saeguarc the
setting of the nearby Us:ed Buildings, or

(c) The Plan needs to explain what public
benefits justi’ the Allocation of a site which
is likely to result in harm to the significance
of a designated heritage asset (as is required
by NPPF, Paragraph 133 or 134).

56 Policy M07, Sound Appendix lof sets out details of the key
final sensitivities of each site and the
Paragraph development requirements that need to be

taken into account in order to ensure that
mineral extraction takes place in a manner
which will minimise harm to the
environmental assets in the area. This
Paragraph ensures that these development
principles are effectively tied into the Local
Plan and helps to provide certainty to both
potential developers and local communities
about precisely what will, and will not, be
permitted on these sites..

-9-
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57 Paragraph Sound The Preferred Area at Oaklands (MJPO7) ties
538 within the Swale/re river catchrnents. This

larger area contains the most significant
concentration of Neolithic and Bronze Age
momments and related archaeologicai
deposits in the north of England. Within this
area are seven henges, two cursus
monuments, several barrows, enclosures, pit
a.ignments and the Devils Arrows stancing
stones. Many of the features within this
landscape are scheduled as na:ionally
important. The three henges on
Thornborough Moorareunparalleed in their
size, alignment and form, and the degree of
preservation. The northern henge, currently
under woodland, is probably the best-
preserved such monument in the country;
on[y the great bank and ditch atAvebury
exceeds it in scale

Archaeological evaluations within the site
area have demonstrated the presence of
archaeological features in the southern half
of this site (identified in the Environmental
Statement which accompanied Application
No NY/2011/0242/ENV as Area D). These
should be considered as having high
archaeological value and are part of, and
contribute to, our understanding of the
significance of the Thornborough landscape.

We fuUy support the statement in this
Paragraph t”at the potential for mineral
development may be for a signficantly
reduced area than that shown.

59 Policy MOB, Sound Appendix 1 of sets out details of the key
final sensitivities of each site and the
Paragraph development requirements that need to be

taken into account in order to ensure that
mineral extraction takes place in a manner
which will minimise harm to the
environmental assets in the area. This

-10-
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Paragraph ensures that these development
principles are effectively tied into the Local
Plan and helps to provide certainty to both
potential developers and local communities
about precisely what will, and will not, be
permitted on these sites.

60 Policy M09, Sound Appendix 1 of sets out details of the key
final sensitivities of each site and the
Paragraph development requirements that need to be

taken into account in order to ensure that
mineral extraction takes place in a manner
which will minimise harm to the
environmental assets in the area. This
Paragraph ensures that these development
principles are effectively tied into the Local
Plan and helps to provide certainty to both
potential developers and local communities
about precisely what will, and will not, be
permitted on these sites.

65 Policy Mu, Sound The landscape character of a number of
Criterion (2) areas within North Yorkshire (including large

areas within the North York Moors National
Park) and the significance of some of its
heritage assets is the result of previous
extractive and industrial activities. In these
areas, the waste from these processes now
contributes to the distinctive character of the
local area, it may be of archaeological
importance, and can also, potentially,
contribute to understanding of past
industrial activity. It is important, therefore,
that any proposals for reworking such areas
are carefully examined against the potential
harm they might have upon those elements
which contribute to the landscape character
and the contribution they make to the
significance of heritage assets in the area.

69 Policy M13, Sound Appendix 1 of sets out details of the key
Criterion (3) sensitivities of each site and the

development requirements that need to be
taken into account in order to ensure that
mineral extraction takes place in a manner

—11—
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which will minimise harm to the
environmental assets in the area. This
Paragraph ensures that these development
principles are effectively tied into the Local
Plan and helps to provide certainty to both
potential developers and local communities
about precisely what will, and will not, be
permitted on these sites,

72 Policy MIS Sound We support the approach to the supply of
building stone that is set out in this Policy.
North Yorkshire’s rich architectural heritage
owes much to the great variety of stones
used in its buildings and other structures. It
is essentia:, therefore, that the plan sets out
a framework which will support the deIiver
of the necessary supplies of new matching
stone which are needed for repar and
restoration of the area’s heritage assets and
for new construction within sensitive areas.
Given the importance of this resource and
the contribution which locally-sourced
building and roofing stone plays in delivering
the Qbjectves for conseNing and enhancing
the historic environment which are set out in
the numerous Local Plans wi:hin this part of
Yorkshire, it is essential that the Joint
Minera,s and Waste Plan clearly expresses i:s
support forthe prirciple of tie continuec
production of such stone.

For the repair and restoration of some
heritage assets, it wUl be essential that the
material used comes from the original
source of the building stone or, where they
exist, from a compatibLe quarry source.
Therefore, in some cases, the only option will
be to reopen a face on a currently-disused or
dormant quarry. Therefore, we welcome
Criterion (1)(iii).

72 Policy MiS, Sound We support the allocation of Site MJPG3
Criterion 4 (Brows Quarry) as a Preferred Area for the

supply of Building Stone. Stone from the

12-
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adjacent site has been used for the
construction of a number of important
buildings in the local area and the stone
from this extension would help the
maintenance and repair of the heritage
assets in the County.

83 Policy M16, Sound We welcome the intention to limit support
Criterion for surface proposals associated with
(b)(i) hydrocarbon developments only where they

are outside:
• one of the designated heritage assets

which the NPPF recognises as being of
the highest significance,

. anAONB
• the National Park, or
• where they would affect the character

and setting of historic City of York.

The Plan area is characterised by a very high-
quality environment and it is essential that
those assets which are acknowledged of
being of especial importance to the area are
not harmed.

83 Policy M16, Unsound Whilst we welcome the intention to only Policy M16, Criterion
Criterion allow propos&s underneath one of the (b)(ii), line4 amend
(b)(U) designated heritage assets which the NPPF to read:

recognises as being of the highest “... demonstrated
significance where it can be demonstrated that they would not
that it will not result in harm to these assets, harm the significance
we are concerned about the degree of harm of those assets... etc
that this Criterion would, potentially, allow.

The Plan area is characterised by a very high-
quality environment and it is essential that
those assets which are acknowledged of
being of especial importance to the area are
not harmed.

When considering the impact of proposals
upon the significance of a designated
heritage asset NPPF Paragraph 132 makes it
clear that_‘great weight”_should_be given_to

-13
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the conservation of those assets. The more
inportant the asset, the greatr the weight
should be. All the designated heritage assets
identified in Policy MIG, Criterion (b)(i) are
those which the Government considers to oe
of the highest signifcance (and, therefore, to
which the greatest weight to their
conservation should be giver).

Therefore) as drafted Criterion (b)(U) (which
would permit as a matter of course some
degree of harm to designated heritage assets
which the Government considers to be of the
highest significance) would appear to be
contrary to national poLicy guidance.

If there is harm, then it would not necessarily
prevent lateral drilhngwhere it can be shown
that it will deliver sufficient public benefits to
outweigh that harm

90 Policy M17 Sound We support the caveats within this Policy to
ensure that hydrocarbon developments take
place in a manner which minimises harm to
the environmental assets of the plan area
particularly that:
• Gas pipelines should be routed to have

the least practicable environmental
impact (Criterion (1)0W))

• In assessing the cumulative impact of
such developments) account should be
taken of the sensitivity of the receiving
environment, taking accourt of the
nature and distribution of any
environmental constraints (Criterion
(2)Oi)(c))

. Hydrocarbon developments will be
oermitted in locations where a high
standarc of protection can be proided
to environmental, cultural of herzage
assets important to the local economy
(Criterion (3)

-14-
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The Plan area is characterised by a very high-
quality environment and these assets make
an important contribution to the economy of
the area. Consequently, it is essential that
such development take place in a manner
consistent with safeguarding the elements
which contribute to the significance of these
assets.

102 Policy M22 Sound We support this Policy which should help to
ensure that developments associated with
the supply of potash, polyhalite and salt take
place in a mannerwhich will safeguard the
special qualities of the National Park.

104 Policy M23 Sound We support this Policy especially the
requirement that:
• The location, siting and design of surface

developments should ensure a high
standard of protection for the
environment

. Theeffectsofanysubsidenceuponthe
historic environment will be monitored
and controlled so as to prevent
unacceptable_impacts.

105 Policy M24 Sound We support Criterion (iH) relating to the need -

for the extraction of vein minerals to have
particular regard to the impact upon
heritage assets. The parts of the plan area
where these minerals occur have a rich
historic environment which make an
important contribution to the local tourism
economy. It is essential, therefore, that any
extraction pays particular attention to
ensuring that these assets are not harmed.

124 Policy W04, Sound Appendix 1 of sets out details of the key
Criterion (3) sensitivities of each site and the

development requirements that need to be
taken into account in order to ensure that
any waste management facilities takes place
in a manner which will minimise harm to the
environmental assets in the area. This
Paragraph ensures that these development
principles_are_effectively_tied_into_the_Local
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Plan and helps to provide certainty to both
potential developers and local communities
about precisely what will, and will not, be
permitted_on_these sites.

128 Policy W05, Sound Appendix 1 of sets out details of the key
Criterion (3) sensitivities of each site and the

development requirements that need to be
taken into account in orderto ensure that
any waste management facilities takes place
in a manner which will minimise harm to the
environmental assets in the area. This
Paragraph ensures that these deveiopment
principles are effectively tied into the Loc&
Plan anc helps to provide certainty to both
po:ential developers and local communities
about preciseiy what will, and will not, be
permitted on these sites.

137 Policy WiD Sound We support the intention to avoid locating
new waste rranagement facilities within :e
National Park orAONBs unless the facility to
be provided is appropriateLy scaled to meet
waste management needs aMsing in the
designated area and can be provided
without causing unaccep:able harm to the
designated area.

This will help to ensure that the most
inportant landscapes of the Plan area are
appropriately protected.

149 Policy 501 Sound Given the importance of the building and
roofing stone resources of the Joint Plan
area to the conseation of the historic
assets of both North Yorkshire and beyond,
we support the proposed approach of
safeguarding both active and known former
building stone quarries together with a 25Dm
buffer around them. This reflects the
recommendations of BGS and should ensure
that these reserves are not sterilised.

149 Policy S02, Sound Given the importance of the building and
Part 1 roofing stone resources of the Joint Plan

area to the conservation of the historic

-16-
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assets of both North Yorkshire and beyond,
we support the proposed approach towards
the consideration of development proposals
in the Minerals Safeguarding Areas.

163 Policy D03 Sound We support the approach to minerals
transportation that is set out in Policy D03
and the prioritization of minerals and waste
developments which can be accessed by
means of non-road_transport.

165 Policy D04 Sound We support the approach to development
which might affect the landscapes of the
National Parks and the AONB5 that is set out
in Policy D03. It is important that the special
qualities of these protected landscapes are
not harmed through inappropriate mineral
or waste development.

168 Policy D05 Sound The York Green Belt is different from the
and West Yorkshire Green Belt insofar as it is one
Paragraph of only six Green Belts in England whose
9.29 primary purpose is to safeguard the

character and setting of a historic city.
Although the York Green Belt performs some
of the other Green Belt functions to some
extent, these are nowhere near as important
as this primary purpose.

The Policy and this part of the justification
make it clear to users of the document that
the purposes (and hence considerations) for
developments affecting the West Yorkshire
Green Belt and York Green Belt are
substantially different.

170 Policy D06 Sound We support the approach to the protection
of the landscape of the Plan area that is set
out in Policy DOS. The range and variety of
different landscapes across the plan area
makes a huge contribution to the distinctive
character of the County, to the quality of life
of its communities, and are one of the
reasons why the area has so many visitors. It
is important, therefore, that the Joint Plan
ensures that the qualities of all these

- 17-



We support the approach that is set out in
Policy DOS. The Plan area has an immensely
rich and diverse historic environment. Its
heritage assets make an important
contribution to the distinct identity of the
County’s towns, villages and countryside,
they contribute to the quality of life of its
communities, and they play a key role in
encouraging people to live, visit and invest in
the area. It is essential, therefore, that the
Local Plan sets out a sufficiently robust
Policy framework for the consideration of
development proposals likely to affect this
resource.

We particularly welcome the identification in
the Policy of those aspects of the plan area’s
extensive range of heritage assets which are
considered to be of especial importance to
the character of the County (Criterion (2)).
The identification of those elements within
this Policy help the decision-maker
determine whether or not a particular
proposal would be likely to harm one of the
key attributes whicn contribute to the area’s
distinctiveness (and, therefore, ought to be
weighed more heavijy in the decision-
making process).

We would fully endose te advice in
Paragraph 3.67 regarding the use of the good
practice advice contained in the Manoaing
Landscape Change Study to inform the
preparation of planning applications.
Evaluation of mineral and waste

Page Section Sound/ Comments Suggested Change
Unsound

landscapes (not simply those which are
identified as being of natioral importance)
are not harmed through inappropriate
mineral orwaste developments. This Poicy
will help to deliver that pat of Objective 9
re.ating to the protection of the lar.dscapes
of the plan area.

176 Policy DOS Sound

18-
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Unsound

developments needs to be based upon a
robust assessment of the likely impacts
which they might have upon the
environment. The Managing Landscape
Change Study should assist in this process.

The framework which is set out in Policy DDS
and its justification provides tne type of
approach needed to satis’ the requirements
of NPPF Paragraph 126 by helpirg to clear.y
set out how a cecision-maker should react
to a development prozosal affecting the
historic environment and will assst in the
delivery of Objectve 9 of the pan nsoar as
it relates to the historic environment.

183 PoEcy DiD, Sound We support the approach which is set out in
part 2, Criterion (v) of part 2 of Policy DiD relating to
Criterion (v) restoration proposals in the vicinity of

heritage assets. In the past, the potential
which the restoraton of minerals sites might
provide in helping to deliver enhancements
for the historic environment have often been
ignored. This shoulc ensure that this does
not happen in future reclamation and
afteruse schemes.

Proposed Allocated Sites and Areas of Search

Our comments on the Proposed Allocated Sites and Areas of Search are set out in the
attached Schedule.

If you have any queries about any of the matters raised above or would like to discuss
anything further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully,

Ian Smith
Historic Environment Planning Adviser (Yorkshire)
e-mail: ian,smithserwlish-heritae.orp.uk

-19-





S
ch

ed
ul

e
of

C
om

m
en

ts
on

th
e

P
ub

li
ca

ti
on

D
ra

ft
of

th
e

M
in

er
al

s
an

d
W

as
te

Jo
in

t
pl

an
A

ll
oc

at
ed

S
it

es
an

d
A

re
as

of
S

ea
rc

h

A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d/
co

m
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
10

W
JP

H
al

to
n

So
un

d
T

he
re

ar
et

hr
ee

C
on

se
rv

at
io

nA
re

as
w

it
hi

n
1.

2k
m

of
th

is
si

te
.W

e,
w

el
co

m
e

-

13
Ea

st
,n

ea
r

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

th
e

re
fe

re
nc

e
w

ith
in

th
e

K
ey

Se
ns

iti
vi

tie
s

Se
ct

io
n

al
er

tin
g

Sk
ip

to
n

us
er

s
to

th
e

pr
ox

im
ity

of
th

es
e

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
as

an
d,

in
th

e
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
Se

ct
io

n,
fo

rp
ro

po
sa

ls
to

m
iti

ga
te

th
e

im
pa

ct
up

on
th

em
.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

r t
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
si

te
an

d
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

ol
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d
aw

ar
e

of
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
to

ft
he

Pl
an

’s
Po

lic
ie

s
fo

r
th

e
hi

st
or

ic
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t
an

d
th

e
du

tie
s

un
de

r
th

e
Pl

an
ni

ng
(L

is
te

d
B

ui
ld

in
gs

an
d

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
as

)
A

ct
, 1

99
0.

It
sh

ou
ld

he
lp

to
en

su
re

th
at

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
to

ft
hi

s
ar

ea
ta

ke
s

pl
ac

e
in

a
m

an
ne

r
w

hi
ch

w
ill

sa
fe

gu
ar

d
th

e
ch

ar
ac

te
r

an
d

ap
pe

ar
an

ce
of

th
es

e
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

as
.

16
M

JP
L

an
gw

ith
U

ns
ou

nd
T

he
ap

pl
ic

at
io

n
si

te
lie

s
w

ith
in

th
e

Sw
al

e/
U

re
riv

er
ca

tc
hm

en
ts

.
Th

is
la

rg
er

M
JP

06
,

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
06

H
al

l
Fa

rm
,

ar
ea

co
nt

ai
ns

th
e

m
os

ts
ig

ni
fi

ca
nt

co
nc

en
tr

at
io

n
of

N
eo

lit
hi

c
an

d
B

ro
nz

e
R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

in
se

rt
an

ex
tr

a
Ea

st
of

W
el

l
A

ge
m

on
um

en
ts

an
d

re
la

te
d

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
de

po
si

ts
in

th
e

no
rt

h
of

bu
lle

t-
po

in
t

be
fo

re
th

e
th

ir
d

E
ng

la
nd

.W
ith

in
th

is
ar

ea
ar

e
se

ve
n

he
ng

es
,t

w
o

cu
rs

us
m

on
um

en
ts

,
se

ve
ra

l
bu

lle
t-

po
in

ta
s

fo
llo

w
s:

ba
rr

ow
s,

en
cl

os
ur

es
,

pi
ta

lig
nm

en
ts

an
d

th
e

D
ev

il’
s

A
rr

ow
s

st
an

di
ng

st
on

es
.

“A
pp

lic
at

io
ns

sh
ou

ld
be

M
an

y
of

th
e

fe
at

ur
es

w
ith

in
th

is
la

nd
sc

ap
e

ar
e

sc
he

du
le

d
as

na
tio

na
lly

in
fo

rm
ed

by
a

co
m

pr
eh

en
si

ve
im

po
rt

an
t.

T
he

th
re

e
he

ng
es

on
T

ho
rn

bo
ro

ug
h

M
oo

ra
re

un
pa

ra
lle

le
d

in
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

ic
al

as
se

ss
m

en
t

th
ei

r
si

ze
,a

lig
nm

en
t

an
d

fo
rm

,
an

d
th

e
de

gr
ee

of
pr

es
er

va
tio

n.
T

he
no

rt
he

rn
(i

nc
lu

di
ng

an
ev

al
ua

tio
n

he
ng

e,
cu

rr
en

tly
un

de
r

w
oo

dl
an

d,
is

pr
ob

ab
ly

th
e

be
st

-p
re

se
rv

ed
su

ch
ag

ai
ns

tt
he

fr
am

ew
or

k
se

to
ut

m
on

um
en

t
in

th
e

co
un

tr
y;

on
ly

th
e

gr
ea

t
ba

nk
an

d
di

tc
h

at
A

ve
bu

ry
ex

ce
ed

s
in

M
an

ag
in

g
L

an
ds

ca
pe

it
in

sc
al

e.
C

ha
ng

e
pr

oj
ec

t)
”

H
is

to
ri

c
E

ng
la

nd
w

as
in

vo
lv

ed
in

di
sc

us
si

on
s

re
ga

rd
in

g
th

e
ap

pl
ic

at
io

n
fo

r
m

in
er

al
ex

tr
ac

tio
n

fr
om

th
is

si
te

(L
an

gw
ith

H
ou

se
Fa

rm
)

w
hi

ch
is

cu
rr

en
tly

aw
ai

tin
g

de
te

rm
in

at
io

n.
In

ou
r

re
sp

on
se

,w
e

co
m

m
en

te
d

th
at

w
e

co
ns

id
er

ed
th

at
th

e
su

pp
or

tin
g

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

ha
d

de
m

on
st

ra
te

d
th

at
th

at

1



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d!
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
th

er
e

w
ill

no
t

be
a

di
re

ct
ph

ys
ic

al
im

pa
ct

on
kn

ow
n

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
de

po
si

ts
as

so
ci

at
ed

w
ith

th
e

T
ho

rn
bo

ro
ug

h
H

en
ge

s
or

th
ei

r
ke

y
vi

su
al

re
la

tio
ns

hi
ps

.

H
ow

ev
er

, w
e

di
d

co
ns

id
er

th
at

fu
rt

he
r

m
in

er
al

ex
tr

ac
tio

n
in

th
is

ar
ea

w
ou

ld
ha

ve
a

ha
rm

fu
l

cu
m

ul
at

iv
e

im
pa

ct
on

th
e

se
tti

ng
of

th
e

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

ts
(d

es
ig

na
te

d
an

d
un

de
si

gn
at

ed
)

as
so

ci
at

ed
w

ith
th

e
T

ho
rn

bo
ro

ug
h

H
en

ge
s,

th
e

pr
om

on
to

ry
of

T
ho

rn
bo

ro
ug

h
M

oo
ro

n
w

hi
ch

th
ey

si
ta

nd
,s

pe
ci

fi
ca

lly
,

th
e

ab
ili

ty
to

ap
pr

ec
ia

te
an

d
ex

pe
ri

en
ce

th
em

in
th

ei
r

la
nd

sc
ap

e.
H

ow
ev

er
,

w
e

co
ns

id
er

ed
th

at
th

e
m

iti
ga

tio
n

m
ea

su
re

s
pr

op
os

ed
as

pa
rt

of
th

at
ap

pl
ic

at
io

n
of

fe
re

d
a

cl
ea

r
op

po
rt

un
ity

to
re

ve
rs

e
so

m
e

of
th

e
ha

rm
fu

l
im

pa
ct

s
of

pa
st

qu
ar

ry
in

g
in

th
e

la
nd

sc
ap

e
an

d
to

re
co

nn
ec

t t
he

he
ng

es
w

ith
th

ei
r

la
nd

sc
ap

e
se

tti
ng

.

W
e

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s
Se

ct
io

n
al

er
tin

g
us

er
s

to
th

e
pr

ox
im

ity
of

th
es

e
as

se
ts

an
d,

in
th

e
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
Se

ct
io

n,
th

e
ne

ed
fo

rp
ro

po
sa

ls
to

m
iti

ga
te

th
e

im
pa

ct
of

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
tu

po
n

th
em

. W
e

al
so

su
pp

or
tt

he
re

qu
ir

em
en

t
fo

r
re

st
or

at
io

n
sc

he
m

es
us

in
g

op
po

rt
un

iti
es

to
re

co
nn

ec
tt

he
H

en
ge

s
to

th
ei

r
la

nd
sc

ap
e

se
tti

ng

H
ow

ev
er

, g
iv

en
th

e
po

te
nt

ia
l

fo
r

na
tio

na
lly

-i
m

po
rt

an
t

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
re

m
ai

ns
on

at
le

as
t

pa
rt

th
is

si
te

,
it

is
es

se
nt

ia
l

th
at

an
y

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n

is
in

fo
rm

ed
by

a
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
ve

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
as

se
ss

m
en

t
(i

nc
lu

di
ng

an
ev

al
ua

tio
n

ag
ai

ns
tt

he
fr

am
ew

or
k

se
t

ou
t

in
M

an
ag

in
g

L
an

ds
ca

pe
C

ha
ng

e
pr

oj
ec

t)
.T

hi
s

w
as

a
re

co
m

m
en

da
ti

on
of

th
e

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y
A

pp
ra

is
al

H
er

ita
ge

Im
pa

ct
A

ss
es

sm
en

t
an

d
sh

ou
ld

be
in

cl
ud

ed
as

a
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

t.

20
M

JP
O

ak
la

nd
s,

U
ns

ou
nd

T
he

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n

si
te

lie
s

w
ith

in
th

e
Sw

al
e/

U
re

riv
er

ca
tc

hm
en

t&
Th

is
la

rg
er

M
JP

O
7,

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
07

ne
ar

W
el

l
ar

ea
co

nt
ai

ns
th

e
m

os
ts

ig
ni

fi
ca

nt
co

nc
en

tr
at

io
n

of
N

eo
lit

hi
c

an
d

B
ro

nz
e

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
A

ge
m

on
um

en
ts

an
d

re
la

te
d

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
de

po
si

ts
in

th
e

no
rt

h
of

2



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d/
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
E

ng
la

nd
.W

ith
in

th
is

ar
ea

ar
e

se
ve

n
he

ng
es

,t
w

o
cu

rs
us

m
on

um
en

ts
,s

ev
er

al
(a

)
In

se
rt

an
ex

tr
a

bu
lle

t-
po

in
t

ha
rr

ow
s,

en
cl

os
ur

es
,p

it
al

ig
nm

en
ts

an
d

th
e

D
ev

il’
s

A
rr

ow
s

st
an

di
ng

st
on

es
,

be
fo

re
th

e
th

ir
d

bu
lle

t-
po

in
ta

s
M

an
y

of
th

e
fe

at
ur

es
w

ith
in

th
is

la
nd

sc
ap

e
ar

e
sc

he
du

le
d

as
na

tio
na

lly
fo

llo
w

s:
im

po
rt

an
t.

T
he

th
re

e
he

ng
es

on
T

ho
rn

bo
ro

ug
h

M
oo

r
ar

e
un

pa
ra

lle
le

d
in

“A
pp

lic
at

io
ns

sh
ou

ld
be

th
ei

r
si

ze
,a

lig
nm

en
t

an
d

fo
rm

,a
nd

th
e

de
gr

ee
of

pr
es

er
va

tio
n.

T
he

no
rt

he
rn

in
fo

rm
ed

by
a

co
m

pr
eh

en
si

ve
he

ng
e,

cu
rr

en
tly

un
de

rw
oo

dl
an

d,
is

pr
ob

ab
ly

th
e

be
st

-p
re

se
rv

ed
su

ch
ar

ch
oe

ol
og

ic
al

as
se

ss
m

en
t

m
on

um
en

ti
n

th
e

co
un

tr
y;

on
ly

th
e

gr
ea

t
ba

nk
an

d
di

tc
h

at
A

ve
bu

ry
ex

ce
ed

s
(i

nc
lu

di
ng

on
ev

al
ua

tio
n

it
in

sc
al

e
ag

ai
ns

tt
he

fr
am

ew
or

k
se

to
ut

in
M

an
ag

in
g

L
an

ds
ca

pe
A

rc
ha

eo
lo

gi
ca

l
ev

al
ua

tio
ns

w
ith

in
th

e
si

te
ar

ea
ha

ve
de

m
on

st
ra

te
d

th
e

C
ha

ng
e

pr
oj

ec
t)

”
pr

es
en

ce
of

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
fe

at
ur

es
in

th
e

so
ut

he
rn

ha
lf

of
th

is
si

te
(i

de
nt

if
ie

d
in

th
e

E
nv

ir
on

m
en

ta
l

S
ta

te
m

en
tw

hi
ch

ac
co

m
pa

ni
ed

A
pp

lic
at

io
n

(b
)

A
m

en
d

th
e

fin
al

bu
lle

t-
N

o
N

Y
/2

01
1/

02
42

/E
N

V
as

A
re

a
D)

.T
he

se
sh

ou
ld

be
co

ns
id

er
ed

as
ha

vi
ng

po
in

t t
o

re
ad

:
hi

gh
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

ic
al

va
lu

e
an

d
ar

e
pa

rt
of

,a
nd

co
nt

ri
bu

te
to

,o
ur

“A
n

ap
pr

op
ri

at
e

re
st

or
at

io
n

un
de

rs
ta

nd
in

g
of

th
e

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

of
th

e
T

ho
rn

bo
ro

ug
h

la
nd

sc
ap

e.
sc

he
m

e
us

in
g

op
po

rt
un

iti
es

fo
r

ha
bi

ta
tc

re
at

io
n

an
d

W
e

fu
lly

su
pp

or
tt

he
st

at
em

en
ti

n
th

e
pe

nu
lti

m
at

e
Pa

ra
gr

ap
h

th
at

th
e

re
co

nn
ec

tin
g

th
e

H
en

ge
s

to
po

te
nt

ia
l

fo
rm

in
er

al
de

ve
lo

pm
en

tm
ay

be
fo

r
a

si
gn

if
ic

an
tly

re
du

ce
d

ar
ea

th
ei

rl
on

ds
co

pe
se

tti
ng

.
.
.
et

c”
th

an
th

at
sh

ow
n.

W
e

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s
Se

ct
io

n
al

er
tin

g
us

er
s

to
th

e
pr

ox
im

ity
of

th
es

e
as

se
ts

an
d,

in
th

e
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
Se

ct
io

n,
th

e
ne

ed
fo

r
pr

op
os

al
s

to
m

iti
ga

te
th

e
im

pa
ct

of
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
up

on
th

em
.

H
ow

ev
er

:-

(a
)

G
iv

en
th

e
po

te
nt

ia
l

fo
r

na
tio

na
lly

-i
m

po
rt

an
t

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
re

m
ai

ns
on

at
le

as
t

pa
rt

th
is

si
te

,i
ti

s
es

se
nt

ia
l

th
at

an
y

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n

is
in

fo
rm

ed
by

a
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
ve

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
as

se
ss

m
en

t
(i

nc
lu

di
ng

an
ev

al
ua

tio
n

ag
ai

ns
t

th
e

fr
am

ew
or

k
se

to
ut

in
M

an
ag

in
g

L
an

ds
ca

pe
C

ha
ng

e
pr

oj
ec

t)
.T

hi
s

w
as

a
re

co
m

m
en

da
ti

on
of

th
e

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y
A

pp
ra

is
al

H
er

ita
ge

Im
pa

ct

3



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d!
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
A

ss
es

sm
en

t
an

d
sh

ou
ld

be
in

cl
ud

ed
as

a
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

t.

(b
)

T
he

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

fo
rt

he
si

te
Ea

st
of

W
el

l
in

cl
ud

es
on

e
re

la
tin

g
to

th
e

re
st

or
at

io
n

sc
he

m
e

us
in

g
op

po
rt

un
iti

es
to

re
co

nn
ec

tt
he

H
en

ge
s

to
th

ei
r

la
nd

sc
ap

e
se

tti
ng

.
In

vi
ew

of
th

e
pr

ox
im

ity
of

th
es

e
tw

o
si

te
s,

a
si

m
ila

r
re

qu
ir

em
en

ts
ho

ul
d

be
in

cl
ud

ed
w

ith
in

its
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

24
M

JP
H

om
e

U
ns

ou
nd

W
e

ha
ve

si
gn

if
ic

an
tc

on
ce

rn
s

ab
ou

tt
he

im
pa

ct
w

hi
ch

m
in

er
al

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

Si
te

M
JP

33
ei

th
er

:
33

Fa
rm

1
on

th
is

si
te

m
ig

ht
ha

ve
up

on
th

e
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

in
its

vi
ci

ni
ty

.
K

irk
by

(a
)

T
he

al
lo

ca
tio

n
sh

ou
ld

be
Fl

ee
th

am
T

he
H

er
ita

ge
Im

pa
ct

A
ss

es
sm

en
tw

hi
ch

ac
co

m
pa

ni
es

th
e

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y
de

le
te

d,
or

A
pp

ra
is

al
id

en
tif

ie
s

th
at

th
e

lo
ss

ol
th

is
si

te
an

d
its

su
bs

eq
ue

nt
de

ve
lo

pm
en

tf
or

m
in

er
al

s
de

ve
lo

pm
en

tw
ou

ld
be

lik
el

y
to

ha
ve

a
(b

)
T

he
ex

te
nt

of
th

e
al

lo
ca

tio
n

“m
od

er
ot

el
yn

eg
at

iv
e

ef
fe

ct
”

on
th

e
si

gn
if

ic
an

ce
of

th
e

G
ra

de
11*

Li
st

ed
sh

ou
ld

be
re

du
ce

d
to

a
si

ze
B

ui
ld

in
gs

at
K

irk
by

Fl
ee

th
am

.
U

nd
er

th
e

ap
pr

ai
sa

l
sy

st
em

se
to

ut
in

th
e

w
hi

ch
w

ou
ld

sa
fe

gu
ar

d
th

e
H

er
ita

ge
Im

pa
ct

A
ss

es
sm

en
t,

th
is

is
th

e
se

co
nd

-h
ig

he
st

le
ve

lo
f

ha
rm

to
an

se
tti

ng
of

th
e-

se
Li

st
ed

as
se

tw
hi

ch
is

co
ns

id
er

ed
to

be
of

th
e

se
co

nd
-h

ig
he

st
V

al
ue

(i.
e.

th
is

ha
rm

is
B

ui
ld

in
gs

,o
r

at
th

e
up

pe
r

en
d

ol
th

e
sp

ec
tr

um
of

ha
rm

).
T

he
H

er
ita

ge
Im

pa
ct

A
ss

es
sm

en
t

al
so

co
ns

id
er

s
th

at
it

w
ou

ld
ha

ve
a

“m
od

er
at

el
y

ne
ga

tiv
e

ef
fe

ct
”

on
th

e
(c

)T
he

Pl
an

ne
ed

s
to

ex
pl

ai
n

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

of
th

e
G

ra
de

II
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

g
10

0
m

et
re

s
w

es
to

ft
he

si
te

at
w

ha
t

pu
bl

ic
be

ne
fi

ts
ju

st
if

y
th

e
H

oo
k

C
ar

r
Fa

rm
ho

us
e.

It
do

es
no

t
ap

pe
ar

fr
om

th
e

A
pp

ra
is

al
th

at
th

is
ha

rm
A

llo
ca

tio
n

of
a

si
te

w
hi

ch
is

is
ca

pa
bl

e
of

m
iti

ga
tio

n
in

a
m

an
ne

r
w

hi
ch

,
its

el
f,

w
ou

ld
no

t
ha

rm
th

e
lik

el
y

to
re

su
lt

in
ha

rm
to

th
e

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

of
th

es
e

de
si

gn
at

ed
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

.
si

gn
if

ic
an

ce
of

a
de

si
gn

at
ed

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

t
(a

s
is

re
qu

ir
ed

T
he

N
PP

F
m

ak
es

it
cl

ea
r

th
at

th
e

G
ov

er
nm

en
tc

on
si

de
rs

G
ra

de
II”

Li
st

ed
by

N
PP

F,
Pa

ra
gr

ap
h

13
3

or
B

ui
ld

in
gs

to
be

in
th

e
ca

te
go

ry
of

de
si

gn
at

ed
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

of
th

e
hi

gh
es

t
13

4)
.

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

.W
he

n
co

ns
id

er
in

g
th

e
im

pa
ct

of
pr

op
os

al
s

up
on

th
e

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

of
a

de
si

gn
at

ed
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
t,

Pa
ra

gr
ap

h
13

2
m

ak
es

it
cl

ea
r

th
at

“g
re

at
w

ei
gh

t”
sh

ou
ld

be
gi

ve
n

to
th

e
co

ns
er

va
tio

n
of

th
os

e
as

se
ts

.T
he

m
or

e_
im

po
rt

an
tt

he
_a

ss
et

,_
th

e
gr

ea
te

r
th

e
w

ei
gh

ts
ho

ul
d_

be
.

4



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d!
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd

In
ad

di
tio

n,
th

er
e

is
a

re
qu

ir
em

en
t

un
de

r
56

6
of

th
e

Pl
an

ni
ng

(L
is

te
d

B
ui

ld
in

gs
an

d
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

as
)

A
ct

th
at

“s
pe

ci
al

re
ga

rd
”

sh
ou

ld
be

ha
d

to
th

e
de

si
ra

bi
lit

y
of

pr
es

er
vi

ng
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

gs
or

th
ei

r
se

tti
ng

or
an

y
fe

at
ur

es
of

sp
ec

ia
l

ar
ch

ite
ct

ur
al

or
hi

st
or

ic
in

te
re

st
w

hi
ch

th
ey

po
ss

es
s.

T
he

re
fo

re
,

an
al

lo
ca

tio
n

w
hi

ch
w

ou
ld

be
lik

el
y

to
re

su
lt

in
ha

rm
to

an
el

em
en

tw
hi

ch
co

nt
ri

bu
te

s
to

th
e

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

of
a

nu
m

be
r

of
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

gs
in

its
vi

ci
ni

ty
in

cl
ud

in
g

to
tw

o
to

w
hi

ch
th

e
G

ov
er

nm
en

tc
on

si
de

rs
to

be
of

th
e

hi
gh

es
ts

ig
ni

fi
ca

nc
e

an
d

to
w

hi
ch

th
e

gr
ea

te
st

w
ei

gh
ts

ho
ul

d
be

gi
ve

n
to

th
ei

r
co

ns
er

va
tio

n
is

co
nt

ra
ry

to
bo

th
th

e
pr

ov
is

io
ns

of
th

e
N

PP
F

an
d

to
th

e
st

at
ut

or
y

re
qu

ir
em

en
ts

se
to

ut
in

th
e

19
90

A
ct

..

In
vi

ew
of

th
e

fa
ct

th
at

th
e

ha
rm

to
th

es
e

Li
st

ed
B

ui
ld

in
gs

se
em

s
in

ca
pa

bl
e

of
ef

fe
ct

iv
e

m
iti

ga
tio

n,
ei

th
er

:

(a
)

T
he

al
lo

ca
tio

n
sh

ou
ld

be
de

le
te

d,
or

(b
)

T
he

ex
te

nt
of

th
e

al
lo

ca
tio

n
sh

ou
ld

be
re

du
ce

d
to

a
si

ze
w

hi
ch

w
ou

ld
sa

fe
gu

ar
d

th
e

se
tti

ng
of

th
es

e
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

gs
,o

r

(c
)

T
he

Pl
an

ne
ed

s
to

ex
pl

ai
n

w
ha

t
pu

bl
ic

be
ne

fi
ts

ju
st

if
y

th
e

A
llo

ca
tio

n
of

a
si

te
w

hi
ch

is
lik

el
y

to
re

su
lt

in
ha

rm
to

th
e

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

of
a

de
si

gn
at

ed
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
t

(a
s

is
re

qu
ir

ed
by

N
PP

F,
Pa

ra
gr

ap
h

13
3

or
13

4)
.

28
M

JP
G

eb
dy

ke
s

So
un

d
T

he
fo

llo
w

in
g

de
si

gn
at

ed
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

co
ul

d
be

af
fe

ct
ed

by
th

e
pr

op
os

ed
-

11
Q

ua
rr

y,
ex

te
ns

io
n

of
th

e
ex

is
tin

g
qu

ar
ry

on
to

th
is

si
te

:
N

ea
r

M
as

ha
m

•
T

he
re

is
a

G
ra

de
II

Li
st

ed
do

ve
co

te
64

0
m

et
re

s
fr

om
th

e
ea

st
er

n
ed

ge
of

th
is

si
te

.

5



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d/
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

L
U

ns
ou

nd
•

N
or

th
er

n
ed

ge
of

M
as

ha
m

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
a

is
1.

6
km

to
th

e
so

ut
h

of
th

is
si

te
.

G
ra

de
II

Li
st

ed
Lo

w
M

ai
ns

Fa
rm

ho
us

e
li

es
ju

st
ov

er
1

km
fr

om
th

e
w

es
te

rn
ed

ge
of

th
is

si
te

•
G

ra
de

II
Li

st
ed

Lo
w

B
ur

to
n

H
al

l
lie

s
1.

2
km

fr
om

so
ut

he
rn

bo
un

da
ry

.

W
e,

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s
Se

ct
io

n
al

er
tin

g
us

er
s

to
th

e
pr

ox
im

ity
of

th
es

e
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

an
d,

in
th

e
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
Se

ct
io

n,
fo

r
pr

op
os

al
s

to
m

iti
ga

te
th

e
im

pa
ct

of
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
up

on
th

em
.

T
he

se
w

ill
m

ak
e

th
os

e
pr

ep
ar

in
g

sc
he

m
es

fo
rt

he
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t o
ft

hi
s

si
te

(a
nd

th
os

e
co

ns
id

er
in

g
th

e
ap

pr
op

ri
at

en
es

s
of

an
y

pr
op

os
al

s
w

hi
ch

do
co

m
e

fo
rw

ar
d)

aw
ar

e
of

th
e

ne
ed

to
ta

ke
ac

co
un

to
f

th
e

Pl
an

’s
Po

lic
ie

s
fo

r
th

e
hi

st
or

ic
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
nd

th
e

du
tie

s
un

de
r

th
e

Pl
an

ni
ng

(L
is

te
d

B
ui

ld
in

gs
an

d
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

as
)

A
ct

,1
99

0.
T

he
se

sh
ou

ld
he

lp
to

en
su

re
th

at
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

to
ft

hi
s

ar
ea

ta
ke

s
pl

ac
e

in
a

m
an

ne
r

w
hi

ch
w

ilt
m

in
im

iz
e

ha
rm

up
on

th
es

e
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

.

32
M

JP
La

nd
at

U
ns

ou
nd

W
e

ha
ve

co
nc

er
ns

ab
ou

t
th

e
im

pa
ct

w
hi

ch
m

in
er

al
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
in

th
is

Si
te

M
jP

2l
ei

th
er

:-

21
K

ill
er

by
lo

ca
tio

n
m

ig
ht

ha
ve

up
on

th
e

G
ra

de
II

Li
st

ed
st

ab
le

bl
oc

k
to

K
ill

er
by

H
al

l
an

d
di

sa
gr

ee
w

ith
th

e
co

nc
lu

si
on

s
in

th
e

H
er

ita
ge

Im
pa

ct
A

ss
es

sm
en

tw
hi

ch
(a

)
T

he
al

lo
ca

tio
n

sh
ou

ld
be

ac
co

m
pa

ni
es

th
e

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y
A

pp
ra

is
al

ab
ou

tt
he

de
gr

ee
of

ha
rm

th
at

th
e

de
le

te
d,

or
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t o
ft

hi
s

ar
ea

w
ou

ld
be

lik
el

y
to

ca
us

e
to

th
is

de
si

gn
at

ed
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
t.

(b
)

T
he

ex
te

nt
of

th
e

al
lo

ca
tio

n
sh

ou
ld

be
re

du
ce

d
to

a
si

ze
T

he
H

er
ita

ge
Im

pa
ct

A
ss

es
sm

en
tw

hi
ch

ac
co

m
pa

ni
es

th
e

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y
w

hi
ch

w
ou

ld
sa

fe
gu

ar
d

th
e

A
pp

ra
is

al
co

ns
id

er
s

th
at

th
is

si
te

‘f
or

m
s

on
im

po
rt

an
t p

ad
of

th
e

ag
ri

cu
ltu

ra
l

se
tti

ng
of

th
es

e
Li

st
ed

la
nd

sc
ap

e
co

nt
ex

to
[t

he
ov

er
al

l [
ar

m
/h

al
lc

om
pl

ex
, v

,h
ic

h
is

th
e

pr
im

ar
y

B
ui

ld
in

gs
,o

r
se

tti
ng

of
th

e
bu

ild
in

g”
.

If
th

at
is

th
e

ca
se

,t
he

n
th

e
lo

ss
ol

th
is

ar
ea

m
us

t,

6



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d!
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
ac

co
rd

in
g

to
th

e
sc

or
in

g
sy

st
em

fo
ra

ss
es

si
ng

th
e

m
ag

ni
tu

de
of

th
e

im
pa

ct
(c

)T
he

Pl
an

ne
ed

s
to

ex
pl

ai
n

in
th

e
H

er
ita

ge
Im

pa
ct

A
ss

es
sm

en
t,

ha
ve

a
‘M

od
er

at
e

N
eg

at
iv

e
Ef

fe
ct

”
up

on
w

ha
t

pu
bl

ic
be

ne
fi

ts
ju

st
if

y
th

e
th

at
de

si
gn

at
ed

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

t.
M

or
eo

ve
r,

it
do

es
no

t
ap

pe
ar

fr
om

th
e

A
llo

ca
tio

n
of

a
si

te
w

hi
ch

is
A

pp
ra

is
al

th
at

th
is

ha
rm

is
ca

pa
bl

e
of

m
iti

ga
tio

n
in

a
m

an
ne

r
w

hi
ch

,
its

el
f,

lik
el

y
to

re
su

lt
in

ha
rm

to
th

e
w

ou
ld

no
t

ha
rm

th
e

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

of
th

is
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

g.
si

gn
if

ic
an

ce
of

a
de

si
gn

at
ed

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

t
(a

s
is

re
qu

ir
ed

W
he

n
co

ns
id

er
in

g
th

e
im

pa
ct

of
pr

op
os

al
s

up
on

th
e

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

of
a

by
N

PP
F,

Pa
ra

gr
ap

h
13

3
or

de
si

gn
at

ed
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
t,

Pa
ra

gr
ap

h
13

2
m

ak
es

it
cl

ea
r

th
at

“g
re

at
w

ei
gh

ts
13

4)
.

sh
ou

ld
be

gi
ve

n
to

th
e

co
ns

er
va

tio
n

of
th

os
e

as
se

ts
.

In
ad

di
tio

n,
th

er
e

is
a

re
qu

ir
em

en
t

un
de

r 5
66

of
th

e
Pl

an
ni

ng
(L

is
te

d
B

ui
ld

in
gs

an
d

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
as

)
A

ct
th

at
“s

pe
ci

al
re

ga
rd

”
sh

ou
ld

be
ha

d
to

th
e

de
si

ra
bi

lit
y

of
pr

es
er

vi
ng

Li
st

ed
B

ui
ld

in
gs

or
th

ei
r

se
tti

ng
or

an
y

fe
at

ur
es

of
sp

ec
ia

l
ar

ch
ite

ct
ur

al
or

hi
st

or
ic

in
te

re
st

w
hi

ch
th

ey
po

ss
es

s.

T
he

re
fo

re
,

an
al

lo
ca

tio
n

w
hi

ch
w

ou
ld

be
lik

el
y

to
re

su
lt

in
ha

rm
to

an
el

em
en

t
w

hi
ch

co
nt

ri
bu

te
s

to
th

e
si

gn
if

ic
an

ce
of

a
nu

m
be

r
of

a
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

g
in

its
vi

ci
ni

ty
is

co
nt

ra
ry

to
bo

th
th

e
pr

ov
is

io
ns

of
th

e
N

PP
F

an
d

to
th

e
st

at
ut

or
y

re
qu

ir
em

en
ts

se
t

ou
t

in
th

e
19

90
A

ct
.

In
vi

ew
of

th
e

fa
ct

th
at

th
e

ha
rm

to
th

is
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

g
is

in
ca

pa
bl

e
of

ef
fe

ct
iv

e
m

iti
ga

tio
n

,e
it

he
r:

(a
)

T
he

al
lo

ca
tio

n
sh

ou
ld

be
de

le
te

d,
or

(b
)

T
he

ex
te

nt
of

th
e

al
lo

ca
tio

n
sh

ou
ld

be
re

du
ce

d
to

a
si

ze
w

hi
ch

w
ou

ld
sa

fe
gu

ar
d

th
e

se
tti

ng
of

th
es

e
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

gs
, o

r

(c
)

T
he

Pl
an

ne
ed

s
to

ex
pl

ai
n

w
ha

t
pu

bl
ic

be
ne

fi
ts

ju
st

if
y

th
e

A
llo

ca
tio

n
of

a
si

te
w

hi
ch

is
lik

el
y

to
re

su
lt

in
ha

rm
to

th
e

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

of
a

de
si

gn
at

ed
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
t

(a
s

is
re

qu
ir

ed
by

N
PP

F,
Pa

ra
gr

ap
h

13
3

or

7



A
pp

en
di

x
I

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d!
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
23

4)
.

36
M

JP
La

nd
to

U
ns

ou
nd

W
e

ha
ve

si
gn

if
ic

an
tc

on
ce

rn
s

ab
ou

t
th

e
im

pa
ct

w
hi

ch
m

in
er

al
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
Si

te
M

JP
17

ei
th

er
:

17
so

ut
h

of
of

th
is

si
te

m
ig

ht
ha

ve
up

on
th

e
si

gn
if

ic
an

ce
of

th
e

G
ra

de
II

Li
st

ed
B

ui
ld

in
gs

C
at

te
ri

ck
at

Gy
ll

H
al

la
nd

R
ud

d
H

al
l.

(a
)

T
he

al
lo

ca
tio

n
sh

ou
ld

be
de

le
te

d,
or

T
he

H
er

ita
ge

Im
pa

ct
A

ss
es

sm
en

tw
hi

ch
ac

co
m

pa
ni

es
th

e
Su

st
ai

na
bi

lit
y

A
pp

ra
is

al
co

ns
id

er
s

th
at

th
is

si
te

“f
or

m
s

an
im

po
rt

an
tp

ar
to

ft
he

ag
ri

cu
ltu

ra
l

(b
)

T
he

ex
te

nt
of

th
e

al
lo

ca
tio

n
la

nd
sc

ap
e

co
nt

ex
t”

of
R

ud
d

H
al

l
an

d
pa

rt
of

“t
he

w
id

er
og

ri
cu

ltu
ra

l
sh

ou
ld

be
re

du
ce

d
to

a
si

ze
la

nd
sc

ap
e

(w
hi

ch
)

is
al

so
im

po
rt

an
tt

o
th

e
se

tti
ng

”
of

Gy
ll

Ha
lL

A
s

a
re

su
lt,

w
hi

ch
w

ou
ld

sa
fe

gu
ar

d
th

e
th

e
H

er
ita

ge
Im

pa
ct

A
ss

es
sm

en
t

co
ns

id
er

s
th

at
th

e
lo

ss
of

th
is

si
te

an
d

its
se

tti
ng

of
th

es
e

Li
st

ed
su

bs
eq

ue
nt

de
ve

lo
pm

en
tf

or
m

in
er

al
s

ex
tr

ac
tio

n
w

ou
ld

be
lik

el
y

to
ha

ve
a

B
ui

ld
in

gs
,o

r
“m

od
er

at
el

yn
eg

at
iv

e
ef

fe
ct

”
on

th
e

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

of
th

e
bo

th
th

es
e

Li
st

ed
B

ui
ld

in
gs

.
It

do
es

no
ta

pp
ea

r
fr

om
th

e
A

pp
ra

is
al

th
at

th
is

ha
rm

is
ca

pa
bl

e
of

(c
)T

he
Pl

an
ne

ed
s

to
ex

pl
ai

n
m

iti
ga

tio
n

in
a

m
an

ne
r

w
hi

ch
,

its
el

f,
w

ou
ld

no
t

ha
rm

th
e

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

of
w

ha
t

pu
bl

ic
be

ne
fi

ts
ju

st
if

y
th

e
th

es
e

de
si

gn
at

ed
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

.
A

llo
ca

tio
n

of
-a

si
te

w
hi

ch
is

lik
el

y
to

re
su

lt
in

ha
rm

to
th

e
W

he
n

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

im
pa

ct
of

pr
op

os
al

s
up

on
th

e
si

gn
if

ic
an

ce
of

a
de

si
gn

at
ed

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

t,
Pa

ra
gr

ap
h

13
2

m
ak

es
it

cl
ea

r
th

at
“g

re
at

w
ei

gh
t”

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

of
a

de
si

gn
at

ed

sh
ou

ld
be

gi
ve

n
to

th
e

co
ns

er
va

tio
n

of
th

os
e

as
se

ts
.

In
ad

di
tio

n,
th

er
e

is
a

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

t
(a

s
is

re
qu

ir
ed

re
qu

ir
em

en
t

un
de

r
56

6
of

th
e

Pl
an

ni
ng

(L
is

te
d

B
ui

ld
in

gs
an

d
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

by
N

PP
F,

Pa
ra

gr
ap

h
13

3
or

A
re

as
)

A
ct

th
at

“s
pe

ci
al

re
ga

rd
”

sh
ou

ld
be

ha
d

to
th

e
de

si
ra

bi
lit

y
of

13
4)

.
pr

es
er

vi
ng

Li
st

ed
B

ui
ld

in
gs

or
th

ei
r

se
tti

ng
or

an
y

fe
at

ur
es

of
sp

ec
ia

l
ar

ch
ite

ct
ur

al
or

hi
st

or
ic

in
te

re
st

w
hi

ch
th

ey
po

ss
es

s.

T
he

re
fo

re
, a

n
al

lo
ca

tio
n

w
hi

ch
w

ou
ld

be
lik

el
y

to
re

su
lt

in
ha

rm
to

an
el

em
en

tw
hi

ch
co

nt
ri

bu
te

s
to

th
e

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

of
a

nu
m

be
r

of
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

gs
in

its
vi

ci
ni

ty
is

co
nt

ra
ry

to
bo

th
th

e
pr

ov
is

io
ns

of
th

e
N

PP
F

an
d

to
th

e
st

at
ut

or
y

re
qu

ir
em

en
ts

se
t

ou
t

in
th

e
19

90
A

ct
.

8



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d/
C

om
m

en
ts

su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
In

vi
ew

of
th

e
fa

ct
th

at
th

e
ha

rm
to

th
es

e
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

gs
se

em
s

in
ca

pa
bl

e
of

ef
fe

ct
iv

e
m

iti
ga

tio
n,

ei
th

er
:

(a
)

T
he

al
lo

ca
tio

n
sh

ou
ld

be
de

le
te

d,
or

(b
)

T
he

ex
te

nt
of

th
e

al
lo

ca
tio

n
sh

ou
ld

be
re

du
ce

d
to

a
si

ze
w

hi
ch

w
ou

ld
sa

fe
gu

ar
d

th
e

se
tti

ng
of

th
es

e
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

gs
,o

r

(c
)

T
he

Pl
an

ne
ed

s
to

ex
pl

ai
n

w
ha

t
pu

bl
ic

be
ne

fi
ts

ju
st

if
y

th
e

A
llo

ca
tio

n
of

a
si

te
w

hi
ch

is
lik

el
y

to
re

su
lt

in
ha

rm
to

th
e

si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

of
a

de
si

gn
at

ed
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
t

(a
s

is
re

qu
ir

ed
by

N
PP

F,
Pa

ra
gr

ap
h

13
3

or
13

4)
.

40
M

JP
R

ip
on

So
un

d
H

is
to

ri
c

E
ng

la
nd

w
as

in
vo

lv
ed

in
di

sc
us

si
on

s
re

ga
rd

in
g

th
e

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n

fo
r

14
Q

ua
rr

y,
m

in
er

al
ex

tr
ac

tio
n

fr
om

th
is

si
te

w
hi

ch
is

cu
rr

en
tly

aw
ai

tin
g

de
te

rm
in

at
io

n.

N
or

th
In

ou
r

re
sp

on
se

,
w

e
co

m
m

en
te

d
th

at
w

e
co

nc
ur

re
d

w
ith

th
e

co
nc

lu
si

on
s

of

St
I

E
nv

ir
on

m
en

ta
l

S
ta

te
m

en
t

re
ga

rd
in

g
th

e
po

te
nt

ia
l

im
pa

ct
w

hi
ch

m
in

er
al

am
ey

ex
tr

ac
tio

n
m

ig
ht

ha
ve

on
th

e
se

tti
ng

of
N

or
to

n
C

on
ye

rs
ho

us
e

an
d

its
pa

rk
an

d
ga

rd
en

an
d

th
at

th
er

e
is

lik
el

y
to

be
lim

ite
d

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
po

te
nt

ia
l

ac
ro

ss
th

e
ex

tr
ac

tio
n

ar
ea

.W
hi

ls
tt

he
re

w
er

e
lik

el
y

to
be

si
gn

if
ic

an
td

ep
os

it
s

in
th

e
ar

ea
pr

op
os

ed
fo

rt
op

so
il

st
or

ag
e,

un
de

rt
ha

t
sc

he
m

e,
th

es
e

w
er

e
ex

cl
ud

ed
fr

om
an

y
di

re
ct

im
pa

ct
s.

T
he

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n

in
cl

ud
ed

pr
op

os
al

s
fo

r
tr

ee
pl

an
tin

g
al

on
g

th
e

ed
ge

of
th

e
qu

ar
ry

si
te

an
d

w
ith

in
th

e
R

eg
is

te
re

d
Pa

rk
.S

ub
je

ct
to

th
is

la
nd

sc
ap

in
g

be
in

g
un

de
rt

ak
en

w
e

co
ns

id
er

ed
th

at
th

er
e

w
ou

ld
be

no
lo

ng
-t

er
m

im
pa

ct
up

on
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

in
its

vi
ci

ni
ty

.

W
e,

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s
Se

ct
io

n
al

er
tin

g
us

er
s

to
th

e
pr

ox
im

ity
of

th
es

e
as

se
ts

an
d,

in
th

e
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
Se

ct
io

n,
th

e
ne

ed
fo

rp
ro

po
sa

ls
to

m
iti

ga
te

th
e

im
pa

ct
of

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
tu

po
n

th
em

.

9



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d!
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e

Pa
ge

Re
f.

U
ns

ou
nd

If
th

e
cu

rr
en

tA
pp

lic
at

io
n

is
no

t
ap

pr
ov

ed
, t

he
se

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
al

te
rn

at
iv

e
sc

he
m

es
fo

rt
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d)
aw

ar
e

of
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
t

of
th

e
Pl

an
’s

Po
lic

ie
s

fo
rt

he
hi

st
or

ic
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t
an

d
th

e
du

tie
s

un
de

r
th

e
Pl

an
ni

ng
(L

is
te

d
B

ui
ld

in
gs

an
d

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
as

)
A

ct
,

19
90

.T
he

se
sh

ou
ld

he
lp

to
en

su
re

th
at

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
ar

ea
ta

ke
s

pl
ac

e
in

a
m

an
ne

r
w

hi
ch

w
ill

m
in

im
iz

e
ha

rm
up

on
th

es
e

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

ts
.

44
M

JP
P

ot
ga

te
So

un
d

T
he

re
ar

e
a

nu
m

be
ro

f
de

si
gn

at
ed

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

ts
in

th
e

vi
ci

ni
ty

of
th

is
si

te

10
Q

ua
rr

y,
in

cl
ud

in
g:

N
or

th
•

T
he

G
ra

de
II’

Li
st

ed
St

ai
nl

ey
H

al
lw

hi
ch

lie
s

53
0

m
et

re
s

fr
om

th
e

ea
st

er
n

St
ai

nl
ey

bo
un

da
ry

of
th

is
ar

ea
•

Fr
ia

rs
H

ur
st

, a
G

ra
de

II
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

g
w

hi
ch

lie
s

ju
st

27
0

m
et

re
s

fr
om

th
e

no
rt

he
rn

ed
ge

of
th

is
si

te
.

•
A

gr
ou

p
of

fo
ur

G
ra

de
II

Li
st

ed
B

ui
ld

in
gs

ar
ou

nd
O

ld
Sl

en
in

gf
or

d
H

al
l,

th
e

ne
ar

es
t

be
in

g
65

0
m

et
re

s
fr

om
th

e
w

es
te

rn
ed

ge
of

th
is

si
te

.
•

A
gr

ou
p

of
G

ra
de

II
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

gs
at

Sl
en

in
gf

or
d

Pa
rk

th
e

ne
ar

es
t

be
in

g
52

0
m

et
re

s
to

th
e

no
rt

h
of

th
e

si
te

.

W
e,

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s
Se

ct
io

n
al

er
tin

g
us

er
s

to
th

e
pr

ox
im

ity
of

th
is

bu
ild

in
g

an
d

th
e

ot
he

r
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

in
th

e
vi

ci
ni

ty
of

th
is

si
te

an
d,

in
th

e
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
Se

ct
io

n,
th

e
ne

ed
fo

r p
ro

po
sa

ls
to

m
iti

ga
te

th
e

im
pa

ct
of

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

up
on

th
em

.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

rt
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
to

f
th

is
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d)
aw

ar
e

of
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
to

ft
he

Pl
an

’s
Po

lic
ie

s
fo

r
th

e
hi

st
or

ic
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t
an

d
th

e
du

tie
s

un
de

rt
he

Pl
an

ni
ng

(L
is

te
d

10



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

L
oc

at
io

n
S

ou
nd

!
C

om
m

en
ts

S
ug

ge
st

ed
C

ha
ng

e
P

ag
e

Re
f.

U
ns

ou
nd

B
ui

ld
in

gs
an

d
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

as
)

A
ct

,
19

90
.

It
sh

ou
ld

he
lp

to
en

su
re

th
at

th
e

de
ve

L
op

m
en

t
of

th
is

ar
ea

ta
k

es
pl

ac
e

in
a

m
an

ne
r

w
hi

ch
wi

LL
m

in
im

iz
e

ha
rm

up
on

th
es

e
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

.

48
W

JP
O

8
A

lle
rt

on
S

ou
nd

T
he

re
ar

e
a

nu
m

be
r

of
d

es
ig

n
at

ed
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

w
hi

ch
co

ul
d

be
af

fe
ct

ed

Pa
rk

,
ne

ar
by

th
e

pr
op

os
ed

d
ev

el
o
p
m

en
t

on
th

is
si

te
:

K
n

ar
es

bo
ro

ug
h

•
T

hi
s

si
te

lie
s

to
th

e
no

rt
h

of
an

d
in

cl
ud

es
pa

rt
of

th
e

G
ra

de
II

hi
st

or
ic

P
ar

k
an

d
G

ar
de

n
of

A
ll

er
to

n
Pa

rk
.

T
hi

s
la

n
d

sc
ap

e
in

cl
ud

es
th

e
G

ra
de

I
L

is
te

d
M

an
si

on
,

an
d

th
e

G
ra

de
II’

L
is

te
d

C
hu

rc
h

of
St

M
ar

y
an

d
th

e
T

em
pl

e
of

V
ic

to
ry

.
•

T
he

G
ra

de
ll

T
em

pl
e

of
V

ic
to

ry
lie

s
82

0
m

et
re

s
fr

om
th

e
si

te
’s

so
ut

he
rn

bo
un

da
ry

•
T

he
bo

un
da

ry
of

C
on

ey
th

or
pe

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
a

lie
s

1.
1

km
to

th
e

w
es

t
of

th
is

si
te

W
e,

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s
Se

ct
io

n
al

er
tin

g
us

er
s

to
th

e
pr

ox
im

ity
of

th
es

e
as

se
ts

an
d,

in
th

e
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
Se

ct
io

n,
th

e
ne

ed
fo

r
pr

op
os

al
s

to
m

iti
ga

te
th

e
im

pa
ct

of
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
up

on
th

em
,

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

rt
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d)
aw

ar
e

of
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
t o

ft
he

Pl
an

’s
Po

lic
ie

s
fo

r
th

e
hi

st
or

ic
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t
an

d
th

e
du

tie
s

un
de

rt
he

Pl
an

ni
ng

(L
is

te
d

B
ui

ld
in

gs
an

d
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

as
)

A
ct

, 1
99

0.
It

sh
ou

ld
he

lp
to

en
su

re
th

at
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
of

th
is

ar
ea

ta
ke

s
pl

ac
e

in
a

m
an

ne
r

w
hi

ch
w

ill
m

in
im

iz
e

ha
rm

up
on

th
es

e
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

.

58
M

JP
Se

ttr
in

g-
So

un
d

T
he

re
ar

e
a

nu
m

be
r

of
de

si
gn

at
ed

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

ts
w

hi
ch

co
ul

d
be

af
fe

ct
ed

11



A
pp

en
di

x
Si

te
Lo

ca
tio

n
So

un
d!

C
om

m
en

ts
Su

gg
es

te
d

C
ha

ng
e

Pa
ge

Re
f.

U
ns

ou
nd

08
ro

n
Q

ua
rr

y,
by

th
e

pr
op

os
ed

de
ve

lo
pm

en
to

n
th

is
si

te
;

S
et

tr
in

g
•

Tw
o

G
ra

de
II

Li
st

ed
B

ui
ld

in
gs

(S
et

tr
in

gt
on

G
ra

ng
e

Fa
rm

ho
us

e
an

d
th

e
to

n
fa

rm
bu

ild
in

gs
to

th
e

no
rt

h)
lie

w
ith

in
36

0
m

et
re

s
of

th
e

ea
st

er
n

bo
un

da
ry

of
th

is
si

te
.

.
T

he
bo

un
da

ry
of

Se
ttr

in
gt

on
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

a,
w

hi
ch

ha
s

nu
m

er
ou

s
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

gs
in

cl
ud

in
g

th
e

G
ra

de
11*

Li
st

ed
C

hu
rc

h
of

Al
lS

ai
nt

s
an

d
th

e
R

id
in

g
Sc

ho
ol

lie
s

75
0

m
et

re
s

fr
om

th
e

ea
st

er
n

ed
ge

of
th

is
si

te
.

W
e,

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s
Se

ct
io

n
al

er
tin

g
us

er
s

to
th

e
pr

ox
im

ity
of

th
es

e
as

se
ts

an
d,

in
th

e
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
Se

ct
io

n,
th

e
ne

ed
fo

r
pr

op
os

al
s

to
m

iti
ga

te
th

e
im

pa
ct

of
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

tu
po

n
th

em
.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

r t
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d)
aw

ar
e

of
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
t

of
th

e
Pl

an
’s

Po
lic

ie
s

fo
r

th
e

hi
st

or
ic

en
vi

ro
nm

en
t

an
d

th
e

du
tie

s
un

de
r

th
e

Pl
an

ni
ng

(L
is

te
d

B
ui

ld
in

gs
an

d
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

as
)

A
ct

,
19

90
.

It
sh

ou
ld

he
lp

to
en

su
re

th
at

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
ar

ea
ta

ke
s

pl
ac

e
in

a
m

an
ne

rw
hi

ch
w

ill
m

in
im

iz
e

ha
rm

up
on

th
es

e
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

.

62
M

JP
W

es
t

So
un

d
T

he
re

is
a

hi
gh

lik
el

ih
oo

d
of

im
po

rt
an

t
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

ic
al

re
m

ai
ns

in
th

is
ar

ea

30
H

es
le

rt
on

so
m

e
of

w
hi

ch
m

ay
,p

ot
en

tia
lly

,b
e

of
na

tio
na

l
im

po
rt

an
ce

. T
he

V
al

e
of

Q
ua

rr
y

Pi
ck

er
in

g
ar

ea
ex

hi
bi

ts
ev

id
en

ce
of

co
nt

in
ui

ng
hu

m
an

ha
bi

ta
tio

n
an

d
ac

tiv
ity

fr
om

th
e

ea
rl

y
pr

eh
is

to
ri

c
pe

ri
od

s
th

ro
ug

h
th

e
R

om
an

pe
ri

od
,

an
d

up
to

th
e

pr
es

en
t

da
y.

T
he

bu
ri

ed
pr

eh
is

to
ri

c
la

nd
sc

ap
es

an
d

th
e

un
iq

ue
,

co
nt

in
uo

us
‘l

ad
de

r”
se

tt
le

m
en

ts
ar

e
an

ex
tr

ao
rd

in
ar

y
su

rv
iv

al
of

hu
m

an
ac

tiv
ity

on
a

la
nd

sc
ap

e
sc

al
e,

pr
es

er
ve

d
be

ne
at

h
th

ic
k

sa
nd

-b
lo

w
n

de
po

si
ts

ac
ro

ss
th

e
V

al
e.

12



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d!
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
W

e,
w

el
co

m
e

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

th
e

re
fe

re
nc

e
w

ith
in

th
e

K
ey

Se
ns

iti
vi

tie
s

Se
ct

io
n

al
er

tin
g

us
er

s
to

th
e

pr
ox

im
ity

of
th

es
e

as
se

ts
an

d,
in

th
e

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

Se
ct

io
n,

th
e

ne
ed

fo
ra

n
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

ic
al

as
se

ss
m

en
t

an
d

fo
r

pr
op

os
al

s
to

m
iti

ga
te

th
e

im
pa

ct
of

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

up
on

th
em

.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

rt
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t o

ft
hi

s
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d)
aw

ar
e

of
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
t

of
th

e
Pl

an
’s

Po
lic

ie
s

fo
r

th
e

hi
st

or
ic

en
vi

ro
nm

en
t.

It
sh

ou
ld

he
lp

to
en

su
re

th
at

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
ar

ea
ta

ke
s

pl
ac

e
in

a
m

an
ne

r
w

hi
ch

w
ill

m
in

im
iz

e
ha

rm
up

on
th

es
e

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

ts
.

65
M

JP
B

ro
w

s
So

un
d

W
e

su
pp

or
tt

he
al

lo
ca

tio
n

of
th

is
si

te
as

a
Pr

ef
er

re
d

A
re

a
fo

rt
he

su
pp

ly
of

63
Q

ua
rr

y,
B

ui
ld

in
g

St
on

e.
St

on
e

fr
om

th
e

ad
ja

ce
nt

si
te

ha
s

be
en

us
ed

fo
rt

he

Y
or

k
R

oa
d

co
ns

tr
uc

tio
n

of
a

nu
m

be
r

of
im

po
rt

an
t

bu
ild

in
gs

in
th

e
lo

ca
la

re
a

an
d

th
e

‘
m

at
er

ia
lf

ro
m

th
is

si
te

w
ou

ld
he

lp
th

e
m

ai
nt

en
an

ce
an

d
re

pa
ir

of
th

e
M

al
to

n
-

he
nt

ag
e

as
se

ts
in

th
e

lo
ca

l
ar

ea
69

W
JP

15
Se

am
er

So
un

d
Th

is
si

te
lie

s
ap

pr
ox

im
at

el
y

55
0

m
et

re
s

fr
om

th
e

bo
un

da
ry

of
th

e
Sc

he
du

le
d

-

C
ar

r,
M

on
um

en
to

ft
he

St
ar

C
ar

r
Ea

rly
M

es
ol

ith
ic

se
tt

le
m

en
ts

ite
,

E
as

tf
ie

ld
,

-

5
-

W
e,

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s
ca

r
Se

ct
io

n
al

er
tin

g
us

er
s

to
th

e
pr

ox
im

ity
of

th
is

m
on

um
en

t
an

d,
in

th
e

bo
ro

ug
h

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

Se
ct

io
n,

th
e

ne
ed

fo
r

pr
op

os
al

s
to

m
iti

ga
te

th
e

im
pa

ct
of

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

up
on

th
em

.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

rt
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d)
aw

ar
e

of
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
to

f t
he

Pl
an

’s
Po

lic
ie

s
fo

r
th

e
hi

st
or

ic
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t.
It

sh
ou

ld
he

lp
to

en
su

re
th

at
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
of

th
is

ar
ea

ta
ke

s
pl

ac
e

in
a

m
an

ne
r

w
hi

ch
w

ill
m

in
im

iz
e

ha
rm

up
on

th
is

13



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d!
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
77

im
po

ft
an

t
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
t

77
M

JP
La

nd
So

un
d

T
he

Es
cr

ic
k

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
a

(w
hi

ch
co

nt
ai

ns
a

nu
m

be
r

of
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

gs
-

55
ad

ja
ce

nt
to

in
cl

ud
in

g
th

e
G

ra
de

11*
Li

st
ed

Es
cr

ic
k

Pa
rk

an
d

th
e

C
oa

ch
H

ou
se

an
d

fo
rm

er
St

ab
le

s)
.l

ie
s

le
ss

th
an

50
0

m
et

re
s

fr
om

th
e

no
rt

h-
ea

st
er

n
ex

te
nt

of
th

is
si

te
.

Es
cr

ic
k

W
e,

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s
br

ic
kw

or
ks

Se
ct

io
n

al
er

tin
g

us
er

s
to

th
e

pr
ox

im
ity

of
th

es
e

as
se

ts
an

d,
in

th
e

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

Se
ct

io
n,

th
e

ne
ed

fo
r

pr
op

os
al

s
to

m
iti

ga
te

th
e

im
pa

ct
of

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

up
on

th
em

.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

rt
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d)
aw

ar
e

of
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
to

ft
he

Pl
an

’s
Po

lic
ie

s
fo

r
th

e
hi

st
or

ic
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
nd

th
e

du
tie

s
un

de
rt

he
Pl

an
ni

ng
(L

is
te

d
B

ui
ld

in
gs

an
d

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
as

)
A

ct
,1

99
0.

It
sh

ou
ld

he
lp

to
en

su
re

th
at

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
to

ft
hi

s
ar

ea
ta

ke
s

pl
ac

e
in

a
m

an
ne

r
w

hi
ch

w
ill

m
in

im
iz

e
ha

rm
up

on
th

es
e

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

ts
.

84
M

JP
W

en
t

Ed
ge

So
un

d
T

he
re

ar
e

a
nu

m
be

r
of

de
si

gn
at

ed
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

w
hi

ch
co

ul
d

be
af

fe
ct

ed
29

Q
ua

rr
y

ne
ar

by
th

e
pr

op
os

ed
de

ve
lo

pm
en

to
n

th
is

si
te

:
Ki

rk
Sm

ea
to

n
•

T
he

bo
un

da
ry

of
W

en
tb

ri
dg

e
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

a
lie

s
70

0
m

et
re

s
to

th
e

w
es

to
ft

hi
s

si
te

•
W

en
tb

ri
dg

e
V

ia
du

ct
(4

70
m

et
re

s
to

th
e

w
es

to
ft

hi
s

si
te

)
is

a
G

ra
de

II
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

g.

W
e,

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s
Se

ct
io

n
al

er
tin

g
us

er
s

to
th

e
pr

ox
im

ity
of

th
es

e
as

se
ts

an
d,

in
th

e
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
Se

ct
io

n,
th

e
ne

ed
fo

rp
ro

po
sa

ls
to

m
iti

ga
te

th
e

im
pa

ct
of

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
tu

po
n

th
em

.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

rt
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
si

te

14



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d!
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d)
aw

ar
e

of
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
to

ft
he

Pl
an

’s
Po

lic
ie

s
fo

r
th

e
hi

st
or

ic
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
nd

th
e

du
tie

s
un

de
r

th
e

Pl
an

ni
ng

(L
is

te
d

B
ui

ld
in

gs
an

d
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

as
)

A
ct

,1
99

0.
It

sh
ou

ld
he

lp
to

en
su

re
th

at
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

to
ft

hi
s

ar
ea

ta
ke

s
pl

ac
e

in
a

m
an

ne
r

w
hi

ch
w

ill
m

in
im

iz
e

ha
rm

up
on

th
es

e
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

.
88

M
JP

Ja
ck

da
w

So
un

d
T

he
re

ar
ea

nu
m

be
ro

ld
es

ig
na

te
d

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

ts
w

hi
ch

co
ul

d
be

af
fe

ct
ed

23
C

ra
g

W
es

t,
by

th
e

pr
op

os
ed

de
ve

lo
pm

en
to

n
th

is
si

te
:

Su
tto

n
•

Th
is

si
te

lie
s

1.
6

km
fr

om
th

e
no

rt
he

rn
ed

ge
of

th
e

R
eg

is
te

re
d

B
at

tle
fi

el
d

at
T

ow
to

n.
.

T
he

re
ar

e
se

ve
ra

l
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

g
ar

ou
nd

H
az

le
w

oo
d

C
as

tle
(1

.6
km

to
th

e
so

ut
h-

w
es

t
of

th
is

ar
ea

)
in

cl
ud

in
g

th
e

G
ra

de
IL

is
te

d
H

az
ie

w
oo

d
C

as
tle

an
d

th
e

R
om

an
C

at
ho

lic
C

ha
pe

l
of

St
L

eo
na

rd

W
e,

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s
—

Se
ct

io
n

al
er

tin
g

us
er

s
to

th
e

pr
ox

im
ity

of
th

es
e

as
se

ts
an

d,
in

th
e

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

Se
ct

io
n,

th
e

ne
ed

fo
rp

ro
po

sa
ls

to
m

iti
ga

te
th

e
im

pa
ct

of
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

tu
po

n
th

em
.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

rt
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
to

ft
hi

s
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d)
aw

ar
e

of
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
to

ft
he

Pl
an

’s
Po

lic
ie

s
fo

r
th

e
hi

st
or

ic
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t
an

d
th

e
du

tie
s

un
de

rt
he

Pl
an

ni
ng

(L
is

te
d

B
ui

ld
in

gs
an

d
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

as
)

A
ct

,1
99

0.
It

sh
ou

ld
he

lp
to

en
su

re
th

at
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
of

th
is

ar
ea

ta
ke

s
pl

ac
e

in
a

m
an

ne
r

w
hi

ch
w

ill
m

in
im

iz
e

ha
rm

up
on

th
es

e
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

.
92

M
JP

H
en

sa
ll

So
un

d
T

he
re

ar
e

tw
o

G
ra

de
II’

Li
st

ed
B

ui
ld

in
gs

(T
he

R
ed

H
ou

se
an

d
th

e
C

hu
rc

h
of

22
Q

ua
rr

y
St

Pa
ul

)
67

0
m

et
re

s
to

th
e

w
es

to
ft

hi
s

si
te

w
hi

ch
co

ul
d

be
af

fe
ct

ed
by

th
e

pr
op

os
ed

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t.

15



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d!
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
W

e,
w

el
co

m
e

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

th
e

re
fe

re
nc

e
w

ith
in

th
e

K
ey

Se
ns

iti
vi

tie
s

Se
ct

io
n

al
er

tin
g

us
er

s
to

th
e

pr
ox

im
ity

of
th

es
e

as
se

ts
an

d,
in

th
e

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

Se
ct

io
n,

th
e

ne
ed

fo
r

pr
op

os
al

s
to

m
iti

ga
te

th
e

im
pa

ct
ol

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

up
on

th
em

.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

r t
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
to

ft
hi

s
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

C
on

si
de

ri
ng

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d)
aw

ar
e

ol
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
to

ft
he

Pl
an

’s
Po

lic
ie

s
fo

r
th

e
hi

st
or

ic
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t
an

d
th

e
du

tie
s

un
de

r t
he

Pl
an

ni
ng

(L
is

te
d

B
ui

ld
in

gs
an

d
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

as
)

A
ct

,1
99

0.
It

sh
ou

ld
he

lp
to

en
su

re
th

at
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

to
ft

hi
s

ar
ea

ta
ke

s
pl

ac
e

in
a

m
an

ne
r

w
hi

ch
w

ill
m

in
im

iz
e

ha
rm

up
on

th
es

e
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

.
11

9
W

JP
La

nd
So

un
d

T
he

Es
cr

ic
k

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
a

(w
hi

ch
co

nt
ai

ns
a

nu
m

be
r

of
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

gs
-

06
ad

ja
ce

nt
to

in
cl

ud
in

g
th

e
G

ra
de

11*
Li

st
ed

Es
cr

ic
k

Pa
rk

an
d

th
e

C
oa

ch
H

ou
se

an
d

fo
rm

er
St

ab
le

s)
.

lie
s

le
ss

th
an

50
0

m
et

re
s

fr
om

th
e

no
rt

h-
ea

st
er

n
ex

te
nt

of
th

is
si

te
.

Es
cr

ic
k

W
e,

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s
br

ic
kw

or
ks

Se
ct

io
n

al
er

tin
g

us
er

s
to

th
e

pr
ox

im
ity

of
th

es
e

as
se

ts
an

d,
in

th
e

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

Se
ct

io
n,

th
e

ne
ed

fo
r

pr
op

os
al

s
to

m
iti

ga
te

th
e

im
pa

ct
of

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
tu

po
n

th
en

,.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
b
r

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
to

ft
hi

s
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d)
aw

ar
e

of
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
to

f t
he

Pl
an

’s
Po

lic
ie

s
fo

r
th

e
hi

st
or

ic
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
nd

th
e

du
tie

s
un

de
r

th
e

Pl
an

ni
ng

(L
is

te
d

B
ui

ld
in

gs
an

d
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

as
)

A
ct

,1
99

0.
It

sh
ou

ld
he

lp
to

en
su

re
th

at
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

to
ft

hi
s

ar
ea

ta
ke

s
pl

ac
e

in
a

m
an

ne
rw

hi
ch

wi
ll

m
in

im
iz

e
ha

rm
up

on
th

es
e

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

ts
.

12
2

W
JP

21
B

ro
th

er
to

n
So

un
d

Th
is

pr
op

os
al

co
ul

d
st

er
ili

se
a

po
te

nt
ia

l
so

ur
ce

of
st

on
e

fo
rt

he
fu

tu
re

re
pa

ir
-

Q
ua

rr
y,

of
Y

or
k

M
in

st
er

.
T

he
re

fo
re

w
e

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
re

qu
ir

em
en

t
th

at
th

e
si

te
sh

ou
ld

be
ge

ol
og

ic
al

ly
/p

et
ro

-g
ra

ph
ic

al
ly

su
rv

ey
ed

,i
n

or
de

r
to

as
se

ss
th

e
qu

al
ity

of

16



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d!
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
B

ur
to

n
th

e
re

m
ai

ni
ng

st
on

e,
be

lo
re

an
y

fu
rt

he
r

m
ul

lin
g

is
pe

rm
itt

ed
.

Sa
lm

on

13
4

W
JP

19
Fa

rir
fie

ld
So

un
d

T
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
ar

ea
co

ul
d,

po
te

nt
ia

lly
, i

m
pa

ct
on

vi
ev

vs
fr

om
R

oa
d,

W
hi

tb
y

H
ea

dl
an

d.
W

hi
tb

y
W

e,
w

el
co

m
e

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

th
e

re
fe

re
nc

e
w

ith
in

th
e

K
ey

Se
ns

iti
vi

tie
s

Se
ct

io
n

al
er

tin
g

us
er

s
to

th
e

pr
ox

im
ity

of
th

es
e

as
se

ts
an

d,
in

th
e

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

Se
ct

io
n,

th
e

ne
ed

fo
r

pr
op

os
al

s
to

m
iti

ga
te

th
e

im
pa

ct
of

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

up
on

th
em

.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

r t
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d)
aw

ar
e

of
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
t

of
th

e
P

la
ns

Po
lic

ie
s

fo
r

th
e

hi
st

or
ic

en
vi

ro
nm

en
t a

nd
th

e
du

tie
s

un
de

r
th

e
Pl

an
ni

ng
(L

is
te

d
B

ui
ld

in
gs

an
d

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
as

)
A

ct
,1

99
0.

It
sh

ou
ld

he
lp

to
en

su
re

th
at

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
ar

ea
ta

ke
s

pl
ac

e
in

a
m

an
ne

r
w

hi
ch

w
ill

m
in

im
iz

e
ha

rm
up

on
th

es
e

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

ts
.

13
7

M
JP

Fi
el

d
to

th
e

So
un

d
U

pp
er

Po
pp

le
to

n
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

a,
w

hi
ch

lie
s

1.
2

km
to

th
e

ea
st

of
th

is

52
no

rt
h

of
si

te
, c

ou
ld

be
af

fe
ct

ed
by

th
is

pr
op

os
al

. A
s

it
al

so
lie

s
in

th
e

Y
or

k
G

re
en

B
el

t,

D
ut

to
ns

it
co

ul
d

al
so

im
pa

ct
up

on
el

em
en

ts
w

hi
ch

co
nt

ri
bu

te
to

th
e

sp
ec

ia
l

ch
ar

ac
te

r
an

d
se

tti
ng

of
th

e
hi

st
or

ic
Ci

ty
.

Fa
rm

,

U
pp

er
W

e,
w

el
co

m
e

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

th
e

re
fe

re
nc

e
w

ith
in

th
e

K
ey

Se
ns

iti
vi

tie
s

Po
pp

le
to

n
Se

ct
io

n
al

er
tin

g
us

er
s

to
th

e
pr

ox
im

ity
of

th
e

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
a

an
d

th
e

fa
ct

th
at

th
e

si
te

lie
s

w
ith

in
th

e
Y

or
k

G
re

en
B

el
t a

nd
,

in
th

e
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
Se

ct
io

n,
th

e
ne

ed
fo

r
pr

op
os

al
s

to
m

iti
ga

te
th

e
im

pa
ct

oI
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t u
po

n
th

em
.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

rt
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

17



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d!
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
co

m
e

fo
rw

ar
d)

aw
ar

e
of

th
e

ne
ed

to
ta

ke
ac

co
un

to
ft

he
Pl

an
’s

Po
lic

ie
s

fo
r

th
e

hi
st

or
ic

en
vi

ro
nm

en
t

an
d

th
e

du
tie

s
un

de
r

th
e

Pl
an

ni
ng

(L
is

te
d

B
ui

ld
in

gs
an

d
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

as
)

A
ct

,1
99

0.
It

sh
ou

ld
he

lp
to

en
su

re
th

at
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
of

th
is

ar
ea

ta
ke

s
pl

ac
e

in
a

m
an

ne
rw

hi
ch

w
ill

m
in

im
iz

e
ha

rm
up

on
th

es
e

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

ts
.

14
4

W
JP

05
Fi

el
d

to
th

e
So

un
d

U
pp

er
Po

pp
le

to
n

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
a,

w
hi

ch
lie

s
1.

2
km

to
th

e
ea

st
of

th
is

no
rt

h
of

si
te

, c
ou

ld
be

af
fe

ct
ed

by
th

is
pr

op
os

al
.A

s
it

al
so

lie
s

in
th

e
Y

or
k

G
re

en
B

el
t,

D
ut

to
ns

it
co

ul
d

al
so

im
pa

ct
up

on
el

em
en

ts
w

hi
ch

co
nt

ri
bu

te
to

th
e

sp
ec

ia
l

ch
ar

ac
te

r
an

d
se

tti
ng

of
th

e
hi

st
or

ic
Ci

ty
.

Fa
rm

,

U
pp

er
W

e,
w

el
co

m
e

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

th
e

re
fe

re
nc

e
w

ith
in

th
e

K
ey

Se
ns

iti
vi

tie
s

Po
pp

le
to

n
Se

ct
io

n
al

er
tin

g
us

er
s

to
th

e
pr

ox
im

ity
of

th
e

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
a

an
d

th
e

fa
ct

th
at

th
e

si
te

lie
s

w
ith

in
th

e
Y

or
k

G
re

en
B

el
ta

nd
,

in
th

e
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
Se

ct
io

n,
th

e
ne

ed
fo

rp
ro

po
sa

ls
to

m
iti

ga
te

th
e

im
pa

ct
of

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

up
on

th
em

.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

rt
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d)
aw

ar
e

of
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
to

f
th

e
Pl

an
’s

Po
lic

ie
s

fo
r

th
e

hi
st

or
ic

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

nd
th

e
du

tie
s

un
de

r
th

e
Pl

an
ni

ng
(L

is
te

d
B

ui
ld

in
gs

an
d

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
as

)
A

ct
,1

99
0.

It
sh

ou
ld

he
lp

to
en

su
re

th
at

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
to

ft
hi

s
ar

ea
ta

ke
s

pl
ac

e
in

a
m

an
ne

r
w

hi
ch

w
ill

m
in

im
iz

e
ha

rm
up

on
th

es
e

he
ri

ta
ge

as
se

ts
.

14
7

W
JP

H
ar

ew
oo

d
So

un
d

T
he

re
ar

e
a

nu
m

be
r

of
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

gs
in

R
uf

fo
rth

vi
lla

ge
w

hi
ch

m
ay

,

11
W

hi
n,

po
te

nt
ia

lly
be

af
fe

ct
ed

by
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
on

th
is

si
te

.
Th

e
si

te
al

so
lie

s
w

ith
in

R
uf

fo
rth

th
e

Y
or

k
G

re
en

B
el

t.

W
e,

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s
Se

ct
io

n
al

er
tin

g
us

er
s

to
th

e
pr

ox
im

ity
of

th
e

th
es

e
as

se
ts

an
d

th
e

fa
ct

th
at

th
e

si
te

lie
s

w
ith

in
th

e
Y

or
k

G
re

en
B

el
ta

nd
,

in
th

e
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

18



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d/
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

Se
ct

io
n,

th
e

ne
ed

fo
rp

ro
po

sa
ls

to
m

iti
ga

te
th

e
im

pa
ct

of
th

e
de

ve
bp

m
en

tu
po

n
th

em
.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

r t
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

co
m

e
fo

rw
ar

d)
aw

ar
e

of
th

e
ne

ed
to

ta
ke

ac
co

un
to

ft
he

Pl
an

’s
Po

lic
ie

s
fo

r
th

e
hi

st
or

ic
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t
an

d
th

e
du

tie
s

un
de

rt
he

Pl
an

ni
ng

(L
is

te
d

B
ui

ld
in

gs
an

d
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

as
)

A
ct

, 1
99

0,
It

sh
ou

ld
he

lp
to

en
su

re
th

at
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
of

th
is

ar
ea

ta
ke

s
pl

ac
e

in
a

m
an

ne
r

w
hi

ch
w

ill
m

in
im

iz
e

ha
rm

up
on

th
es

e
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

.
15

2
A

re
a

of
A

re
a

of
So

un
d

A
s

th
e

Pl
an

no
te

s,
th

er
e

ar
e

a
co

ns
id

er
ab

le
nu

m
be

r
of

de
si

gn
at

ed
he

ri
ta

ge
Se

ar
ch

Se
ar

ch
A

as
se

ts
in

an
d

ar
ou

nd
th

is
ar

ea
in

cl
ud

in
g

a
co

up
le

of
Sc

he
du

le
d

M
on

um
en

ts
A

to
th

e
ea

st
of

th
e

R
iv

er
Sw

al
e.

W
e,

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s
—

Se
ct

io
n

al
er

tin
g

us
er

s
to

th
e

pr
ox

im
ity

of
th

e
th

es
e

as
se

ts
an

d,
in

th
e

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

Se
ct

io
n,

th
e

ne
ed

fo
r

pr
op

os
al

s
to

m
iti

ga
te

th
e

im
pa

ct
of

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

up
on

th
em

.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

rt
he

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

is
si

te
(a

nd
th

os
e

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

ap
pr

op
ri

at
en

es
s

of
an

y
pr

op
os

al
s

w
hi

ch
do

‘
co

m
e

fo
rw

ar
d)

aw
ar

e
of

th
e

ne
ed

to
ta

ke
ac

co
un

to
ft

he
Pl

an
’s

Po
lic

ie
s

fo
r

th
e

hi
st

or
ic

en
vi

ro
nm

en
t a

nd
th

e
du

tie
s

un
de

r t
he

Pl
an

ni
ng

(L
is

te
d

B
ui

ld
in

gs
an

d
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

as
)

A
ct

19
90

.I
ts

ho
ul

d
he

lp
to

en
su

re
th

at
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

to
f

th
is

ar
ea

ta
ke

s
pl

ac
e

in
a

m
an

ne
r

w
hi

ch
w

ill
m

in
im

iz
e

ha
rm

up
on

th
es

e
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

.
15

4
A

re
a

of
A

re
a

of
So

un
d

As
th

e
Pl

an
no

te
s,

th
er

e
ar

e
a

co
ns

id
er

ab
le

nu
m

be
ro

fd
es

ig
na

te
d

he
ri

ta
ge

Se
ar

ch
Se

ar
ch

C
as

se
ts

in
an

d
ar

ou
nd

th
is

ar
ea

in
cl

ud
in

g
th

e
Fa

rn
ha

m
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n

A
re

a
C

an
d

se
ve

ra
l

hi
gh

-G
ra

de
Li

st
ed

B
ui

ld
in

gs
.

W
e,

w
el

co
m

e
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
re

fe
re

nc
e

w
ith

in
th

e
K

ey
Se

ns
iti

vi
tie

s

19



A
pp

en
di

x
1

Si
te

Lo
ca

tio
n

So
un

d!
C

om
m

en
ts

Su
gg

es
te

d
C

ha
ng

e
Pa

ge
Re

f.
U

ns
ou

nd
Se

ct
io

n
al

er
tin

g
us

er
s

to
th

e
pr

ox
im

ity
of

th
es

e
as

se
ts

an
d,

in
th

e
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

R
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
Se

ct
io

n,
th

e
ne

ed
[o

rp
ro

po
sa

ls
to

m
iti

ga
te

th
e

im
pa

ct
of

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
tu

po
n

th
em

.

Th
is

w
ill

m
ak

e
th

os
e

pr
ep

ar
in

g
sc

he
m

es
fo

r
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
of

th
is

si
te

(a
nd

th
os

e
co

ns
id

er
in

g
th

e
ap

pr
op

ri
at

en
es

s
of

an
y

pr
op

os
al

s
w

hi
ch

do
co

m
e

lo
rw

ar
d)

aw
ar

e
of

th
e

ne
ed

to
ta

ke
ac

co
un

to
ft

he
Pl

an
’s

Po
lic

ie
s

fo
r

th
e

hi
st

or
ic

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

nd
th

e
du

tie
s

un
de

r
th

e
Pl

an
ni

ng
(L

is
te

d
B

ui
ld

in
gs

an
d

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
A

re
as

)
A

ct
,1

99
0.

It
sh

ou
ld

he
lp

to
en

su
re

th
at

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
to

ft
hi

s
ar

ea
ta

ke
s

pl
ac

e
in

a
m

an
ne

rw
hi

ch
wi

ll
m

in
im

iz
e

ha
rm

up
on

th
es

e
he

ri
ta

ge
as

se
ts

.

20



Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team, Our Ref: HD/P5069/23
Planning Services, Your Ret:
North Yorkshire County Council,
County Hall,
NORTHALLERTON Telephone: 01904 601977
DL7 8AH Mobile: 0797 4312960

30 November2016

Dear Sirs,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication Draft Sustainability Report

Thank you for consulting Historic England about the Sustainability Appraisal Report of the
Publication Draft of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. On the whole, we would broadly agree
with the conclusions in the document regarding the likely significant effects which the
Policies and proposals of the Plan would be likely to have upon the historic environment.
Where there is Likely to be an adverse effect, we would concur with the mitigation measures
which have been suggested.

Heritage Impact Assessment Supporting Paper

In terms of the proposed Allocations, we welcome the production of the Heritage Impact
Assessment. Although, as you can see from our comments, below, we have a number of
reservations about certain aspects of that document, on the whole it does provide a good
evaluation of the potential impact which the development of the sites to which we expressed
particular concerns in the last iteration of the Plan might have upon the historic environment.

The only aspects of the document where we do not agree are as follows:

Page Section Comments
4 Table 1 Grade II Listed Buildings are of National importance. Therefore, they

should be in the ‘High” column
5 Table 3 and 4 In order to evaluate the significance of the impact, it would have been

helpful to have included an additional Table which had ‘Magnitude of
Impact” (Tables 3 and 4) on one axis and “Value of Heritage Assets”
(Tables 1 and 2) on the other. This would have helped to flag-up that,
for example, harm to a Grade II’ Listed Building would be likely to be
more of a concern than harm to a Grade II Listed Building.

1



Page Section Comments I
13 Appendix 4 The Heritage mpact Assessment which accompanies the

(MJP1T Sustainability Appraisal considers that this site “forms an important
part of the agricultural landscape context” of Rudd HaH and part of “the
wider agricultural landscape (which) is also important to the setting” of
Gyll Hall. As a result, the Heritage Impact Assessment considers that
the loss of this site and its subsequent development for minerats
extraction would be likely to have a ‘moderateLy negative effect” on
the significance of the both these Listed Buildings.

If complete restoration of the landscape is unlikely to be possible, then
the harm identified to the significance of these assets post excavation
is not capable of effective mitigation.

As a result, both the extraction of the mineral and the restoration is
likely to harm the setting of these Listed Buildings. Therefore, the only
effective mitigation measure either:

(a) The allocation should be deleted, or

(b) The extent of the allocation should be reduced to a size which
would safeguard the setting of these Listed Buildings, or

(c) The Plan needs to explain what public benefits justify the Allocation
of a site which is likely to result in harm to the significance of a
designated heritage asset (as is required by NPPF, Paragraph 133 or
134).

23 Appendix 5 The Heritage Impact Assessment which accompanies the
(MJP21) Sustainability Appraisal considers that this site “forms an important

port of the agricultural landscape context of the overall farm/hall
compla which is the primory setting of”the Grade II Listed stable block
to Killerby Hall. If that is the case, then the loss of this area must,
according to the scoring system for assessing the magnitude of the
impact in the Heritage Impact Assessment, have a “Moderate Negative
Effect” upon that designated heritage asset.

If complete restoration of the landscape is unlikely to be possible, then
the harm identified to the significance of these assets post excavation
is not capable of effective mitigation.

As a result, both the extraction of the mineral and the restoration is
likely to harm the setting of these Listed Buildings. Therefore, the only
effective mitigation measure either:
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Page Section Comments F
(a) The allocation should be deleted, or

(b) The extent of the allocation should be reduced to a size which
would safeguard the setting of these Listed Buildings, or

(c) The Plan needs to explain what public benef its jus:ify the Allocation
of a site which is likely :o result in harm to the significance of a
designated heritage asset (as is required by NPPF, Paragraph 133 or

________________

134).
31 Appendix 7 The Heritage Impact Assessment which accompanies the

IMJP33; Sustainabili:vAporaisal identifiesthatthe loss of this Site and its
subsequent developrent for minerals develoumrtwould be likelyto
have a ‘moderately negative effect’ on the significance of the Grade II’
Listed Buildings at KirkDy Fleetham. Underthe appraisal syMem setout
in the Heritage Impact Assessment, this is the second-highest level of
harm to an asset which is considered to be of the second-highest Value
(i.e. this harm is at the upper end o’ the spectrum of harm and,
therefore, is a significant sustainabilty issue in terms of the h.storic
environ menU

If complete res:oraton of the landscape is unlikely to oe possible, then
the harm identified to the significance of these assets post excavation
is not capable of effec:ive mitigaton.

As a resut, zoth the extraction of the mineral and the restoration is
likely to harm the setting of these Usted Buldings. Therefore, the oniy
efrectve mitigation measure either:

(a) The allocation should be deleted, or

(b) The extent of the allocation should be reduced to a size which
would safeguard the setting of these Listed Buildings, or

(c) The P[an needs to explain what public benefits justify the Allocation
of a site which is likely to result in harm to the significance of a
designated heritage asset (as is required by NPPF, Paragraph 133 or

_________ _______________

134).

If necessary, the above considerations also need to be reflected in the respective Tables in
the main Sustainability Appraisal

Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided by you
with your letter correspondence received on 13th November, 2015. To avoid any doubt, this
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does not affect our obligation to provide fLrther advice and, potentially, object to specific
proposals which may subsequently arise (either as a result of this consultation or in later
versions of the Plan) where we consider that, despite the SA/SEA, these would have an
adverse effect upon the historic environment.

If you have any queries about this matter or would like to discuss anything further, please do
not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully,

Ian Smith
Historic Environment Plannirg Adviser (Yorkshire)
e-maiL ans.mithCenpIish-heri:aewwi;
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North Yorkshire County Council 
Minerals and Waste Planning Unit 
County Hall 
Northallerton 
North Yorkshire 
DL7 8AH 
       
    
 
           21 December 2016 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN PUBLICATION STAGE CONSULTATION  
 
Thank you for consulting us on the North Yorkshire County Council, City of York 
Council and North York Moors National Park Authority Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan (‘MWJP’) publication draft. We have the following comments to make: 
 
I refer to our preferred options consultation response dated 27th January 2016 in 
which the Environment Agency (EA) highlighted that our main concern related to 
insufficient consideration of the plan’s obligations under the Water Framework 
Directive. 
 
We are satisfied that this concern has been addressed in the publication draft 
version of the plan (see further details below) and that the comments that we raised 
at the preferred options stage have been taken into consideration. Therefore, insofar 
as the matters under our remit are concerned, we consider the MWJP to be 
positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.   
 
Further comments 
 
We would like to take this opportunity to provide you with some further comments 
that may be helpful to you. Please note that the comments below are 
recommendations only; we do not consider them to affect the soundness of the plan.  
 
Chapter 5: Minerals – Hydrocarbons (oil and gas) 
 
Figure 13, p 79 
 
The text box in the flow chart that currently states ‘Environment Agency issues 
environmental permit’ should be amended to say ‘Environment Agency determines 
environmental permit’. 
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Paragraph 5.116 
 
With regard to the second sentence of this paragraph, we would like to clarify that 
the responsibility for giving final consent for drilling lies with the Oil and Gas Authority 
(OGA) rather than DBEIS. 
 
Chapter 9: Development Management 
 
Policy D09: Water Environment  
 
We are pleased to see that part 2 of policy D09 has been amended to make it clear 
that development which would lead to an unacceptable risk of pollution, or harmful 
disturbance to groundwater flow, will not be permitted. This amendment ensures 
greater consistency with Environment Agency guidance, specifically ‘Groundwater 
protection: Principles and practice (GP3), August 2013’ and ensures a greater level 
of protection for surface and groundwater. 
 
We are also pleased to see that part three of policy D09 has been amended in line 
with our suggestion at the preferred options stage, in order to clarify that all sources 
of flooding must be considered. We would however point out that the second 
reference to groundwater in the last sentence of part 3 of this policy needs to be 
removed: 
 
‘(i.e. surface and groundwater flooding and groundwater flooding from rivers and 
coastal waters)’ 
 
We suggest that this text is amended to read: 
 
‘(i.e. flooding from surface water, groundwater, rivers or coastal waters)’. 
 
In our response to the preferred options consultation (dated 27th January 2016) we 
highlighted concerns regarding the plan’s minimal reference to the Water Framework 
Directive (WFD). We are pleased to see that the policy justification text relating to 
policy D09 has been amended to acknowledge that in addition to developers, the 
planning authorities also have an obligation under the WFD to ensure that no 
deterioration of any waterbody should take place as a result of development. We 
welcome the inclusion of clarification that the WFD covers all waterbodies including 
non-main rivers, lakes and groundwater. We are satisfied that the policy justification 
text now clearly states that, where appropriate mitigation cannot be provided to 
prevent deterioration of surface water or groundwater bodies, the development 
would be contrary to the objectives of the WFD and should not therefore be 
permitted. 
 
We would however suggest that the second to last sentence of paragraph 9.71 is 
amended as the second part of the sentence is currently unclear. We suggest that 
this sentence should read: 
 
‘Supporting the achievement of water body objectives outlined in River Basin 
Management Plans and their supporting documents is important in meeting 
obligations under the WFD.’ 
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Appendix 1: Allocated Sites and Areas of Search 
 
MJP33  
 
This site lies immediately adjacent to the River Swale and this is not currently listed 
as a ‘key sensitivity’ in the proforma on p.25 . Any work here must not result in any 
pollution, including sediments, entering the river from the site. The operations must 
also not impact upon the geomorphological processes of the river i.e. increase 
erosion or deposition elsewhere. This should be added to the key sensitivities and 
development requirements sections of the site proforma. 
 
Duty to Co-operate 
 
The Environment Agency is identified under Regulation 4 of the Local Planning 
Regulations 2012 with regard to the Duty to Co-operate.  This duty is detailed under 
Section 33A (1)(c) and requires local authorities and other bodies to work together to 
effectively address strategic issues. 
 
We have worked closely with the MWJP authorities during the development of the 
plan and we can advise that we consider there are no outstanding strategic issues 
raised by the MWJP which necessitate attention under the duty to co-operate. 
 
If you require any clarification or wish to discuss these comments further, please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Ms Clare Dance 
Sustainable Places – Planning Adviser 
 
Tel:  020 847 48366 
Email:  clare.dance@environment-agency.gov.uk 
 



































































 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  
 

The information on this site in Appendix 1 Allocated Sites does not include the information that the 
York to Selby Cycle Path is a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) and runs through 
the centre of the site. This provides further evidence of the value of the site for biodiversity. Given 
the sensitivities of the site there should be at least a partial restoration to nature conservation with 
a long term management plan and endowment. The restoration should focus on habitat 
connectivity in the area, with potential to connect habitat from north to south along the cycle path 
and east west along dykes and drains which run between the Ouse and Derwent. The restoration 
could potentially include ponds and wetland areas as brick ponds can be particularly valuable for 
aquatic invertebrates. This would be consistent with the NPPF paragraphs 109, and 114 
 
109. The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment by: 

● protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation 

interests and soils; 

● recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; 

● minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity 

where possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the 

overall decline in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological 

networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures; 

 

114. Local planning authorities should: 

● set out a strategic approach in their Local Plans, planning positively for the 

creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of 

biodiversity and green infrastructure; 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 

MJP55   

 x 

 x 

  

 

  Y

  Y

 

  Y

  

x 

  



Official Use Only Reference Number 
                    

 

 
4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 

Possible site aftercare on page 78 at present states: 

“No detailed design available yet, but would be back to 

agriculture at or near original ground levels” 

 

Could be changed to: 

“Detailed designs should include partial restoration to nature conservation, potentially including ponds 

and wetland areas so that habitat is connected up in the area.” 

 

The section: 

“Key Sensitivities identified by Site Assessment 

· Ecological issues, including impacts on: Skipwith Common SAC site and SSSI, Heron 

Wood SINC and ancient woodland, trees, protected species, potential habitats” 

 

Changed to: 

“· Ecological issues, including impacts on: Skipwith Common SAC site and SSSI, Heron 

Wood SINC, the York to Selby Cycle path SINC and ancient woodland, trees, protected species, potential 

habitats” 

 
                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
All responses received will be considered and any information provided  

will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 
 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

x  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

2. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

Shale gas extraction is said to be valuable: 
“as part of a transition towards use of lower carbon energy sources”. This is then linked to policy 
D11 which is about reducing carbon dioxide emissions. 
 
Although there are some opinions that shale gas could be seen as a bridge to a lower carbon 
economy this is definitely not a well supported conclusion. Recent research at Cornell University 
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/ese3.35/pdf has shown that increases in fugitive 
methane emissions due to shale gas extraction could negate any carbon emission reductions from 
using shale gas. The investment in shale gas extraction technology and infrastructure could also 
delay transition to a lower carbon economy by delaying investment in renewable energy 
infrastructure and carbon reduction technologies. 
 
Using less carbon energy sources is part of a wider objective of combating global climate change,  
Natural gas is a fossil fuel and during exploration, production, transportation, post production (all 
possible phases and beyond) there is potential for methane leakage, a much more potent gas 
than CO2 which can far greater effects on climate change. It is essential to look at life cycle 
comparison of source not just at the point of combustion. 
 
The authority cannot imply that by permitting shale gas extraction there will be a reduction in UK 
carbon emissions. The extraction of hydrocarbons which are at present locked into shale cannot 
be seen as part of a progression towards a lower carbon economy. 
 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 

5.106   

 x 

 x 

x  

 

  Y

  Y

 

  Y

  

x 

  



Official Use Only Reference Number 
                    

 

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
Leaving out the phrase “as part of a transition towards use of lower carbon energy sources” and 
the footnote. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date:  

 

 

 

 

 

x  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

3. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The sentence: 
 
“Once the rock has been fractured some fluid returns to the surface (known as flow-back) and this 
will require disposal or recycling in accordance with the required environmental permits” 
 
The sentence does not include the information that flow-back fluid can also contain hazardous 
chemicals which have been dissolved from the shale and brought back to the surface. See 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/research/newsalert/pdf/chemical_composition_of_frac
king_wastewater_404na4_en.pdf for example, a brief paper produced for the European Union. 
Due to the potentially hazardous nature of flow-back fluids the authority will need to be particularly 
aware of the importance of avoiding spills and ensuring safe disposal. Impacts on wildlife and 
biodiversity can be severe. 
 
“typically 98-99% of the liquid is water, small quantities of chemicals are often added” 
 
98-99% needs to be defined clearly. The statement is meaningless without context. 1-2% appears 
to be a small amount but if the total volume of fracking fluid is large the amounts of chemicals will 
also be large. Also chemicals are ALWAYS added, to fracking fluid. By using the word “often” this 
implies that at times no chemicals will be used which is incorrect. 
Also in this paragraph it is important to know the likely quantities to be recycled and quantities to 
be disposed of, this is surely a very important part of planning for expansion in shale gas 
extraction – sites, road traffic, infrastructure will all be required to collect, treat and dispose of 
fracking fluid. The extra development will have implications for the local population and for 
biodiversity and wildlife.  
 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 

5.109   

 x 

 x 

x  

 

  Y

  Y

 

  Y

  

x 

  



Official Use Only Reference Number 
                    

 

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
Expand the sentence “Once the rock has been fractured some fluid, also potentially 
contaminated with hydrocarbons and radioactive compounds, returns to the surface (known 
as flow-back) and this will require disposal or recycling in accordance with the required 
environmental permits”. Added phrase in bold. 
 
“typically 98-99% of the liquid is water, small quantities of chemicals are often added” 
This sentence needs to be put in context as to what quantities of chemicals are expected 
otherwise the authority cannot plan for their correct disposal. 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

4. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The Trust supports the overall intention in the policy to ensure a net gain for biodiversity. It is essential 

that there is consistency in measuring whether there is actually a net gain for biodiversity. Without 

accurate reporting prior to development and consistent measuring of impacts there could be long drawn 

out discussions based on opposing opinions and no net gain in biodiversity.  

 

A consistent standard of ecological survey must be required for mineral sites in order to ensure that there 

is an objective baseline so that impacts on biodiversity are correctly assessed and net gains can be shown. 

The Trust would recommend that BS42020 is quoted as being the standard expected by the authority for 

ecological surveys.  

 

In order to objectively assess net ecological impacts and therefore achieve net gains in biodiversity, as 

required by the NPPF, it is vital that a fair, robust mechanism for measuring these impacts is applied. To 

ensure they are consistently quantified, the application of the DEFRA and NE endorsed Biodiversity Impact 

Assessment Calculator (or an agreed updated version) will be required for all development with negative 

impacts on biodiversity.  

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 

 D07  
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4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 

The addition of the following paragraphs would clarify the policy: 

 

To ensure they are consistently quantified, the application of the DEFRA and NE endorsed Biodiversity 

Impact Assessment Calculator (or as updated) will be required for all development with negative impacts 

on biodiversity. Proposals will be expected to show a net gain in ecological units following development. 

 
Ecological impacts will be quantified by utilising the Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator (BIAC). 

Development must demonstrate a net gain in ecological units. Ecological information must be supplied in 

accordance with BS 42020 2013 (or an updated version). 

 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

5. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  
 

It is important when creating habitat networks that the habitats created are valuable and 
appropriate to the area. The habitats created should be “habitats of principle importance” see 
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-5706 which can connect to similar areas of habitat. For example in 
the River Swale corridor wetland restoration will be very valuable and will link with neighbouring 
habitat, woodland would not be so valuable. However for magnesian limestone quarries 
restoration to the rare magnesian limestone grassland with appropriate management will be the 
most valuable restoration. A study into targeting mineral site restoration by Golder Associates 
carried out for the Yorkshire and Humber Biodiversity Forum in 2009 showed how appropriate 
restorations could be carried out. Appropriate habitats are also mentioned in the background 
information for the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust Living Landscapes.  
 
The Trust supports the restoration of mineral sites to nature conservation objectives. In order to 
ensure that net gains for biodiversity are indeed obtained the Trust would like to see similar 
improvements to the policy as suggested for Policy D 07. 
 
It is essential that there is consistency in measuring whether there is actually a net gain for 
biodiversity. Without accurate reporting prior to development and consistent measuring of impacts 
there could be long drawn out discussions based on opposing opinions and no actual net gain in 
biodiversity.  
 
A consistent standard of ecological survey must be required for mineral sites in order to ensure 
that there is an objective baseline so that impacts on biodiversity are correctly assessed and net 
gains can be shown. The Trust would recommend that BS42020 is quoted as being the standard 
expected by the authority for ecological surveys.  
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In order to objectively assess net ecological impacts and therefore achieve net gains in 
biodiversity, as required by NPPF, it is vital that a fair, robust mechanism for measuring these 
impacts is applied. To ensure they are consistently quantified, the application of the DEFRA and 
NE endorsed Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator (or an agreed updated version) will be 
required for all developments providing net gains for biodiversity. 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

Point viii 
Promoting the delivery of significant net gains for biodiversity and the establishment of a coherent 
and resilient ecological network, based on contributing, where practicable, towards established 
objectives including the creation of Biodiversity Action Plan habitats, and seeking to deliver 
benefits at a landscape scale; 
 
To be replaced with: 
 
Promoting the delivery of significant net gains for biodiversity and the establishment of a coherent 
and resilient ecological network, based on contributing, where practicable, towards established 
objectives including the creation of habitats of principle importance, appropriate to the local 
area and seeking to deliver benefits at a landscape scale; 
 
The addition of the following to point viii; 
 
To ensure they are consistently quantified, the application of the DEFRA and NE endorsed 
Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator (or as updated) will be required for all development 
with negative impacts on biodiversity. Proposals will be expected to show a net gain in ecological 
units following development. 
 
Ecological impacts will be quantified by utilising the Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator 
(BIAC). Development must demonstrate a net gain in ecological units. Ecological information must 
be supplied in accordance with BS 42020 2013 (or an updated version). 
 



 

 
                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  
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Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

6. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The development of a large quarry located within the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust’s Living Landscape 
for the Swale Washlands, close to a number of Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation and 
the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust’s reserve at Swale Lakes SSSI provides many opportunities to 
connect up habitat. To be consistent with the NPPF the Trust would expect this to be flagged up in 
the site assessment. 
 
The Yorkshire Wildlife Trust would be happy to work with the quarry developers to ensure that 
maximum gains for wildlife are obtained for the area. 

MJP 21   

 x 

 x 

x  

 

  Y

  Y

 

  Y

  

 

x 



 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
The addition of the phrase in bold to the Development Requirements for the site: 
 
An appropriate restoration scheme using opportunities for habitat creation and connectivity and 
providing gains for biodiversity, but which is also appropriate to location within a birdstrike 
safeguarding zone 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  
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Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

7. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The development of a large quarry located close to the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust’s Living Landscape 
for the Swale Washlands, close to a number of Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation and 
the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust’s reserve at Swale Lakes SSSI provides opportunities to connect up 
habitat and enhance biodiversity. To be consistent with the NPPF the Trust would expect this to 
be flagged up in the site assessment. 
 
The Yorkshire Wildlife Trust would be happy to work with the quarry developers to ensure that 
maximum gains for wildlife are obtained for the area. 

MJP17   
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                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
The addition of the phrase in bold to the Development Requirements for the site: 
 
“An appropriate restoration scheme using opportunities for habitat creation and connectivity and 
providing gains for biodiversity, but which is also appropriate to location within a birdstrike 
safeguarding zone” 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  
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Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

8. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The site is immediately adjacent to the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust’s reserve Burton Riggs which is 
also a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation, Burton Riggs Gravel Pitts. The site is also in 
the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust’s Living Landscape for Cayton and Flixton Carrs. The restoration of 
the site should provide habitat which connects to Burton Riggs reserve and enhances the Cayton 
Flixton Carrs area. 
 
The Yorkshire Wildlife Trust will be happy to comment on and help with suggested restoration 
schemes. 
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                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
The “Key Sensitivities identified by Site Assessment”, and “Development requirements identified 
through Site Assessment and Consultation process” need to include the information about Burton 
Riggs nature reserve. Suggested changes in bold: 
 
“Ecological issues, including impacts on: drains linked to the River Hertford SINC, the Burton 
Riggs nature reserve and SINC, protected species, potential habitats” 
 
“Mitigation of ecological issues, in particular with regard to avoiding impacts on drains linked to the 
River Hertford SINC, Burton Riggs reserve and SINC, and protected species” 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  
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Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

9. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The comments are the same as for site MJP55: 
The information on this site in Appendix 1 Allocated Sites does not include the information that the 
York to Selby Cycle Path is a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) and runs through 
the centre of the site. This provides further evidence of the value of the site for biodiversity. Given 
the sensitivities of the site there should be at least a partial restoration to nature conservation with 
a long term management plan and endowment. The restoration should focus on habitat 
connectivity in the area, with potential to connect habitat from north to south along the cycle path 
and east west along dykes and drains which run between the Ouse and Derwent. The restoration 
could potentially include ponds and wetland areas, as brick ponds can be particularly valuable for 
aquatic invertebrates and other wildlife. This would be consistent with the NPPF paragraphs 109, 
and 114. 
 
109. The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment by: 

● protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation 

interests and soils; 

● recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; 

● minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity 

where possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the 

overall decline in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological 

networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures; 

 

114. Local planning authorities should: 

● set out a strategic approach in their Local Plans, planning positively for the 

creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of 

biodiversity and green infrastructure; 

WJP 06   
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                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

Possible site aftercare on page 78 at present states: 

“No detailed design available yet, but would be back to 

agriculture at or near original ground levels” 

 

Changed to: 

“Detailed designs should include partial restoration to nature conservation, potentially including ponds 

and wetland areas so that habitat is connected up in the area.” 

 

The section: 

“Key Sensitivities identified by Site Assessment 

· Ecological issues, including impacts on: Skipwith Common SAC site and SSSI, Heron 

Wood SINC and ancient woodland, trees, protected species, potential habitats” 

 

Changed to: 

“· Ecological issues, including impacts on: Skipwith Common SAC site and SSSI, Heron 

Wood SINC, the York to Selby Cycle path SINC and ancient woodland, trees, protected species, potential 

habitats” 
                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

x  
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Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

10. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No          
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The Key Sensitivities identified by Site Assessment does not include that part of the site is a SINC 
“North Selby Mine” designated by CYC. This information needs to be included in Development 
requirements identified through Site Assessment and Consultation processes to ensure that the 
SINC is protected in future developments. 
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                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
Change the phrase in “Development requirements identified through Site Assessment and 
Consultation processes” from: 
 
“Mitigation of ecological issues, in particular with regard to Spring Wood SINC and protected 
species” 
 
To: 
 
“Mitigation of ecological issues, in particular with regard to Spring Wood SINC, North Selby Mine  
and protected species” 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  



Official Use Only Reference Number 
                    

 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
 
  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

11. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The phrase: 
“There are three main phases of onshore hydrocarbon development identified in national planning 
guidance: exploration, appraisal and production,” 
 
Appears not to include post development issues. It is vital that well abandonment and site 
restoration is part of the joint development plan. The authority must be certain that methane leaks 
and any impacts on surface and groundwater from deteriorating infrastructure are covered in the 
plan. 
 
A recent report within the last few days by the US Environmental Protection Agency has 
concluded that there are potential problems with impacts on water quality at all stages of the shale 
gas extraction process. The report can be accessed at 
https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/hfstudy/recordisplay.cfm?deid=332990  

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
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 x 
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4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
The phrase: 
“There are three main phases of onshore hydrocarbon development identified in national planning 
guidance: exploration, appraisal and production,” 
 
Needs to be amended to: 
 
“There are three main phases of onshore hydrocarbon development identified in national planning 
guidance: exploration, appraisal production, post production and well abandonment” 
 
The post production and well abandonment then needs to be covered in the following supporting 
text. 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

12. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

This paragraph does not give sufficient detail as to the standards which will be required for noise 
and vibration. What are the tolerance levels for noise, vibration and where are these standards 
set? Will the standards be UK levels, or EU levels? Are these standards the same for the 
countryside and for a city? (i.e. are existing background/baseline levels of noise etc accounted 
for). How is is an acceptable level set? What is the process for deciding on an appropriate location 
and what are the criteria for this? Without answers to these questions there is potential for very 
troubling impacts in the area and loss of biodiversity due to disturbance. 
Road traffic increases will have significant impacts on noise and emissions and at present there is 
very little knowledge of what these impacts may be. See  Goodman, P. S., Galatioto, F., Thorpe, 
N., Namdeo, A. K., Davies, R. J. & Bird, R. N. (2016) Investigating the traffic-related environmental 
impacts of hydraulic-fracturing (fracking) operations. Environment International, 89–90, 248-260 
and at https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26922565 which models potential impacts. 
 
 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
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Official Use Only Reference Number 
                    

 

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
More detail is required on how acceptable noise and vibration levels will be set either within this 
paragraph or in Policies M17 and M18. 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

 
  

x  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

13. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No             
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

The paragraph implies that there are no health concerns as Public Health England considers there 
will not be significant risks to health. 
 
“Whilst Public Health England has indicated that it does not consider that a properly 
regulated industry would be likely to give rise to significant risks to health,” 
 
Recent research see Werneret al 2015, Environmental health impacts of unconventional natural 
gas development: A review of the current strength of evidence. Science of The Total Environment, 
505(0), 1127-1141 and at 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00489697/vsi/106KSJ994CT  
 
It is important that the authority thoroughly considers the potential impacts of shale gas extraction 
and does not expose residents to risk. North Yorkshire needs to learn from the impact of shale gas 
extraction in the US. 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
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4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
The phrase: 
 
“Whilst Public Health England has indicated that it does not consider that a properly 
regulated industry would be likely to give rise to significant risks to health,” 
 
Should not be included. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:  
 

Date: 

x  



 

Publication stage Response form - Part B  
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation  
Name or Organisation : 
 

Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 

Please mark with an x as appropriate 

 

14. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?  
 

Paragraph No./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.  
 

                   Policy No.                     Policies Map  

 

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is :  
 
2.(1) Legally compliant  
 
2.(2) Sound  
 

 
       Yes                  
 
       Yes  

 
    No  
 
    No  

   (2a)  Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an 
x one element of soundness per response form). 

 
Positively Prepared        Yes             No              Justified                                     Yes            No             
 
Effective                         Yes             No             Consistent with National Policy   Yes           No          
 
2 (3) Complies with the     
Duty to co-operate                       Yes                                     No 
                                                                                                                                     

 
3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally 
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible.  If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.  

Policy M18 needs to cover the importance of baseline data for air and water quality as without this 
it will be impossible to monitor the impacts of hydrocarbon extraction developments. See Jackson, 
R. B., Vengosh, A., Carey, J. W., Davies, R. J., Darrah, T. H., O'Sullivan, F. & Pétron, G. (2014) 
The Environmental Costs and Benefits of Fracking. Annual Review of Environment and 
Resources, 39(1), 327-362. 
 
M18 point ii does not mention that there is more risk of seismic events from reinjection techniques. 
See Keranen et al 2014 https://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/70137863 for information on 
wastewater injection techniques causing earthquakes in Oklahoma. 
 
The authority will need to be extremely confident that reinjection does not have unacceptable 
seismic impacts. 

                                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 

And 5.116 M18  
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 x 
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4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint 
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where 
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is 
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the 
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
Policy M18 needs a phrase such as: 
 
Baseline air quality and surface and ground water quality data is required before any drilling 
operations commence. 
 
Point ii should have the addition of: 
 
As reinjection techniques have been shown to cause seismic events the authority will only give 
permission for this if the applicants can show to the satisfaction of the authority that these will not 
occur. Accurate monitoring will be essential and if seismic events do occur reinjection of waste 
water will cease. 
 
 

                                                                                                                    (continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 
based on the origional representation at publication stage. 
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on 
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 
 
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
oral part of the examination? 

 

   No, I do not wish to participate              Yes, I wish to participate 
  at the oral examination  at the oral examination 

 
6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this 
to be necessary: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 

All responses received will be considered and any information provided  
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed. 

 

Signature:                     

Date: 

 
 
 

x  
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November 9 .2016,th

Dear reader.

Minerals & Waste Plan - Consultation thereon.

Thank you for keeping me advised as ‘discussions / disagreements’ continued.

A big item that disturbs me is the ‘forced’ closure of some of the quarries local to the places where their 
product is needed / used or the outright refusal to reopen old quarries that are better placed for traffic 
movements . This results in users of quarry products have ing to travel miles to meet their needs. For instance 
around York / Malton / Pickering if you want Tarmac you have to go to Middlesbrough, Leeds or Fridaythorpe 
or Hull. This results in the excessive use of diesel & resultant pollution. The only winner is the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer with his massive Road Taxes. You shut Spaunton quarry - one of the best stones in the area & 
put 12 men out of a job.

Recently I stood at the side of the road near Hamilton House, north of the weighbridge at New Bridge Quarry 
at Pickering, Looking north at the working face I was not impressed by the quality of stone that was being 
worked. It looked worse than that from Whitewall & Fenstone. I also noticed the continuous stream of lorries 
which, after being ‘tared’, have to travel a long way to load & return to the weighbridge. This long operation 
must put 20 - 30 minutes into every load out of the quarry, who pays? But what really appalled me was the 
pollution from these slow moving lorries. Begs the question - what damage to the owner’s vehicles? Not only 
that but the vehicles too & from the quarry have pass along the narrowest part of the town which is not easy in 
the Tourist season - which aspect is being heavily promoted by another part of your offices.
The Planners declined the Planning request for a batching plant at Whitewall Quarry. When you study the 
traffic movements the decision was understandable but not necessarily agreed with. You have got to agree with 
a batching plant somewhere soon. Whereabouts will you suggest / agree to it?

No doubt a possible solution is to bring all the quarry product in by rail thus transferring the ‘ nuisance’ to 
somewhere else. But where will you put the Railhead - the best ‘possibles’ have been built on? Mind, what 
about the derelict area south of Malton Station? A new bridge south of the Station to the A64 might be ideal.

Waste disposal. Really the only answer is incineration. No matter what the ‘Greens’ say (& I admire their 
work at times) you will always get ‘contaminents’ in the wheelie bins & ‘recycleables’ will not be recycled & 
they will just go in the landfill. Old carpets & nappies are better burnt. Out of interest I enclose a copy of a 
letter I sent to the Green Party asking how to deal with certain items of rubbish. To date no reply. Most of the 
listed items should be burnt & reduce Landfill Tax payable by Councils..

I am not really in a position to comment on the West Riding quarries as I have little knowledge of their 
customers, needs or uses.

Yours faithfullv
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Dear Sir
Your letter in York Press 26/1/16 Recycling. 1

April 10th. 2016 

. vjvksv^'

Like you I would like to see ‘zero waste’. But is this really achievable? I recycle wherever & whenever 
possible. Fortunately I am able to do so easily. But there are a lot of people who no room to separate ‘waste’ 
items. A lot of small metal items, etc., end up in the ‘black’ bin - too big for the small boxes we have.
Not all of us can keep some of these listed items until such time as they can be taken to Hazel Court. Below I 
have made a list of items the recycling of which do not clearly come under the current separation of items 
listed by York council.
Bread paper waxed h > . n

Cooking fat 
Cooking oil 
Carpet plastic 

Wool
“ Underfelt 
“ Rubber 
“ Fabric

Curtains 
“ Rail 

Clothing cotton

Cycle tyres & other bits
DI Y stuff - builders bags, log bags (now that we have more wood bumers),bathroom stuff, bit of rubble, 

guttering, doors, wood 
Disposable nappies for young & old.
Feminine Sanitary products 
Foil clean 

“ Dirty 
Food wrappings 

“ Containers 
“ Greaseproof 
“ Plastic film 
“ Waste
“ Waxed paper (often from Deli’s)

Glass broken 
“ Windows 

Gardening 
“ Containers 
“ Boxes 
“ Old fence bits 
“ Seed packets
“ Plant pots
“ Compost bags

Household stuff only happens occasionally.
Metal oddments like old tools 
Metal wire off boxes 
Paint tins metal

Plastic items too large for the Recycle box (buckets, very large ‘plant’ containers,). 
Plastic ‘wire’ off boxes 
Polystyrene food containers

plastic

Plastic
Wool

Plastic



packing
And the biggest waster of all - pill wrapping. If pills were loose the container could be recycled.
Out of interest - is the waste from commercial firms in their big wheeled bins ever sorted & recycled? Me 
thinks not.
Another interesting point. When ‘recycleables’ are melted down, or whatever, how much pollution comes from 
this operation? E.G. Dirty glass jam jar. Label, glue & contents. Metal. Paint, oil & other ‘pollutants’. There 
must be quite a lot of noxious fumes emitted during meltdown! Noted these aspects are never mentioned in 
‘green’ lobbying. But seeing that the UK is the sixth largest exporter of scrap these fumes happen elsewhere - 
not our worry
I would be most interested to receive your views as to how to dispose of the above listed items. For your ease 
of replying I have enclosed a second copy of the letter for your use.
The big question. How much better would that all you designate as ‘landfill’ be better burnt thus reducing 
volume, pollution & generating heat as in C O H P? r:

Thanking you in anticipation.

Yours faithfully

i i'
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MINERAL AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (PUBLICATION STAGE) Consultation response 
 
  

TITLE  

INITIALS   

SURNAME  

ADDRESS   
 

 
 

POSTCODE  

TELEPHONE  

EMAIL  

 
I would like to be kept informed of future developments.  
 
SCOPE OF THE CONSULTATION 
 
I have previously responded to previous rounds of consultation on the Mineral and Waste Joint Plan 
(“MWJP”).  Whilst much of the plan builds on previous consultation drafts, there are substantive changes in 
Sections M16 to M18 (Key spatial principles for hydrocarbon development, Other spatial and locational 
criteria applying to hydrocarbon development and Other specific criteria applying to hydrocarbons 
development). 
 
I am concerned that these sections have not been subject to adequate consultation where consideration of 
the responders comments on the entire scope of the new material could have been taken into account by the 
Local Authority when reaching their determination on the content of the MWJP.  
 
The MWJP is a Local Plan within the meaning of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England 
Regulations (2012). Regulation 12 (Public Participation) requires a local authority to state how the public has 
been consulted. It is an established legal principle that consultation at law is engagement with the public that 
is at an early enough stage for their views to be taken into account. The restricted scope of this current round 
of consultation ( legality and soundness) means that sections M16 to M18 have not been subject to 
adequate consultation. 
 
 
M16 
 
• I strongly support that surface proposals for the exploration, appraisal and production of conventional 

hydrocarbons, involving hydraulic fracturing; the exploration for unconventional hydrocarbons, 
involving hydraulic fracturing and the appraisal and/or production of unconventional hydrocarbons 
will only be permitted where they would be outside : National Parks, AONBs, Protected Groundwater 
Source Areas, the Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying buffer 
zone, Scheduled Monuments, Registered Historic Battlefields, Grade I and ll* Registered Parks and 
Gardens, Areas which Protect the Historic Character and Setting of York, Special Protection Areas, 
Special Areas of Conservation, Ramsar sites and Sites of Special Scientific Interest. 

 
• The inclusion of a 3.5km buffer zone around National Parks and AONBs is strongly supported. 
 
 Any hydraulic fracturing within 3.5 km of these areas cannot fail to impact upon their special and 

protected qualities. The MWJP should therefore prohibit hydraulic fracturing in these buffer zones 
completely. 

 
• If the current approach is retained then the wording of M16 needs to be tightened up. The wording of 

M16 only specifies the impact on “views”  as producing potential significant harm to National 
Parks/AONBs. It should be made clear in the wording of M16 that this is an example only of possible 
harms. The wording should as a minimum insert “(but not limited to)” after the word “includes”.  In 
addition as National Parks and AONBs are protected to preserve their landscape and views, 
tranquillity, biodiversity and geodiversity and rare species and heritage,the “special qualities” of these 
areas should be set out specifically in M16. 
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• The buffer zones should be extended to SSSIs, so that hydraulic fracturing wells are not permitted 
near the boundaries of these highly sensitive sites, which are nationally protected areas. 

 
 
M17 
 
• Footnote 16 states that  “For the purposes of interpreting this and other Policies in the plan, the term 

local communities includes residential institutions such as residential care homes, children’s homes, 
social services homes, hospitals and non-residential institutions such as schools”. In terms of the 
impacts of hydraulic fracturing, where impacts can be for 24 hours a day for substantive periods the 
term “local communities” should specifically be stated to include residential accommodation – i.e. the 
actual resident community. Many local communities will not contain “institutions” but are never-the-
less communities.  

  
• The MWJP suggests that an ‘acceptable’ cumulative impact can be achieved by a density of 10 well-

pads per 10x10 km2 PEDL licence block. Each well-pad can contain many wells. It should be made 
clear that each well is subject to planning control, as the drilling of each well and the hydraulic 
fracturing of each well is relevant to the cumulative impact (in terms of noise, air pollution and traffic 
movements for example). M17 2(ii) should be amended to make this clear. At present it focuses on 
well pads. Cumulative impact is also relevant to wells and to the number of wells per well-pad. 

 
• MWJP says “For PEDLs located within the Green Belt or where a relatively high concentration of 

other land use constraints exist, including significant access constraints, a lower density may be 
appropriate”. This should be amended to ‘will be appropriate”. 

 
• I support the proposal to include setback distances for residential buildings in principle. 500m is 

however likely to be insufficient to provide adequate protection of local amenity in terms of noise, 
light and air quality. Prevailing wind direction should also be stated as a consideration.  A minimum 
setback of 750m should be stated. 

 

• I support the proposal to include setback distances for ‘sensitive receptors’ in principle. The MWJP’s 
definition of ‘sensitive receptors’ includes residential institutions, such as residential care homes, 
children’s homes, social services homes, hospitals and non-residential institutions such as schools. 
However setback distances for sensitive receptors should reflect the sensitivity of the receptors and 
should provide additional protection. A minimum setback of 1km should be stated.  

 
• Baseline Health Impact assessments should be required prior to any permitted development to 

permit baseline monitoring to be carried out and the enforcement of planning conditions. 
 
 
 
 
21/12/16 
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Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7BAH

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication Stage Response

Part A: Contact Details

Tide:
Name:
Intial:
Surname:

Address:
Postcode:
Email:

Please forgive my not using the provided templates; I do not have access to Microsoft Office. I have
tried as best I can to follow the form of the templates by using the fields specified in each
representation, but in the interests of saving paper I am not breaking a page for each representation.
I have also added a section of general comment at the end.

Part B: Representations

Policy: M16 Is: Unsound
Not Effective, Not Justified,

-

— Not Consistent with National Policy

The NPPF requires a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which requires ‘ensuring
that better lives for ourselves don’t mean worse lives for future generations”. Probably the biggest
implications relevant to this Plan is that it requires a presumption against the exploitation of our
regional fossil fuel resource.

The extraction and combustion of fossil fuels is well understood to be detrimental to the lives and
quality of life of future generations, through the impacts of a changing climate that is already
responsible for deaths through crop failures and displacement. Some techniques are known to have
greater impacts than others: the higher stresses involved in hydraulic fracturing are associated with
greater fugitive emissions of methane. I would support a complete ban on this technique, but I
understand that this is not legally acceptable in the current policy framework. The precautionary
principle dictates that at the very least, an Environmental Impact Assessment should be required.

This policy should also make explicit regard to climate change. I suggest the following rewording:



“Hydrocarbon development will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that the
development makes a positive contribution to the sustainability of the Plan area and will not
worsen our contribution toward global climate change. A proposal may be permitted for
instance if it can be shown to result in the displacement of more carbon-intensive forms of
energy.

Hydrocarbon extraction will not e permitted at all either within or to laterally drill
underneath the National Park, AONBs, Protected Groundwater Source Areas, the Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying buffer zone, Scheduled
Monuments, Registered Historic Battlefields, Grade I and ll’ Registered Parks and Gardens,
Areas which Protect the Historic Character and Setting of York, Special Protection Areas,
Special Areas of Conservation, Ramsar sites and Sites of Special Scientific Interest.”

- please note the reversal of the wording from ‘Proposals .. will be permitted .. where.’ to “will
not be permitted”; there must be no doubt that this is a sound reason for refusal of a planning
application or the Authorities will be vulnerable to legal challenge.

Policy: M17 Is: Unsound,
Not Justified

I____________________________________________ Not Consistent with National Policy

Following on from my comment on M16: in order to be able to prove that a hydrocarbon extraction
proposal is sustainable (and therefore gains the baseline approval of the NPPF), the JMWP should
explicitly state that an Environmental Impact Assessment should be mandatory for all such
proposals.

The proposed 500m buffer zone proposed (while welcomed) is likely to be insufficient to
substantially limit impacts on air quality and noise for local residents. As supported by available
evidence from the US, this should be increased to ThOm.

Furthermore, the Plan should require a buffer zone for applications around SSSIs, EU protected
sites and local wildlife sites - the policy here is in conflict with paragraph 118 of the NPPF, which
refers to “proposed development within or outside” an SSSI.

Also as per my comment to M16, the policy must be worded more tightly to give sound reasons for
refusal. For instance “Hydrocarbon development will be permitted in locations where it would not
give rise to unacceptable cumulative impact should be changed to “Hydrocarbon development
will not be permitted in locations where it would give rise to unacceptable cumulative impact”.

The NPPF requires an overall presumption in favour of sustainable development; it does not require
that every clause is worded in such a way as to favour all development.

Policy: M18 Is: Not Effective

This policy makes several stipulations about criteria applying to hydrocarbon development. I would
welcome clearer wording indicating that all conditions in M17, M18 and D07 need to be met in
order for a permission to be granted. If no explicit mention of the duty on the planning authorities
to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases is made in M16 then it should be added here.
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Policy: M20 Is: Unsound -

Not Justified,
Not Consistent with National Policy

There is no way that the exploitation of oal can be considered sustainable development. It is one Li
the most polluting forms of energy to which we have access and the JMWP must not permit it. If
carbon capture and storage is ever found to be a viable technology this position may be revisited but
until such a time comes, the JMWP should be in line with the document ‘Coal Generation in Great
Britain — The pathway to a low-carbon future’ published by the Department for Business, Energy &
Industrial Strategy, which sets a clear end date for unabated coal generation in 2025.

This consideration applies to M21 also.

Policy: WOl Is: Unsound
Not Effective, Not Justified

Another significant implication of an honest reading of the NPPF is that any waste disposal policy
developed according to the JMWP should be demonstrably the most sustainable.

The Waste Hierarchy from 2011 no longer reflects best practice as the EU plans its route to a zero-
waste circular economy. In time we will need to move away from a single hierarchy applied to all
types of waste. This plan already makes some progress: I welcome the distinction between inert and
non-inert landfill (para 6.22). A similar distinction should be made with regard to thermal treatment
technologies. Such treatment should only be considered appropriate for carbon-neutral (organic)
waste. “Skyfill” of inert petroleum-derived materials is not sustainable and should be considered the
bottom of the hierarchy for this waste type, as it has a greater impact than landfill.

Policy: W03 Is: Unsound
Not Effective, Not Justified

The waste volume projections given in paragraph 6.38 represent the fourth attempt at predicting our
future waste arisings. I welcome the belated acceptance that “it is not practicable to quantify fuwre
waste management capacity requirements with a very high degree of precision” - and only wish this
observation had been made before the enormous expense of the AWRP had been approved on the
basis of wild overestimates about waste volumes. The enormous projected disposal capacity surplus
vindicates the criticisms made of the AWRP scheme at the time by campaigners such as myself.

If we were to be honest, we would not call the AWRP a “strategic” allocation. Its design and size
does not meet the needs of the Authorities, and it runs the risk of making waste disposal overall less
sustainable.

Policy: DOl Is: Unsound
Not Effective, Not Justified,
Not Consistent with National Policy

This policy requires wording more tightly. The policy proposes a presumption in favour of granting



permission unless “any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits. The unqualified use of “benefits” is vague and does not
accord with policy. This should be reworded to: “any adverse impacts of granting permission would
be detrimental to the sustainability of the Plan area”.

Part C: General Comments

Arguably, since all our regional minerals are a finite and inherently unsustainable resource, the
NPPF does not support developing any of them. This is not a helpful observation, but I would like
to note the assault on the English language that continual misplaced reference to “sustainable
development” represents. It is a powerful principle, but it is a rock that has been ground down and
sprinkled over everything: it has no weight and represents no obstacle to (or indeed summit of) any
ambition.

The targets for reuse, recycling and composting set by the Waste Strategy (para 2.35) have always
been very unambitious and are now in urgent need of updating if they are to represent any level of
ambition at all.
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From:
Sent: 19 December 2016 20:33
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Response to Joint Municipal Waste Plan consultation
Attachments: JMWP-Response.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached my submission to the consultation on the Municipal Waste Joint Plan.

Please let me know if you have any problems accessing or reading it.

Many thanks,

Ai

F

1



CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Pulication Stage- Response Form

Name: Title: Miss lnitial(s):MJM
Melissa
Surname: Metcalfe

Organisation (if applicable): Marine
Management Organisation

Address: Marine Management
Organisation,Neville House, Bell
Street, North Shields

Post Code: NE3O 1 U
Telephone: 020822 57094
Email:

Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 2Vt December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

Data Protection:
Nonh Yorkshire County Council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the City of York Council are registered
under the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and
responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made at
Publication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will only be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as pad of the examination.

Your contact details I Melissa.metcalfe@marinemanagement.org.uk

Agent contact details (if applicabJe)
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Lme or Organisation: Marine Management Organisation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site 254 Policy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I I No

_____I

2.(2) Sound Yes No I_____
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes

____

Not_____ Consistent with National Policy Yest_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Reference to the East Inshore and Offshore plan areas in the following sentence, “Marine
Plans for the East Inshore and East Offshore areas were publisjed by DEFRA in April 2014.”
is slightly incorrect in that it was published by the Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
in April 2014. The East marine plans extend from Felixstowe to Flamborough Head. The
North East Marine Plan is in development and shall extend from Berwick upon Tweed to
Flamborough Head. For marine and coastal areas where a marine plan is not currently in
place, we advise local authorities to refer to the Marine Policy Statement for guidance on any
planning activity.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box If necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Modification required to the publishing author of the East plans from Defra to the Maine
Management Organisation.

As the area in question is an overlap of two marine plan areas you may also want to detail
something about the Marine Policy Statement being relevant currently for North of Flamborough
Head. The Marine Policy Statement (MPS), section 3.5 highlights the importance of marine
aggregates and its supply to England’s (and the UK) construction industry. There is a North East
Inshore and Offshore plan in development that will extend from Berwick upon Tweed to
Flamborough Head. This is hoped to be adopted by June 2021.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Official Use Only Reference Number

________________ ________________________

I I Nil rN iii N iii



All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Date:
18/11/2016



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

[me or Organisation Marine Management Organisation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site Policy No. r Policies Mp
Allocation Reference No.

___________

I

__________

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

_____I

No

_____

2.(2)Sound Yes I No

_____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Reference to the East marine plans in the following sentence “East Inshore and Offshore Marine
Plans (DEFRA 2014)” has the incorrect reference. It is the Marine Management Organisation who
published the plans in 2014.

We thank you for the individual references to the East plan policies, we would like to hope this good
practice remains in the final plans.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box If necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the
to be necessary:

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

examination, please outline why you consider this

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Official Use Only Reference Number
III I

Modify the publisher from Defra to the Marine Management Organisation.
Ensure the policy references remain in the document.

Signature: Date:
18/11/2016

III 1111



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
me or Organisation : Marine Management Organisation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site 8.34 Policy No. Policies Mp
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes No

2.(2) Sound Yes No I
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No J Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

You may want to support this with the East Marine Plan Policy Ref:PS3.

PS3:

Proposals should demonstrate, in order of preference:
a) that they will not interfere with current activity and future opportunity for expansion of ports

and harbours
b) how, if the proposal may interfere with current activity and future opportunities for expansion

they will minimise this
c) how, if the interference cannot be minimised, it will be mitigated
d) the case for proceeding if it is not possible to minimise or mitigate the interference

(continue on a separate sheeUexpand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

I Date:

Signature:
18/11/2016

Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ ______________________

I I I I I N I I IWøi1l I I I
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From: Peter Harrap <Peter.Harrap@scarborough.gov.uk>
Sent: 13 December 2016 11:41
To: mwjointplan
Subject: FW: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan
Attachments: P5M16280 Minerals and Waste Reportpdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir/Madam

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. The Borough Council wish to make
the following comments. I also attach the report that went to members of the Planning and Development
Committee on 8th December 2016.

a) The Borough Council supports the Plan and the policies contained therein along with the proposed
allocations. It considers the Plan is sound and legally compliant and the Borough Council confirms that the
Duty to Cooperate has been met with early and ongoing engagement with the Borough Council.

b) The Borough Council notes the policies for hydraulic fracturing and considers them in accordance with
national guidance. It would reserve the right to comment on individual proposals should they arise.

c) The Borough Council notes the ongoing commitment of the County Council’s waste management proposals
to achieve the Government target of shifting waste up the ‘waste hierarchy’ thereby reducing the amounts
taken to landfill and maximising recycling and re-use of waste.

Regards

Peter Harrap
Planning Policy Officer
Forward Planning
Scarborough Borough Council
t: 01723 384406
e: peter.harran@scarborough.gov.uk
w: www.scarborough.gov.uk

Follow the Local Plan on twitter: @SBCLocalPlan

DISCLAIMER

This email (and any files transmitted with it) may contain confidential
or privileged information and is intended for the addressee only.
If you are not the intended recipient, please be aware that any
disclosure, copying, distribution or any action taken is prohibited
and may be unlawful — you should therefore return the email to the
sender and delete it from your system.

Any opinions expresaed are those of the author of the email, and
do not necessarily reflect those of Scarborough Borough Council.

Please note: Incoming and outgoing e—mail messages are routinely monitored for
compliance with our policy on the use of electronic communications.

This email has been checked for the presence of computer viruses,

1



REPORT TO PLANNING &
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE TO
BE HELD ON 8 DECEIe1BER 2016

Key Decision NO

Forward Plan Ref No N/A

Corporate Priority: N/A Cabinet Portfolio Cur J Plant
Holder

REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF SERVICE DELIVERY — PSM/1 6/280

WARDS AFFECTED: “All”

SUBJECT: RESPONSE OF THE BOROUGH COUNCIL TO THE
MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN PUBLICATION STAGE
CONSULTATION UNDERTAKEN BY NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY
COUNCIL, NORTH YORK MOORS NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY
AND CITY OF YORK COUNCIL

RECOMMENDATION (5):
That the Borough Council makes representations in
policies contained therein along with the proposed
considered to be sound and legally compliant and the
that the Duty to Cooperate has been met with early and
the Borough Council.

support the Plan and the
allocations. The Plan is
Borough Council confirms
ongoing engagement with

REASON FOR RECOMMENDATION (5): To ensure that the concems of
the Borough Council are taken into account in preparing the next stage of the
Minerals and Waste Plan.

HIGHLIGHTED RISKS:

If the Borough Council’s concerns regarding the issues discussed and the individual
sites submitted are not expressed at this time, or not taken into account, future policy
and development could have adverse environmental, social and economic
consequences for the Borough.

1. INTRODUCTION



1.1 Report 15/334 was considered by Members of the Planning and Development
Committee on ioI December 2015, concerning the Preferred Options
consultation stage of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan undertaken by North
Yorkshire County Council, North York Moors National Park and City of York
Council. rrhat consultation involved presenting key issus and offering
recommended options for addressing these in relation to drawing up new
policies for minerals and waste. It also included recommendations on sites
that had been submitted through an earlier “call for sites” across the Plan area
for mineral extraction and waste management.

1.2 Having considered the responses to the Preferred Options consultation, the
publication version of the plan is now available for representation. This is the
version of the plan that the aforementioned authorities intend to submit for
examination by an independent planning inspector. Publication of the plan
provides an opportunity for interested parties to make representations on
whether they consider the plan is ‘sound’ and ‘legally compliant’.

1.3 The deadline for responses to this consultation is Wednesday 2Vt December
2016.

1.4 The comments provided during this Publication stage will be submitted to the
Secretary of State and considered as part of a public examination of the plan
by an independent planning inspector.

1.5 The Borough Council is not the body responsible for minerals and waste
planning (in terms of policies or planning applications), however, it is a
consultee on minerals and waste matters both in terms of Local Plan
production and in responding to planning applications. The technical
implications of the effects of mineral extraction are such that these are
considered by appropriate bodies, including the Environment Agency and
water regulators. National Guidance states that the relevant planning authority
should assume these regulatory bodies will operate effectively.

1.6 The Borough Council provided a response to the previous Issues and Options
and Preferred Options consultations. This report sets out the main issues
discussed in the publication version in the context of the Scarborough
Borough Local Plan area and provides, where appropriate, officers’ suggested
response.

2. CORPORATE OBJECTIVES AND THE COMMUNITY PLAN

2.1 The Corporate Plan has several aims that are considered relevant. These
include the aim of developing a prosperous borough at the same time as
protecting and improving the environment.

3. BACKGROUND AND ISSUES

3.1 Issues for consideration are:



• The implications of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication
Stage for Scarborough Borough.

4. CONSULTATION

4.1 The subjct of this report is a consultation document produdd by the County
Council, alongside the City of York Council, and North York Moors National
Park Authority. In this instance the Borough Council is a consultee and will be
making formal representations to the aforementioned authorities.

4.2 The document is also consulted upon with the involvement of other statutory
bodies and interested parties.

5. ASSESSMENT

Context

5.1 This consultation is the latest stage in the production of a Minerals and Waste
Joint Plan. This is the publication version which is intended to be submitted to
the Secretary of State for examination by an independent planning inspector.

5.2 The Plan is undertaken jointly by North Yorkshire County Council, City of York
Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority as they have
responsibility for minerals and waste planning within their respective areas.

5.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) provides guidance on
mineral extraction. It states the importance of ensuring the availability of a
continuous supply of minerals to support economic growth and adds that
great weight should be given to the economic benefits of minerals extraction.
There is also an emphasis that minerals should, where possible, be used
locally.

5.4 The Waste Framework Directive (2008) informs waste planning policy. The
plan area is covered by the Municipal Waste Management Strategy (adopted
in 2006), which aims to reduce the amount of waste produced and promote
the value of waste as a resource. The emphasis is on moving up the waste
hierarchy to deliver greater levels of re-use, recycling and recovery of waste
so that only ‘residual’ waste is disposed of. The linkages between minerals
and waste are also explored, including opportunities such as re-using spoil as
an alternative to further primary extraction and as part of the reclamation
process, using disused quarries for waste disposal as landfill.

5.5 The Borough Council is responsible for collecting household waste (often
referred to as Local Authority Collected Waste), however, North Yorkshire
County Council has responsibility to ensure arrangements are in place to
manage the waste which is collected.

Minerals



5.6 The Plan looks in turn at each relevant mineral type. Where possible, it
identifies the level of need for each different resource and sets out in broad
terms how those needs could be met. This is in the form of key ‘spatial’ issues
and where relevant, specific policies related to the sourcing or extraction of
minerals. In addition, the Plan includes a range of Development Management
policies hat allow consideration of the impact of extbaction on the
environment and communities for example. This part of the report will
concentrate on where mineral extraction is related to the Borough.

Aggregates Supply

5.7 A Local Aggregates Assessment identifies the need for aggregates (sand and
gravel, and crushed rock used mainly by the construction industry). This
indicates that demand for sand and gravel worked in the Plan area is likely to
continue and may increase over recent historic levels. The Plan area has
traditionally been a major supplier of sand and gravel and pressure for growth
and development generates demand for aggregate minerals. In order to
ensure that an adequate supply can be maintained, the British Geological
Survey carried out work on identifying the location of minerals including the
distribution of potentially viable sand and gravel resources in the area. This
allows the Plan to determine achievable resources and, therefore, a number
of sites have been allocated across the Plan area. These are considered
sufficient in meeting the requirements over the plan period in addition to
ensuring an adequate landbank, however, they are predominantly located
around the Al corridor thus helping to serve the wider area. No new sites
have been allocated within the Borough area for the extraction of aggregates
supply. Wykeham Quarry remains active and proposals for the extension of
the duration of the extraction will be considered against the relevant policy.

5.9 The Plan area is also a significant exporter of crushed rock to the wider
Yorkshire and Humber, and North-East regions. The British Geological
Survey’s assessment identified large areas of crushed rock across the
southern part of the Borough. The Plan states substantial reserves already
exist across the Plan area and “there is no near term prospect of an overall
shortfall in supply”, however, in order to ensure supply to 2030 including a 10
year landbank beyond this, a number of sites have been allocated, however,
none are within the Borough area.

Building Stone

5.10 The NPPF requires planning authorities to include policies for the extraction of
building stone. The Plan says the “supply of building stone is important for the
upkeep of traditional buildings and historic assets and for ensuring new
development reflects the character of its surrounding.. .the colour and
appearance of stone varies greatly depending upon where it is found, which
means that building stone must often be sourced locally if the character and
appearance of local buildings is to be maintained.”

5.11 It is considered appropriate to acknowledge the need to source the
appropriate local building stone and therefore it is recommended that the



Borough Council expresses support to the extraction from existing sites, and
the consideration of new sites on an individual basis. Officers consider the
policy in relation to this to be suitable.

Oil and Gas

5.12 The Plan confirms there is no known oil resource in the area, but resources of
gas are present and have been exploited over a substantial period of time.
The Plan considers conventional on-shore oil and gas (COG) as well as
emerging technologies (unconventional sources). Development licences
(PEDL5) are granted by the Government, with the latest round of licences
(known as the 14th round) offered to those operators who meet certain criteria
including the majority of the Borough with the Whitby area the only exception.
At present, these areas remain unlicenced. It should be noted that the
licensing system operates separately to the planning regime.

5.13 The Plan discusses the issue of hydraulic fracturing, or ‘fracking’ as a means
of shale gas extraction. This is discussed alongside other emerging
technologies associated with coal and gas extraction. The British Geological
Survey identified areas of deep shale rocks, particularly in parts of the
Ryedale, Scarborough, York and Selby Council areas and the southern part of
the North York Moors National Park, however, the Plan acknowledges that in
spite of the increasing public and commercial interest, “substantial
uncertainties remain about the scale and distribution of any future proposals
that could come forward.” Nevertheless, members will be aware approval was
granted earlier this year for hydraulic fracturing for shale gas at an existing
well site near Kirby Misperton in Ryedale, and it remains clear the
Government is actively encouraging exploration of this form of gas and
tapping into its potential as an important new source of energy for the UK.

5.14 In recent years, the Government has provided increased guidance for dealing
with ‘fracking’ proposals. In September 2015, a ministerial written statement
by the Government indicated that there is a national need to explore and
develop shale gas in a safe, sustainable and timely way. Therefore, the Plan
considers how a pragmatic approach to dealing with such applications is
necessary, whilst acknowledging the concerns that have been widely
expressed relating to ‘fracking’ techniques in spite of the limited role the
planning system can play. As part of the wider application process, licences
must be granted by the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC),
the Environmental Agency and the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) in
addition to permission from the Minerals Planning Authority. Government
policy is clear in stating that planning authorities should assume that the
regimes of the other relevant regulatory organisations will operate effectively.
Therefore, when a Minerals Planning Authority considers an application, the
specific issues that should be assessed include visual impact and impacts on
the landscape, noise, vibration and air pollution and impacts from traffic. As
an example, the ‘fracking’ process is typically water intensive. The
Environment Agency would be responsible for issuing water abstraction
licences, but the impact of the act of bringing substantial quantities of water to



a site on the local highway network would be a consideration the Minerals
Planning Authority.

5.15 Each of the three distinct phases of the tracking’ process requires a separate
permission or licence. In brief, these are exploration, which seeks to acquire
geologic4l data to establish whether hydrocarbons are presnt; appraisal, in
order to establish the extent and viability of a resource; and production, the
stage at which wells would be drilled and the fracturing process takes place.

5.16 The preferred overall spatial policy for considering hydrocarbon development
is considered to reflect national guidance in that surface development
proposals will not be supported where they are located within designated
areas including the National Park, AONB’s, and Protected Groundwater
Source Areas. Proposals outside, and sub-surface proposals within those
designated areas will be supported “where it can be demonstrated that
significant harm to the designated asset will not occur.” All proposals should

also demonstrate they accord with other criteria including accessibility and
transport issues, cumulative impact, the local economy, local amenity, waste
management, and decommissioning and restoration.

5.17 Officers consider that the policy approach is appropriate in that it reflects the
national guidance in offering protection to those designated areas and
sufficient safeguards in those areas that may be more susceptible to
applications of this type.

5.18 Also in relation to hydrocarbon resources, specific policies considering the
exploration, appraisal and production phases of resources are in place. This
would ensure proposals are fully accompanied by the relevant assessments
and mitigation measures where necessary to comply with national guidance
and ensure proposals are suitable. Officers consider this policy is appropriate
in that it reflects the requirements as determined by Government guidance
when considering such proposals.

Coal

5.20 After the closure of the Kellingley Colliery near Selby, there is presently no
coal being mined in the Plan area and there are no known proposals for new
operations in the Plan period. A policy is included that would be used should
any future proposals for coal mining come forward. Parts of the National Park
and Whitby are identified as being a source of deep coal (defined as being
between 5Cm and 1200m deep). Officers consider the approach appropriate
should any proposals come forward in the future.

Potash

5.21 As the proposed new potash mine at Doves Nest Farm, near Sneaton now
has planning permission, the policy concerning Potash states any additional
applications including the renewal or extension of the existing mines at Boulby
and Doves Nest Farm would be considered in accordance with a criteria
based policy.



Waste

5.22 The Plan assesses future waste management needs in the area over the
period up to 2030, including assessing the capacity of various types of waste
(i.e. agricultural; construction, demolition and excavation; commercial and
industrial; low-level radioactive; sewage sludge; spoil; and Local Authority
Collected Waste). The Plan generates a number of recommended policies in
relation to moving waste up the waste hierarchy in accordance with national
policy to increase the level of re-use or recycling of waste thus minimising the
level of waste produce and diverting away from landfill.

5.23 The Plan emphasises the importance of the new Allerton Waste Recovery
Park in achieving the overall targets of waste management in the Plan. The
construction of Allerton Park (located to the east of Knaresborough in close
proximity to the Al) is ongoing and it is expected to be fully operational in
2018. The Plan states that when fully operational, the facility “will provide
sufficient capacity for managing residual LACW to enable diversion from
landfill of over 95% for this waste stream, and a recycling rate for household
waste of over 50%. This will enable national and local targets for recycling
and landfill diversion to be met and exceeded.”

5.24 In dealing with other specific types of waste, the Plan considers the estimated
surplus gap and attempts to plug any shortfalls. In relation to the Borough, the
only specific mention refers to the Seamer Carr and Fairfield Road, Whitby
facilities which are recommended for retention in terms of the recycling,
transfer and treatment of Commercial & Industrial waste.

5.25 Officers note the proposals concerning the new Allerton Waste Recovery Park
and would acknowledge any future shortfalls that may arise will need to be
considered at that time.

Additional Considerations

5.26 The Plan considers the infrastructure requirements necessary to meet the
strategy for Minerals and Waste and generates policies regarding
safeguarding necessary infrastructure. This includes road, rail and water
transport infrastructure, and minerals ancillary infrastructure such as ready
mixed concrete plants and roadstone coating plants.

5.27 A range of issues are considered with regards forming general development
management policies associated with minerals and waste. This includes using
the NPPF’s presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste
development and developing criteria to be used for determining planning
applications for minerals and waste developments, such as:

- Local Amenity Issues including the cumulative impact of development;
- Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts;
- The appropriate protection of important assets such as National Park

and AONB’s;
- Landscape;



- Biodiversity and Geodiversity;
- The Historic Environment;
- Water Environment.

5.28 Development Management policies regarding the reclamation and after-use of
waste sies; sustainable design, construction and operation of development;
and development in mineral safeguarding areas and mineral consultation
areas are also discussed.

5.29 One specific policy concerns the safeguarding of mineral resources. Within
this, it states reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite including a 2km
buffer zone will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground
minerals extraction. The Plan states “a particular consideration is the potential
for hydrocarbon exploration and development activity in the eastern part of the
Plan area to overlap with development of strategically important resources of
potash and/or polyhalite.” Policies in relation to the safeguarding of such land
are not in place to “protect the minerals resource in all circumstances, but to
ensure that the presence and potential significance of the resource is taken
into account when other proposals in a safeguarded area are under
consideration.”

Site Submissions

5.31 As part of earlier stages of the Plan process, sites were submitted through the
“call for sites” and presented having been the subject of assessment. The
sites in the Borough proposed to be allocated are;

• WJP1 5 — Seamer Carr, Easifield, Scarborough for “retention of existing
recycling (including treatment, bulking and transfer), open windrow
composting, and energy from waste (biomass) facilities beyond end of
current planning permissions which are limited to 2020 and new inert
waste screening facility.” The site is allocated due to the role the site
can continue to play in moving waste up the waste hierarchy and would
not conflict with other strategic policies in the Plan.

• WJP19 — Fairfield Road, Whitby for “recycling and transfer of municipal
and commercial waste”. The site is allocated due to being established
as a site for this use and its extension would fall within land identified
within the Business Park area. It should be noted the allocated part is
actually located within the North York Moors National Park boundary.

5.32 The remaining sites, as shown below, have all been ‘dismissed’ as had earlier
been recommended at the Preferred Options consultation stage;

• Site Ref: MJP34 — Land between Sandsend, Scarborough and West
Ayton, by R Hunt (on behalf of York Potash Ltd.), for the extraction of
potash by underground methods. Site Discounted, as it is considered
the merits of major development in a designated area should be
considered through a planning application.



• MJP49 — Land at Metes Lane, Seamer Carr, by James Stockdale Ltd,
for the extraction of sand and gravel. Site Discounted, due to potential
impact on historic environment, groundwater, rights of way and the
A64.

• MJPS9 — Land at Spikers Quarry, Cochrah Road, East Ayton (*ln
National Park), by MCJA (on behalf of W Clifford Wafts), for the
proposed extension to quarry. Site Discounted, as it is considered the
merits of major development in a designated area should be
considered through a planning application.

5.32 At the previous stages of consultation, the Borough Council objected to the
potential allocation of site ref: MJP49 due to the impacts as have been
determined through the assessment and outlined above. The Borough
Council made no objections to sites ref: WJP15 and WJP19. Finally, it is
noted both MJP34 and MJP59 are located either wholly or predominantly
within the National Park and therefore should be subject to assessment
through the Major Development Test in accordance with the NPPF.

6. IMPLICATIONS

(a) Policy

6.1 The policy implications relate to planning and are those covered under (d)
Planning.

(b) Financial

6.2 There are no financial implications.

(c) Legal

6.3 The Borough Council is a statutory consultee on the Plan under the Planning
Acts.

(d) Planning Implications

6.4 The Minerals and Waste Joint Plan will eventually become part of the
statutory development plan for the Borough, along with the emerging Borough
Local Plan.

6.5 I have considered whether the following implications arise from this report and
am satisfied that there is no identified implications will arise from this decision
in relation to Staffing Implications, Crime and Disorder Implications, Health
and Safety implications, Co-operation with Health Authorities, Equality
implications, Human Rights Act or Environmental implications



7. ACTION PLAN

7.1 Arising for the consideration of the issues, the following action plan is
proposed:

Objectke Target
Respond to Consultation December 2016

David Walker
Planning Services Manager

Author:
Peter Harrap, Planning Policy Officer, Planning Services
Telephone No: 01723 384406
E-mail address: peter.harrap(äscarborough.gov.uk

Background Papers:
Please give details of all publicly accessible (non private) background papers
applicable to the report.



















CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Publication Stage- Response Form

Part A - Contact details

Your contact details
Agent contact details (if applicable)

Name: Title: Mr Initial(s): C

Surname: Gibben

Organisation (if applicable): Middlesbrough
Council.

Address: Planning Services

P0. Box 504, Civic Centre,

Middlesbrough

Post Code: TS1 9FY
Telephone: 01642 729065
Email: charlton_gibben@middlesbrough.gov.uk

Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance.
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwjointplannorthyorks.pov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

Data Protection:
North Yorkshire County Council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the City of York Council are registered

under the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and

responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made at
Publication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will only be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste Joint

Plan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as part of the examination.

P For official use only:
Respondent Number Date received Date entered Date acknowiedged



Planning Services Economic Development

AAidd Iesbrough
moving forward

19 December2016
Direct Line. (01642) 729065

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, Fax: (01642) 729971

Planning Service,
North Yorkshire County Council, Our Ref: CJG/NYMW/DEVI

County Hall, Your Ref:

Northallerton, V/hen telephoning please ask for:

North Yorkshire, CHARLTON GIBSEN

DL7 83R.

Dear Mr Smith,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication (November 2016— December 2016)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above consultation. This is a joint
officer response on behalf of the five Tees Vafley mineral and waste planning
authorities.

The five authorities support the overall aims and objectives of the Publication
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. We also agree that the Joint Plan meets the four
tests of soundness, is legally compliant, and complies with duty to co-operate
aspects.

In addition, the five authorities wish for their previous joint response (submitted 20
January 2016) made at the Preferred Options Consultation stage, to be taken into
account. Furthermore, along with our previous comments, the five authorities wish to
include the following as part of their overall response:

The spatial portrait of the plan area recognises that the economy of the Tees Valley
is particularly relevant to North Yorkshire as commuter patterns cross into these
areas. It also states that population and household growth in adjacent urban areas is
also expected to be relatively high and population and economic growth in these
areas may have implications for minerals demand in North Yorkshire.

The Local policies and strategies recognises that although only a small part of the
Plan area falls within the Tees Valley Local Economic Partnership area, managed by
Tees Valley Unlimited, it is still important to consider the influence which economic
growth from outside the Plan area may have.

This recognition is particularly important within the Tees Valley as authorities review
their development plans, and plan positively for ambitious population and economic
growth.

Middlesbrough Councñ I P0 Box 504 I Civic centre i Middlestrough I 151 9)-Y

www.mlddlesbrough.gov.uk



I trust that our previous submitted response and the above comments will be taken
into account, and welcome the opportunity to continue to co-operate during the plan
preparation process. Should you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to
contact me on 01642 729065 or at planningpolicy(&middlesbrough.gov.uk

Yours sincerely,

Strategic Policy Manager
Middlesbrough Council

On behalf of:

Darlington, Hartlepool,
Borough Councils.

Redcar & Cleveland, Stockton-on-Tees, and Middlesbrough
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

rName or Organisation : Middlesbrough Council on behalf of the five Tees Valley Authorities

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.? Site Policy F’Jo. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I I No

2.(2)Sound Yes I No I I
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI ] No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please see covering letter.

. (cont;nua on a separate sheeUexpand box IF necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

,, No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 21.12.16

Official Use

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral pad of the examination.



Joan Jackson

From: Charlton Gibben <Charlton_Gibben@middlesbrough.gov.uk>
Sent 04 January 2017 11:54
To: mwjointplan
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Joan,

Further to your below email I have spoken to the other Tees Valley Authorities, and we wish for our response to be
recorded as five individual local authority responses. This will ensure that each LA will be properly /olficially
represented and kept informed of developments through the examination directly, rather than relying on one
authority acting as a conduit.

In addition, I also need to inform you that there is no longer an organisation called the “Tees Valley Joint Strategy
Unit”. Furthermore, it should be noted, that Tees Valley Unlimited is the Local Enterprise Partnership (a separate
organisation), and should not be used to describe the Local Authorities working together (or, for that matter, the

Tees Valley Combined Authority).

I hope the above is of assistance.

Best Regards,
Charlton Gibben,
Senior Planning Policy Officer,
Planning Services,
Middlesbrough Council,
ROBox 504,
Civic Centre,
Midd lesbroug h
TS1 gEl.

Tel: 01642 729065

From: mwjointplan [mailto:mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.ukj
Sent 03 January 2017 15:46
To Charlton Gibben <Charlton_Cibben@middlesbrough gov uk>
Subject: FW: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Mr Gibben,

You recently provided a response to our Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication document, the number we
provided to you was for Middlesbrough Council only. The title we have been using to record combined responses

from the 5 Tees Valley Authorities has been ‘Tees Valley Unlimited —Joint Strategy Unit’ is this still correct? If not

what title should we use?

Once you have clarified the situation we will provide you with the correct Respondent Number which will cover a

joint submission.

Sorry for the confusion.
7

Regards

Joan Jackson



Minerals and Waste Joint Plans Team

From: mwjointplan
Sent: 22 December 2016 09:28
To: ‘Chariton Gibben’
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Mr Gibben,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

Thank you for your response to the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication Stage.

Please accept this email as confirmation of receipt of your response on behalf of Middlesborough Council.

Your response has been noted and will be processed. For reference a Respondent Number has been
allocated to your response. Your unique Respondent Number is 0077. This can be used to identify your
response on the website.

Copies of responses will be made available to view on our website www.northyorks.gov.uklmwiointplan as
soon as possible after the close of consultation.

The next stage in the process will be submission of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan for Examination in
Public. At that time it will be the role of the Inspector to consider the representations received alongside the
published plan. As you have responded to this consultation you will be automatically notified when the Plan
is submitted.

Yours Sincerely,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team

From: Chariton Gibben [mailto:Charlton GibbenflmiddleEbthugh.govuk]
Sent: 21 December 2016 12:34
To: mwjointplan <mwiointrlan@northyorks.gov.uk>
Cc: Wren, Rebecca cRebecca.Wrenredcar.cleveland.gov.uk>; Palmer, Jane (DaNS)’
<Jane.Palmer©stockton.gov.uk>; David Nelson <David.Nelson@darlington.gov.uk>; Matthew Clifford
<Matthew.Cliffordhartlepool.gov.uk>
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Rob,

Please find attached the Tees Valley Authorities response to the above consultation. If you have any queries
regarding our response please do not hesitate to contact me by the below telephone number or via email.

Rest Regards,
Chariton Gibben,
Senior Planning Policy Officer,
Planning Services,
Middlesbrough Council,
P.O.Box 504,
Civic Centre,
ft I,
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North Yorkshire
County Council

Part A - Contact details

Your contact details
Name: Title: Mr Initial(s): C

Surname: Gibben

Organisation (if applicable): Middlesbrough
Council.

Address: Planning Services

PC. Box 504, Civic Centre,

____________________________

Midd lesbro ugh

Post Code: TS1 9FY
Telephone: 01642 729065
Email: charlton_gibben@middlesbrough.gov.uk

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannofthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 BAH

Data Protection:
North Yorkshire County Council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the City of York Council are registered
under the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and
responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made at
Publication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will only be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as pad of the examination.

For official use only:
Respondent Number .aate received.. Date entered Date acknowledged..

Minerals and Waste Joint P,ian

Publication Stag- Response Form

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Sumame:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

in. Without this information
on Data Protection at the
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Planning Services Economic Development

[‘A idd Iesb rough Tel: (01642) 729377

moving forward

19 December 2016
Direct Line; (01642) 729065

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, Fax: (01642) 729971

Planning Service,
North Yorkshire County Council, Our Ref: CJGINYMW/DEVI

County Hall, Your Rel

Northallerton, When telephoning please ask for:

North Yorkshire, cHARLT0N GIBBEN

DL7 SBR.

Dear Mr Smith,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication (November 2016— December 2016)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above consultation. This is a joint
officer response on behalf of the five Tees Valley mineral and waste planning
authorities.

The five authorities support the overall aims and objectives of the Publication
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. We also agree that the Joint Plan meets the four
tests of soundness, is legally compflant, and complies with duty to co-operate
aspects.

In addition, the five authorities wish for their previous joint response (submitted 20
January 2016) made at the Preferred Options Consultation stage, to be taken into
account. Furthermore, along with our previous comments, the five authorities wish to
include the following as part of their overall response;

The spatial portrait of the plan area recognises that the economy of the Tees Valley
is particularly relevant to North Yorkshire as commuter patterns cross into these
areas. It also states that population and household growth in adjacent urban areas is
also expected to be relatively high and population and economic growth in these
areas may have implications for minerals demand in North Yorkshire.

The Local policies and strategies recognises that although only a small part of the
Plan area falls within the Tees Valley Local Economic Partnership area, managed by
Tees Valley Unlimited, it is still important to consider the influence which economic
growth from outside the Plan area may have.

This recognition is particularly important within the Tees Valley as authorities review
their development plans, and plan positively for ambitious population and economic
growth.

7
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I trust that our previous submitted response and the above comments will be taken
into account, and welcome the opportunity to continue to co-operate during the plan
preparation process. Should you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to
contact me on 01642 729065 or at planningpoIicymiddIesbrough.gov.uk

Yours sincerely,

I
Strategic Policy Manager
Middlesbrough Council

On behalf of:

Darlington, Hartlepool, Redcar & Cleveland, Stockton-on-Tees, and Middlesbrough
Borough Councils.
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

LName or Organisation Middlesbrough Council on behalf of the five Tees Valley Authorities

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part 01 the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site Policy [‘Jo. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I I No I
2.(2)Sound Yes I No I

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes I No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No I 1 Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No j

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please see covering letter.

(Dtntnua on a saparata shaaapard box ii neco33ary



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint

Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where

this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is

incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put

forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(continue on a separate sheeliexpand box ii necessarl)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations

based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues helshe identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the

oral part of the examination?

j No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this

to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who

have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral pad of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

{Fgnature: Date: 21.12.16

I . 4

Official Use Only Reference

________ ______________ _____________________



Joan Jackson

From: Chariton Gibben <Charlton_Gibben@middlesbrough.gov.uk>
sent: 04 January 2017 11:54

mwjointplan
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Joan,

Further to your below email I have spoken to the other Tees Valley Authorities, and we wish for our response to be

recorded as five individual local authority responses. This will ensure that each LA will be properly/officially

represented and kept informed of developments through the examination directly, rather than relying on one
authority acting as a conduit.

In addition, I also need to inform you that there is no longer an organisation called the “Tees Valley Joint Strategy
Unit”. Furthermore, it should be noted, that Tees Valley Unlimited is the Local Enterprise Partnership (a separate
organisation), and should not be used to describe the Local Authorities working together (or, for that matter, the
Tees Valley Combined Authority).

I hope the above is of assistance.

Best Regards.
Charlton Gibben,
Senior Planning Policy Officer,
Planning Services,
Middlesbrough Council,
P.O.Box 504,
Civic Centre,
Middlesbrough,
TS1 9FY.

Tel: 01642 729065

From: mwjointplan [mailto:mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk}
Sent: 03 January 2017 15:46
To: Charlton Gibben <Charlton_Gibben@middlesbrough.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Mr Gibben,

You recently provided a response to our Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication document, the number we

provided to you was for Middlesbrough Council only. The title we have been using to record combined responses

from the S Tees Valley Authorities has been ‘Tees Valley Unlimited —Joint Strategy Unit’ is this still correct? If not

what title should we use?

Once you have clarified the situation we will provide you with the correct Respondent Number which will cover a

joint submission.

Sorry for the confusion.

Regards

Joan Jackson
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Minerals and Waste Joint Plans Team

From: mwjointplan
Sent: 22 December 2016 09:28
To: ‘Chariton Gibben’
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Mr Gibben,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

Thank you for your response to the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Publication Stage.

Please accept this email as confirmation of receipt of your response on behalf of Middlesborough Council.

Your response has been noted and will be processed. For reference a Respondent Number has been
allocated to your response. Your unique Respondent Number is 0077. This can be used to identify your
response on the website.

Copies of responses will be made available to view on our website www.northyorks.pov.uklmwiointplan as
soon as possible after the close of consultation.

The next stage in the process will be submission of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan for Examination in
Public. At that time it will be the role of the Inspector to consider the representations received alongside the
published plan. As you have responded to this consultation you will be automatically notified when the Plan
is submitted.

Yours Sincerely,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team

From: Charlton Gibben fmailto:Charlton Gibbenmiddlesbrough.ov.uk]
Sent: 21 December2016 12:34
To: mwjointplan <mwjointplannorthyorks.gov.uk>
Cc: Wren, Rebecca <Rebecca.Wrenredcar.cleveIand.gov.uk>; ‘Palmer, Jane (DaNS)’
<Jane.Palmer(astockton.ov.uk>; David Nelson <David.Nelson@darlington.gov.ub; Matthew Clifford
<Matthew.Cliffordhartlepool.gov.uk>
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Response

Dear Rob,

Please find attached the Tees Valley Authorities response to the above consultation. If you have any queries
regarding our response please do not hesitate to contact me by the below telephone number or via email.

Best Regards,
Charlton Gibbon,
Senior Planning Policy Officer,
Planning Servces, -.

Middlesbrough Council,
P.O.Box 504,
Civic Centre,
Middlcsbrouah.
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mwjointplan

From: Simon Hartley <Simon.Hartley@harrogate.gov.uk>

Sent: 19 December 2016 15:47

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

FAO Rob Smith, 

 

Rob, Just to confirm that Harrogate Borough Council has no comments to make on the Minerals and Waste Joint 

Plan, Publication Draft, but wishes to be kept informed with regard to the progress of the Plan. 

 

Regards, 

 

Simon 

 

Simon Hartley 

Senior Planner 

Planning and Development 

P.O. Box 787 

Harrogate 

HG1 9RW 

 

Tel: 01423 556584 

Email: simon.hartley@harrogate.gov.uk 

Web:  www.harrogate.gov.uk  

 

 
This email is Scanned by MailMarshal  

Have your say on the Stray - give us your views on whether we should seek to amend legislation 
to increase the opportunity to hold more and different types of events on the Stray. Let us know 
your thoughts before Monday 6 Feb 2017  http://www.harrogate.gov.uk/strayact 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain information that is confidential or privileged, and is 
intended solely for the use of the name recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, storing, 
copying or disclosing this e-mail is prohibited and maybe unlawful. Please delete it.  

Any opinions are those of the author and not necessarily those of the Council. 

No officer is authorised to make a contract on the Council's behalf by e-mail. 

The recipient is responsible for virus checking this e-mail and any attachments. 

The Council does not accept service of legal documents by e-mail. 



CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Publicatior? Stage- Response Form

Part A - Contact details

Name: Title: Mr Initial(s):M D
Malcolm
Surname: Margolis

Organisation (if applicable):
Harrogate District Friends of the Earth
Address: 18 Rossett Park Road

Harrogate

Post Code: HG2 9NP
Telephone: 07443450705
Email:margolis©virginmedia.com

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 2l December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.pov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

Data Protection:
North Yorkshire County Council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the City of York Council are registered
under the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and
responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made at
Publication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will only be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as part of the examination.

For official use only:
Respondent Number

Your contact details Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

in. Without this information
on Data Protection at the

Date received Date entered Date acknowledged





Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

or Organisation : Frack Free Harrogate District

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site Policy No. M16 M17 M18 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No

______

2.(2)Sound Yes I I No

_____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes J No Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

In response to the final draft of this policy and the (very complex) guidance notes on the scope of the consultation I wish to
make the following points on behalf of Frack Free Harrogate District, a voluntary campaigning group.

A Scope of consultation
The restrictive character of the consultation (Legal Compliance and Soundness) is unacceptable. Policies Ml 6, 17

and 18, which relate to unconventional oil and gas extraction, and the volume of supporting policy justification, are radically
different from the statements in the draft policy (late 2015). This means that the substance of these policies has not been
open to due scrutiny. The Council has chosen narrowest interpretation of its duty to consult (under the Town and country
Planning Regulations of 2012).

B Legal Compliance and Soundness
The policy, as in M16, 17 and 18, fails to meet these criteria (from the National Planning Policy Framework) in the

following ways:

climate Change: Legally the council is bound to ensure that policies must as a whole mitigate, and adapt to,
climate change (Section 19 1 a of 2004 Planning Act). The Plan overall fails to meet this requirement. Specifically, in Policy
M16, the impacts of extracting and burning fossil fuels, and the consequences of inevitable methane leakage, have been
overlooked.

Local Environments and health: The impacts of unconventional gas exploration (which were well rehearsed in
the 2015 draft consultation) are not addressed effectively here. There is no justification for this shortcoming. Sufficient
reputable, peer-reviewed scientific and case study evidence exists across the world now to demonstrate the risks of
Fracking. These include water supply, quality and disposal; drilling accidents and damage to aquifers; public and personal
health/wellbeing; visual and landscape degradation; hgv traffic volumes and air quality; light and noise pollution; wildlife;
seismic events. Reference is made to these but no overall statement about robust protection — and no framework for
action — on behalf of communities exists. The Council has legal duties to stand its ground on such protections and will be
found wanting when the inevitable consequences of Fracking start to emerge.

The Precautionary Principle: The Council has duty to avoid undue risks to its communities and
environments. It is required in particular to take a precautionary approach to the cumulative effects of its policies. Fracking
can only prosper as an industry on a Iarqe scale. The Council’s policies here appear, generally, to take a singular and



short-term approach to the industry. At what point, for instance, will water extraction for Fracking grow to affect domestic
and service supplies? At what point, on current evidence, does a major and irretrievable event affecting water quality,
agriculture, or tourism seem inevitable? At what point will multiple well heads generate intolerable levels of traffic, local
pollution, and environmental degradation? Without the guarantee that every application will be subject to a rigorous
Environmental Impact Assessment and a firm commitment to act on the basis of scientific certainties about such
protections, the Council’s plans remain unsound.

C Specific Policy Objections (relating to policies M16, 17, 18)
- There is no plan here to ensure that the Council’s legally binding commitments to reduce greenhouse

emissions can be fulfilled during the extraction, transmission and use of fossil fuels produced by Fracking
- The areas singled out for lapdscape protection seriously under value the many precious envirorjments that

exist across the County. These may be dmall scale woodlands, access land with paths, tranquil open land aàjacent to
towns and villages. Many residents lack private transport. For them modest landscapes may be more important than the
majestic AONBs, National Parks and SSls. The Council needs to extend protection to all such environments.

- The proposed Buffer Zone (policy M17) between residences and well heads is set at 500 metres, and even
that will allow exceptions. Evidence from the USA points to the need for a minimum of 750m. The Buffer Zone here should
be at least as great as that offered when wind turbines are approved. No exceptions should be allowed.

- The policies lack a mechanism to obtain a systematic long term assessment by Yorkshire Water of the
implications of abstraction for domestic water supply.

- The policies do not address the crucial issue about plans for the treatment and disposal of the toxic fluids
generated from Fracking. This may fall outside the Council’s remit but it is reckless to rely on non-specific and untested
assurances from the industry. No proven process for the safe treatments of waste fluids currently exists. Reinjection is
now a proven cause of seismic episodes as well as a long term threat to groundwater and aquifers

- The policies do not guarantee baseline assessment of water and air quality, pollution, public health
profiles, traffic volumes, seismic records, methane levels etc. These are essential if the Council is serious about monitoring
the impact of Fracking. Evidence supplied solely by the industry will not be sufficient.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) yOU Consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally Compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Proposed Policy Revisions

M16 (b) climate change, precautionary principle, cumulative impacts.

The emphasis of the policy should be strengthened so that applications will not be
considered unless they demonstrate that they can be implemented safely and sustainably without
adverse impacts

- The applicant must provide convincing evidence that methane emissions and transmission of
gas will not compromise the council’s climate change objectives

- Every application should be appraised by the precautionary principle and be subject to a
rigorous Environmental Impact Assessment

- Applicants must explain the most likely scale and extent of the longer term operations before
they are allowed to start drilling a single well site.

- Cumulative impact assessments, covering the full range of issues above, should be
commissioned by the applicant and the Council, including the extent of long term operations

M17(1) Highways
- Again the principle needs to be stated that Fracking will not be permitted unless a full
Transport Assessment, incorporating the cumulative and economic impact of other local plans and

Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ ______________________

II I I I Ill Ill



projects, has been carried out. Nor will it be permitted where safety, pollution, congestion and
impact on communities are compromised.

M17 (Local Economy)

- Fracking will not be permitted where agriculture, business, tourism and cultural assets are
jeopardised. Applicants must provide absolute guarantees and plans to protect these

M17 (Local amenity)

- Fracking will not be pernitted where the impact on local communities and servides could be
adverse from air, noise, and light pollution, methane emissions and degraded surface water. A
buffer zone equivalent to that imposed on wind turbines, and never less than 750 metres, is required
to protect residences, schools, hospitals, clinics, other social services, livestock farms, horticulture
nurseries, sensitive wildlife sites etc. With no exceptions.

In summary the Plan as it stands, while identifying many of the safeguards needed, fails to ensure
enough binding conditions upon applicants and to assert the precautionary principle. The weakness
of this policy stance will encourage the Fracking industry to take risks. It will prevent us achieving our
legally binding Climate Change obligations. It will expose our communities to the devastation that
Fracking has brought elsewhere. And that will inflict severe reputational damage on the Council.

The people of North Yorkshire deserve and need better.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

I am willing to attend such a session but am uncertain whether this is necessary or what it would
involve



Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to pdicipate at the oral pad of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: 15.12.16 1

OfficlaiUseOnlyReferenceNumber
•l .l I

__________________



mwjointplan

From: Malcolm and Gia <margolis@virginmedia.com>
Sent: 18 December 2016 16:51
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Response to NYCC Waste and Minerals Plan
Attachments: Publication_responsejorm_part_A1.docx; NYCC Waste Plan 2016

F1ublication_response_form_part_B1 (1).docx

bear Sirs,

r am responding on behalf of Harrogate District Friends of the Earth.

Our group fully supports the comments submitted by Frack Free Harrogate District. I attach
response form part A and the FFHD submission.

Sincerely

Malcolm Margolis
Co-ordinator, Harrogate District Friends of the Earth
18 Rossett Park Road
Harrogate

[*2 9NP
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TITLE j Mr

INITIALS Gary

SURNAME Hush

ORGANISATION Appleton Le Moors Parish Council
(if applicable)

f ADDRESS The Forge, Appleton Le Moors

POSTCODE Y062 GTE

TELEPHONE 01751 417017

EMAIL appIetonparishcouncHägmaiLcom

SCOPE OF THE CONSULTATION

* Parts of the Minerals and Waste Plan (MWJP) seem to have changed considerably in
content since the Preferred Options consultation (the previous version Dec. 2015)

* Much of North Yorkshire is now covered in Petroleum Exploration and Development
Licences (PEDLs), which were announced in December 2016.

* It seems that much of the new policy has been developed in conjunction with the shale
gas industry by the wording and parameters included in the MWJR

* Much of this content is also brand new policy which has not gone through the required
consultation rounds with other representative bodies or the general public.

CLIMATE CHANGE

* The MWJP does not conform with Section 19(1A) of The Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act (2004), which states that policies as a whole must contribute to the
mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change.

* Assumptions that shale gas could lead to carbon savings are unsupported, given that test
3 of the CCC report states that “emissions from shale exploitation will need to be offset
by emissions reductions in other areas of the economy to ensure that UK carbon budgets
are met.”

* The MWJP is therefore unsound to claim that Policy M16 could have any positive impact
on the climate budget, as this key condition of the CCC report is a Long way from being
met.

* Future applications for hydrocarbons production (including fracking) must be assessed
using the following criteria:
- CO2 emissions and fugitive methane leaks must be included
- COi emissions resulting from both production and combustion must be included
- explanations of how emissions from shale gas production can be accommodated within
UK carbon budgets should be included and assessed by the planning authorities.
- Until Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) is fully operational, this can not be used in
planning applications as a device to mitigate future COz emissions in some notional future
- any proposed plan must clearly show that it will lead to a reduction in climate change
in order for it to be approved.



CONSIDERATION OF LOCAL IMPACTS

Landscape and Visual Impact

* The inclusion in Policy M16 that designated aread such as National Parks, AONBs and SSSIs
are protected from fracking on their surfaces is strongly supported.

* However, the MWJP is currentLy unsound as it does not take into account the Ryedale
Local Plan Strategy, in particular Policy SP13 (Landscapes).

* The Ryedate Plan is an adopted Local plan which has statutory force and has been made
in accordance with the requirements of the NPPF. It follows that the draft minerals plan
would be unsound if it failed to take proper account of Policy 5P13 of the Ryedale PLan.

* It is also noted that the Areas which Protect the Historic Character and Setting of York
are now included as a protected area, presumably because the MWJP was seen to be in
conflict with the City PLan, which was also approved by the NYCC. The same
consideration must therefore be given to the Ryedale Plan.
The Ryedale Plan aims to encourage new development to “reinforce distinctive elements
of landscape character” in areas including the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds.
These are areas high in landscape value, with Neolithic features that require specific
consideration, and which should be protected by Policy M16 in the MWJR

* Ryedale Policy SP13 states that developments should contribute to the protection and
enhancement of distinctive elements of landscape character, including: “Visually
sensitive skylines, hill and valley sides... the ambience of the area, including nocturnal
character, level and type of activity and tranquillity, sense of enclosure/exposure.” (p
129 - Ryedale Plan).

* If fracking were developed in the way described in the MWJP, this would clearly
contravene the Ryedale Plan, which was approved and adopted by the NYCC.

* The landscape impact alone of so many fracking well-sites, and the supporting
infrastructure such as pipelines, would clearly have a negative effect on the Vale of
Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds.

* The MWJP must be developed so that it is complementary to this Local plan, not be in
conflict with it. This means that the MWJP is currently unsound.

* The Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds should therefore be included as ‘protected
areas’ in Policy M16.

Buffer Zones

The village of Appleton Le Moors is a ancient working village within the National Park, so if
fracking was allowed close to the village, noise and light pollution along with increased
traffic would have a destructive effect on this beautiful protected area.

* The inclusion of a 3.5km buffer zone around National Parks and AONBs is supported.
* Point 5.128 says, “proposals for surface hydrocarbons development within a 3.5km zone

around a National Park or AQNB should be supported by detailed information assessing
the impact of the proposed development on the designated area, including views into
and out from the protected area.”

* While the restrictions in terms of how much fracking developments impact on the
landscape are welcomed, there is little detail on what other information would be
required by companies, and under what criteria fracking within the 3.5 km buffer zone
would be supported.

* The National Parks and AONBs are protected for a number of reasons, including to
conserve biodiversity, provide quiet places for people to relax, and to boost tourism in
the region. In short, this should be about more than if the development ‘spoils the view’.

* Any fracking activity that close to a major protected area could not fail to impact upon
the protected area, either by impacting the view, causing excessive traffic around the
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borders of the area, causing noise and air pollution, causing light poLLution at night -

which would affect not only the wildlife in the protected area, but also impact on the
clear night skies which are such a draw for visitors - and potential impacts on water
courses the serve the protected areas.

* The NPPF indicates that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic
beauty in National Parks and AONBs, which have the highest status of protection. These
areas are protected to preserve their Landscape and views, tranquillity, biodiversity and
geodiversity and rare species and heritage.

* Any fracking within 3.5 km (2 miLes) of these arças cannot faiL to impact upon these
qualities. So, in order to be legalLy compliant with the NPPF and the relevant Local
PLans, the MWJP should therefore simpLy prohibit fracking in these buffer zones
completely.

Noise impacts

AppLeton Le Moors is a quiet peaceful area, something that is greatly valued be the people
whom Live here.

* Paragraph 5.107 of the MWJP states that the exploratory stage for hydrauLic fracturing
exploratory drilLing (which is a 24-hour process) may take “considerably longer” than the
12-25 week timeframe required for conventional hydrocarbons.

* Drilling of each fracking well will take place 24 hours a day, taking place over a period of
weeks at a time. The KM8 well took 100 days to driLl, although lower estimates of 60-70
days are now put forward by the industry.

* Well-pads may have up to 40 or 50 wells on them, which would mean that a 40-welL pad
would take 6.5 years in continuous drilling alone.

* Fracking itself is aLso a noisy activity and again is often conducted 24 hours a day, over a
period of weeks.

* Unconventional gas deveLopment for shale gas cannot therefore be considered a ‘short
term activity’ for the purposes of planning law.

* Paragraph 144 of the NPPF states that when considering new minerals development, Local
authorities should: “ensure unavoidable noise, dust and particle emissions and any
blasting vibrations are controlled, mitigated or removed at source, and establish
appropriate noise limits for extraction in proximity to noise sensitive properties”.

* Fracking expLoration is, by the MWJP’s own definition, a medium term activity at best,
and therefore the policy from the NPPF above must apply.

* 24 hour drilling from exploration stages will lead to night-time noise levels far higher
than those alLowed for other types of development (such as wind turbines).

* The noise levels in many rural parts of North Yorkshire are very low, particuLarly at night,
and so the impact of night-time noise from drilling and fracking will be very noticeable.

* It is therefore essential that the MWJP must set clear poLicy to curb noise emissions for
nearby residents, as part of its statutory duty to protect local public health.

* A setback distance of 75Cm wouLd help to reduce the noise impact from drilling and
fracking.

* Furthermore, there shouLd therefore be no exceptions alLowed for fracking within the
proposed residential buffer zone, as this would contravene the guidelines in the NPPR

* The caveat that fracking within the buffer zone would be allowed ‘in exceptional
circumstances’ is therefore legaLly unsound and should be removed.

* A Health Impact Assessment shouLd be required for aLL fracking operations, to establish
current air quality and noise levels, and what might be acceptable depending on the
distance the fracking weLl-site is from the nearest home.
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Air quality impacts

This area (Rydale and Scarborough CCG) suffers from health inequalities, air and noise
pollution would make this worse.

* There is now clear evidence that the air quality impacts from fracking have been shown
to pose risks to health.

• A number of chemicals routinely released during fracking, such as benzene, are known
carcinogens. httn:/ /www.ucdenveredu/about/newsroon/new5releases/Pages/health-imnacts•of-fracking-
em)ssions.asDx

• Note that these are not chemicals that are injected into the ground as part of the
fracking process, but are released from the ground as a consequence of (racking (and
therefore cannot be controlled by the producer, or regulated by the Environment
Agency).
Fumes from the drilling process can also cause fine diesel soot particles, which can
penetrate lungs and cause severe health risks.
Planning Practice Guidance states, “It is important that the potential impact of new
development on air quality is taken into account in planning where the national
assessment indicates that relevant limits have been exceeded or are near the limit.

* Paragraph 109 of the NPPF states that the planning system should prevent “... both new
and existing development from contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from,
or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution
or land instability; “

* There is therefore a clear legal requirement for the MWJP to consider air pollution when
developing planning policy.

* The proposal to include setback distances for what is termed ‘sensitive receptors’ is
welcomed. The MWJP’s definition of ‘sensitive receptors’ includes residential
institutions, such residential care homes, children’s homes, social services homes,
hospitals and non-residential institutions such as schools.

* However, the setback distance of SOOm appears to be rather arbitrary, and no reason is
given for choosing this distance. There is no evidence that this setback distance is safe
for residents, either in terms of air quality or other negative aspects of fracking
production.

* Experiences of residents in the USA show that a setback distance of 500m is not
sufficient, and research in Colorado has resulted in a proposal for setback distances from
fracking well sites to be extended to 750m from any place where people live.
https://ballotpedia.or/Colorado Mandatory Setback from Oil and Gas Development Amendment (20161

* The recommendation is therefore that the setback distance from ‘sensitive receptors’
should be a minimum of 750m to ensure that the negative health impacts of fracking,
including air quality, are reduced.

* There is a strong argument that setback distances from places which house vulnerable
people, such as schools, residential homes and hospitals, should be increased to 1km.

* Note that this is still less than the setback distance recommended by Kevin Hollinrake
MR who is pro tracking, on his return from his ‘fact-finding’ mission in the USA, when he
recommended a minimum setback distance of 1 mile from schools.

* Baseline Health Impact assessments should be undertaken prior to any work being carried
out, to ascertain the impact of fracking on human health.

Biodiversity impacts

* Given that SSSIs are sensitive nationally protected areas, often containing rare and
protected species, this is a contradictory and unsound approach. This clause should
therefore be removed.

* Noise is a particular danger for resident and migrating birds, and nocturnal creatures
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such as bats. Not enough consideration has been given to the impact of noise from
fracking well-sites situated near a designated protected area such as an 5551.

* As many SSSIs are reLatively small in area, the noise, Light and air polLution from a
fracking well-site close by could have a devastating impact on wildlife populations, even
if they are just outside the borders of the protected area.

* The MWJP includes a 3.5 km ‘buffer zone’ around National Parks and AONBs, so that the
impact of fracking on the boundaries of these protected areas is reduced.

* The same consideration should be extended to SSSIs, so that fracking wells are not
allowed to be established near the boundaries qf these highly sensitive and nationally
protected areas.

* In non-designated areas, the current policy wording should be more explicit in its
requirements to demonstrate that significant effects to biodiversity and habitat impacts
will not result.

Water impacts

* The impacts of fracking on water are well known, and there are multiple instances of
water being contaminated by the fracking process, either from spills on the ground or
under-surface contamination.

* It is therefore the Planning authorities’ legal duty to ensure that water contamination
will not occur in North Yorkshire.

* The British Geological Survey has previously highlighted the risks that fracking can
contaminate water, saying, ““Groundwater may be potentially contaminated by
extraction of shale gas both from the constituents of shale gas itself, from the
formulation and deep injection of water containing a cocktail of additives used for
hydraulic fracturing and from flowback water which may have a high content of saline
formation water,” http: / /nora. nerc.ac.uk/1 6467/

* The British Geological Survey is also not confident that current methods to monitor
groundwater pollution are adequate, due to the depth that fracking takes place, the
volumes of water required to frack, and the uncertainty regarding how much water
returns to the surface: “The existing frameworks and supporting risk-based tools provide
a basis for regulating the industry but there is limited experience of their suitability for
large scale on-shore activities that exploit the deep sub-surface. The tools for assessing
risks may not be adequate as many have been designed to consider the risks from
surface activities.”

• In order to be legally sound, the policy therefore needs to be reworded so that fracking
companies must have to demonstrate beyond scientific doubt that there would be no
impact on the water supply.

Highways and traffic impacts

Appleton Le Moors has one road through it to gain access to the Al 70. When repairs closed
this road earlier this year the village faced a 15-20mm detour and a great deal of disruption.

* Fracking is very likely to cause a large increase in traffic movements, as trucks bring
water, chemicals and sand to the well-site, and to remove contaminated waste water
(often containing Naturally Occurring Radioactive Material), solid waste, and possibly gas
if there is no nearby pipeline.

* It has been estimated that each individual borehole will require between 2,000 and 7,000
truck movements, and there are plans for up to 40 or 50 wells per fracking site.

* The rural road network in Yorkshire is ill-suited to deal with this exponential increase in
traffic.

* Paragraph 144 of the NPPF states that local authorities should ensure that there: “are no
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unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural and historic environment, human health or
aviation safety, and take into account the cumulative effect of multiple impacts from
individual sites”.

* There appears to be little in the MWJP to guarantee the safety of other users of the road
network, including non-vehicle users (cyclists, walkers, people on horseback, etc.). This
must be included in the Plan.

* The huge increase in HGV traffic will also adversely affect the air quality along the
designated routes, particularly if they pass ‘sensitive receptors’ such as schools, hospitals
and old people’s homes.

* The MWJP is therefore unsound as it does not adequately include restrictions to prohibit
fracking HGV traffic from impacting on the air quality on these receptors. Policy M17
therefore needs to be amended to include these concerns and if necessary, impose
restrictions.

* This would ensure compliance with concerns of Public Health England, which has been
raising this issue with minerals applications in other parts of the UK.

Cumulative impact

* One of the biggest concerns regarding fracking is that the industry will require thousands
of wells in the next twenty years to be financially viable. Most fracking wells are
unprofitable after the first year, and 84% are unprofitable after 3 years. Therefore
fracking companies will need to continually drill more wells, and establish more well
sites, just to survive. This endless proliferation is the aspect of fracking that raises fears
of the industrialisation of the countryside in Yorkshire, and is one of residents’ greatest
concerns.

* The cumulative impact of fracking wells could have very damaging impacts on the road
network, biodiversity, climate change, water use, water contamination, air pollution,
noise and light pollution, soil contamination, human health and traditional rural
industries such as agriculture and tourism.

* The MWJP suggests that an ‘acceptable’ cumulative impact can be achieved by a density
of 10 well-pads per lOxlO km2 PEDL licence block. It is noted that each well-pad can
contain as many as 40 or 50 individual wells, by the industry’s own admission, meaning
that a lOxlO km2 PEDL licence block could contain up to 500 fracking wells.

* Bearing in mind that each well requires 60-100 hours drilling, many more hours fracking,
produces millions of gallons of waste water, generates thousands of HGV truck
movements, generates toxic air pollution near the site and many other impacts such as
noise and light pollution, the proposed density would be condemning people who live in
this area to a lifetime of noise, traffic problems, health issues and stress.

* Furthermore, there is no guidance given on the separation distance between each well-
site. Kevin Hollinrake MP suggested that these should be at least six miles apart, which
would be incompatible with the current plan of 10 well-pads per PEDL licence block.

* However, the lack of any separation distance in the MWJP is a significant failing in terms
of soundness, and a minimum separation distance of at least 3 miles should be included
in the plan. This would avoid all the allowed well-sites in one PEDL licence area to be
‘bunched up’ in one place, causing unacceptable impact for the local community.

* Furthermore, the MWJP says “For PEDLs located within the Green Belt or where a
relatively high concentration of other land use constraints exist, including significant
access constraints, a lower density may be appropriate. This should be amended to ‘will
be appropriate’, as otherwise operators may still be allowed to have 10 well-pads located
in a much smaller surface area.

* There is also an absence of transport impacts relating to this density of well sites,
particularly in terms of how this is monitored, which needs to be addressed.

The Precautionary Principle
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* To abide by legal guidelines, the precautionary principle should be applied to the issue of
cumuLative impact. The precautionary principle is a means of restricting development
where there is a lack of scientific evidence to demonstrate that significant effects would
not otherwise occur.

* PLanning practice guidance also refers to the precautionary principLe in relation to
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA): “the local planning authority must have regard
to the amount of information available, the precautionary principle and the degree of
uncertainty in relation to the environmental impact.”

* The precautionary principle is also refLected in the NPPF, saying, “Ensuring policy is
developed and implemented on the basis of s&ong scientific evidence, whilst taking into
account scientific uncertainty (through the precautionary principle) as well as public
attitudes and values.”

* In order to comply with current legislation (see above), the precautionary principle
should be included in the MWJP, so that new deveLopments are not permitted unless it
can be proved that there wilL be no unacceptable cumulative effects.

* The MWJP should therefore amended so that an Environmental Impact Assessment
should aLways be required to assess the potential cumulative effects from an additionaL
fracking development and ensure that in determining planning appLications, final
decisions are based on a scientific certainty that alL potential issues can be overcome.

Waste management and re-injection wells

* Paragraph 5.156 states incorrectly, with reference to re-injecting waste water from
fracking, that “A specific issue sometimes associated with this form of development is
the potential for re-injected water to act as a trigger for the activation of geological
fault movements, potentially leading to very small scale induced seismic activity”.

* The assumption that any seismic activity resulting from re-injection of waste water from
fracking operations is ‘small scale’ is incorrect, and drastically underestimates the
damage that fracking waste water re-injection weLls are causing elsewhere, particularLy
in the USA.

* A recent earthquake in OkLahoma registered at 5.7 on the Richter Scale, and was felt
from Texas to Illinois. This resulted in the state reguLator shutting down 37 waste-water
re-injection wells.
http5: //www.btoomberg.com/news/artictes/2016-O9-04/ok[ahoma-quake-matches-record-even-as-fracking-

waste-restricted
* These earthquakes, and many others like it, are not ‘very small scale induced seismic

activity’, as described in Paragraph 5.156. They have caused serious structural damage to
roads, buildings and water supplies, and the impact on the underlying geology has not
been fully assessed.

* The threat to North Yorkshire may be even more severe if fracking waste water was
alLowed to be re-injected at the scale required for the fracking industry to expand, due
to the much more faulted geoLogy of the area.

* The MWJP therefore has a statutory duty to invoke the precautionary principle regarding
re-injecting fracking waste fluid in North Yorkshire, and ensure that re-injection is not
permitted until it can be proved beyond doubt that this process can be conducted safely.

mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk

.2
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mwjaintp Ian

From: Ian Berry <applctonparishcouncil@gmail.com>

Sent: 14 December 2016 21:57

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Mineral joint plan

Attachments: MINERAL-AND-WASTE-JQINT-PLAN-CQNSULTATIQN-GUIDEUNES.pdf

APPLETON LE MOORS PARISH COUNCIL

Chair: Gary Hush app1etonpadshcounciWurnai1.com I
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this e-mail from your system. lfyou arc not the intended recipient you arc notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of

This information is strictly prohibited. Appleton Le Moors Parish Council. accepts no liability fur the content of this email, or for the consequences of any actions taken on

the basis orthc inlhrmatitm proidd. unless that inli,nnation is subsequently confinned in ‘riting.
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The Planning Officers 
Planning Services 
County Hall 
Racecourse Lane 
Northallerton 
DL7 8AH 

 Sarah Houlston 
Chair, Great and Little Barugh 
Parish Council 
Northfields Farm 
Great Barugh 
Malton 
YO17 6XF 
 

 

15/12/16  

Dear Sirs 

Joint Minerals and Waste Plan Publication Draft Response 

Further to our consultation submission of the 15th January 2016 Great and Little Barugh 

Parish Council wish to express concern and raise questions regarding areas included in our 

initial response. As a Parish directly affected by the recently approved application to 

hydraulically fracture, we are concerned on many levels. 

Since the release of the preferred options consultation, there have been key changes. The 

first being the amendments to the Infrastructure Act, secondly the government ratifying the 

Paris Agreement on Climate Change and the release of the new PEDL licences which now 

encompass the entirety of the Vale of Pickering, Wolds and foot of the North Yorkshire 

Moors and lastly some of the Policies included in the documentation have not been through 

the consultation stage. We feel for a plan that will take effect until 2030, further consultation 

should be obtained. It is a complex document that affects a wide population. 

Firstly, our previous comments regarding the visual impact on the Vale of Pickering do 

appear to have been ignored. Policy SP13 of the Ryedale Local Plan does not appear to 

have been taken into account and we believe this must be a material consideration. This 

particular policy relates to the protection of landscape character for future development. 

Large scale development for Shale Gas Exploration within the Vale of Pickering would most 

certainly contravene Policy SP13. The Vale of Pickering and Wolds should be protected from 

large scale development not exploited, for these reasons we feel the plan in its current form 

to be unsound as it conflicts with the Ryedale Local Plan. We feel that the Vale Of Pickering 

and Yorkshire Wolds under Policy M16 (b) (i) should be included as one of the areas where 

hydraulic fracturing would not be permitted.  
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Secondly, we are very concerned about Buffer Zones and permitted distances from 

residences/properties. The 3.5km zone from National Parks and AONB’s is supported 

however we fail to see how even at 3.5km (2 miles) buffer zone will not impact the protected 

areas, particularly as the companies will be allowed to drill underneath the protected area 

and there will be industrial complexes at the edge of National Parks and AONB’s. There 

would be additional noise, traffic movements, light pollution, and the potential pollution of 

water and air. Again the negative impact on the landscape should be taken into account in 

accordance with Policy SP13 of the Ryedale Local Plan. Therefore in order to legally comply 

with the National Planning Policy Framework, and the relevant Local Plans, the MWJP 

should simply prohibit hydraulic fracturing in these buffer zones.  

The cumulative impact of unconventional exploration should be a serious consideration. 

Policy M17, paragraph 5.137 sets the density in broad terms as 10 production sites every 

100 square kilometres PEDL licence block. It is noted that each well-pad can contain as 

many as 40-50 individual wells. Therefore a 100 square kilometres (6.6 x 6.6 miles) PEDL 

licence block could contain up to 500 fracking wells. Kevin Hollinrake MP suggested that 

these production sites should be at least 6 miles apart, which would be incompatible with the 

current plan of 10 well pads per 10x10 km square PEDL licence area. The lack of separation 

distance between well sites is a significant failing in terms of soundness, and a minimum 

separation distance of at least 3 miles should be included in the plan. There is also an 

absence of transport impacts relating to this density of well sites, particularly in terms of how 

it is monitored. Within our Parish there are narrow country roads with passing places, we 

cannot imagine how the road network could cope with the high volumes of HGV movements 

needed. It has been estimated that each borehole will require between 2000 and 7000 truck 

movements. 

 

There appears to be little in the MWJP to guarantee the safety of other road users, including  

cyclists, walkers and people on horseback. These must be added to the plan. The MWJP 

also fails to adequately include restrictions to prohibit fracking HGV traffic from impacting on 

the air quality of ‘sensitive receptors’, such as schools, hospitals and old people’s homes. 

Public Health England have been raising air quality concerns with minerals applications in 

other parts of the UK. 

 

Our Parish is in a rural location and enjoys very low noise levels, particularly at night. 

Paragraph 5.107 of the plan states that the exploratory stage for hydraulic fracturing 

exploratory drilling, a 24 hour process, may take considerably longer that the 12-25 week 

timeframe required for conventional drilling. The well at KM8 took 100 days to drill, although 

new estimates put forward by the industry state 60-70 days. Therefore if a well pad had 40 

wells it would take 6.5 years of continuous drilling. Shale gas extraction can therefore not be 

considered a short term activity for the purpose of planning law. Paragraph 144 of the NPPF 

states that when considering new mineral developments, local authorities should, “ensure 

unavoidable noise, dust and particle emissions and any blasting vibrations are controlled, 

mitigated or removed at source, and establish appropriate noise limits for extraction in 

proximity to noise sensitive properties”. Fracking exploration is, by the MWJP’s own 

definition, a medium term activity at best, and therefore paragraph 144 of the NPPF must 

apply.  
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Our Parish Council welcomes the proposal of setback distances for ‘sensitive receptors’. 

However we feel that the setback distance of 500m is not enough and no reason is given for 

choosing this distance. There is no evidence that this setback distance is safe for residents. 

We would like to see a recommendation of a 750m setback distance which is still less that 

the setback distance recommended by Kevin Hollinrake MP on his return from his fact 

finding mission in the USA, when he called for a setback distance of 1 mile from schools.We 

would also like to see baseline health impact assessments undertaken before any work is 

carried out, something that to date has been ignored.  

The British Geological Survey states that, “Groundwater may be potentially contaminated by 

extraction of shale gas both from the constituents of shale gas itself, from the formulation 

and deep injection of water containing a cocktail of additives used for hydraulic fracturing 

and from flowback water which may have a high content of saline formation water”.The BGS 

are not confident that current methods to monitor groundwater pollution are adequate, due to 

the depth that fracking takes place, the volumes of water required to frack and the 

uncertainty regarding how much water returns to the surface. We therefore ask that the 

MWJP should incorporate the precautionary principle, which would mean that unless the 

fracking company can demonstrate beyond scientific doubt that there would be no impact on 

the water supply fracking should not be allowed to go head. 

 

Great and Little Barugh Parish Council object to the draft minerals plan in its current form for 

the reasons set out above.  

The Parish Council gives notice of its intention to be represented at the Oral Examination. 

 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

Sarah Houlston 

Chair, Great and Little Barugh Parish Council. 
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North Yorkshire
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Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Publication Stage- Response Fom

Your contact details

Email: chstratton50gmail.com

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Nodhallerton
0L7 SAH

Name: Title: MR Initial(s): C.H.

Surname: STRATTON

Organisation (if applicable):
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group,
Also representing Coxwold ,Crayke and
Husthwaite Parish Councils , Oulston Parish
Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Address: Bank Farm

Oulston

York

Post Code: Y061 3 RA
Telephone: 01347 868854
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

rName or Organisation SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5,Oulston Parish
I Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Sit Policy No. D06 PoIiies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

_____ _____

2(2) Sound Yes

_____ _____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

I I
No Ix
No Ix

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (b) & (d)

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attadhed Critique
Paragraph 4 Proposed Amendment 15

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) line 3: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessanj to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Official Use Only Reference Number

________________ _______________________

I I’l%1 I I I I I I’’%I I I I I



All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date:l7th December2016
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston

L Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M16 Policis Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant

2.(2) Sound

Yes I____
Yes

No IX

No Ix
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to the attached Critique Para 3 (a) & (c)

(a) In line with the NPPFs presumption in favour of development it is
appreciated why so many of the draft policies begin “will be permitted”
but then reservations need invariably to follow the word “unless” or
“only”.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (0. As drafted, in b) (Q an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and
permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We



strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a buffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park orAONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upn visual setting, integrity and views and vists.
The Harrógate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other pro visions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (0 to be compliant
with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional shale
gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for by
section 50 the Infrastructure Act 2015.
Therefore we do not regard the Mineral and Waste Joint
plan as being legally compliant.

Official Use Only Reference Number

_____________ ___________________
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(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique

Paragraphs 4 Proposed Amendments 1, 2 &3

1. Page 84 Policy M16, b) (i), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 d): delete para (i) entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, para 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.



(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, ei1’idence and
supporting informatic4n necessary to support/justify the representation and the uggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with individual examples including maps and
photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: December17 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number

______________ _____________________
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M17 Policie Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2(1) Legally compliant Yes

Yes

No Ix

No H
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared

Effective

Yes

____

Nol____ Justified YesI____ Nol____

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Veal_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x___ No

_____

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

.1 t
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2(2) Sound

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (d),(e), and (f)

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA orB road. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management
Plan to be included in any planning application

(f) Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights from which development or activity may be
seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling masts, properly screened,



maybe acceptable to the occupier of an isolated farmhouse on whose
land the activity occurs, it would not be so to the inhabitants of a village
of 300 people whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of
lOOm or more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the South and
West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills respectively. We
suggest tha( 500m should be stated as a minimum, the e(fective distance
then being assessed in each case by the Local Planning Authority so that
topographical variation can be taken into account.

(continue on a separate sheevexpand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Mailer you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique Paragraph 4
Proposed amendments 4,5,6,7,& 8 9,10 &11

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 7 1)0 line 2: delete “or indirect” and for “and”
substitute “and only”.

5. Page 89 Policy Ml 7 2) i) fine 2: for “unacceptable” substitute “an
adverse “.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 7 4) i) line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy M17 4) i) line 3: for ‘Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances, including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy M17 4)i) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence beginning
“Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and substitute “Proposals for

Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ _______________________
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surface hydrocarbon development particularly those involving hydraulic
fracturing, will not be permitted between within 500m of one or two
isolated residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same or similar
height above sea level or 3km where such settlement overlooks such
activity from a height of 50m or more, the effective distance then being
assessed ip each case by the Local Planning Authority o take into
account to,bographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect, when the extent of the resource is better known,
to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impacL” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is appilcable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a
discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater distance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. II your representatiqn is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with evidential material including maps and photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number

____________ __________________
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M18 PolicieJMap

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2.(1) Legally compliant

2(2) Sound

Yes I I
Yes

_____

No Ix

No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

1
I t

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (g)

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3’’ party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed Amendments 12&13

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy M18 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells I) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and

restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M18 2) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a ydparty

approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

Official Use Only Reference Number
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6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17k’ December2016
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs,Qulston Parish Meeting

& Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

No.1 Site Policy No. M19 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No

_____

2.(2) Sound Yes No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an x one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please refer to attched Critique
Paragraph 3(b) and (d)

3(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

3(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box If necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(conUnue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

I Official Use Only Reference Number

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed amendment 14

14. Page 98 Policy MW II): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse’

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

1111 I I Ill I I I I



All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December2016



CRITIQUE OF NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL’S
MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (OCTOBER 2016)
BY SOUTH HAMBLETON SHALE GAS ADVISORY GROUP

1.Introduction

The South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group comprises technical
and professional disciplines. It is non-partisan, and over the past 12
months and more has sought to inform ourselves, the public and local
parish councils on shale gas exploration and extraction. We offer this
critique by way of constructive criticism, confining ourselves to the
legal and procedural compliance or soundness of the final draft plan,
including its conformity and the duty to cooperate. We are keen to
ensure the final plan will be sufficiently robust and of such clarity as
to withstand the scrutiny and challenges it will face at the
Examination in Public and subsequent planning appeals. This paper
is drafted by a professional planner and a lawyer, each with long and
extensive experience in our respective fields, having advised and
acted for and against Government and planning authorities over
many years.

2. General Comment

It must be said at the outset that since the initial consultative draft
Minerals and Waste joint Plan was published a great deal of thought
and detailed work have gone into the preparation of the draft plan
now in final consultation. The overall strategy of general principles
covering all aspects of minerals and waste in North Yorkshire,
leading to their specific application, is a matter for congratulation.
Although this critique is concerned solely with shale gas we must
observe that such an integrated approach serves only to strengthen
the particular aspects upon which it then focuses. We fully endorse
the great body of principle and criteria, following both those
principles set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
document and the fundamental needs of the county. En passant, it is
both grati1ring and encouraging to note the extent to which the
consultee responses to the original document have been recognized
and imported into the joint plan now under consideration. Save
therefore for a very few substantive matters of detail, this paper
seeks to clarif, and thereby strengthen some of the language
employed in the Joint Plan. We would add, however, that as hinted at



in the present draft Joint Plan (e.g. para. 5.136) Supplementary
Planning Guidance will probably be needed to deal with, for example,
Landscape Character Assessments when the extent of the shale gas
resource is better known. That would determine the capacity of each
given area to accommodate further dri4ing sites. We note that
Hambleton District Council have recently produced (May 2016) an
LCA which would be an excellent basis for such a capacity study.
Likewise it may be both prudent and beneficial to the community at
large, as well of advantage to energy companies, for such further
Guidance to include Preferred Sites, as the Joint Plan presently
provides with regard to other resources such as gravel.

3. General Points

This paragraph contains the argument for and justification of the
changes to the draft loint Plan which we propose. To avoid repetition
we discuss the different points with which we take issue or make
suggestion, and where they recur in the Joint Plan deal with them
compendiously. In the following paragraph we list with page, Policy,
paragraph and line reference the specific amendments which then
arise.

(a) Inline with the NPPF’s presumption in favour of development
it is appreciated why so many of the draft Policies begin “will
be permitted” but then reservations need invariably to follow
the word “unless” or “only”.

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (iJ. As drafted, in b) (i) an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and



permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We
strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a bi.ffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park or AONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upon visual setting, integrity and views and vistas.
The Harrogate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other provisions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (i) to be
compliant with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional
shale gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for
by section 50 of the Infrastructure Act 2015. Therefore we do not
regard the Mineral and Waste joint plan as being legally compliant.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA or Broad. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management



Plan to be included in any planning application.

(fl Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights frot which development or
activity may be seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling
masts, properly screened, maybe acceptable to the occupier of
an isolated farmhouse on whose land the activity occurs, it
would not be so to the inhabitants of a village of 300 people
whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of lOOm or
more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the
South and West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills
respective]y. We suggest that 500m should be stated as a
minimum, the effective distance then being assessed in each
case by the Local Planning Authority so that topographical
variation can be taken into account

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3rd party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

4. Proposed Amendments

1. Page 84 Policy Ml 6, b) (I), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 ci): delete para (iJ entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, parc 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 71)i) line 2: delete “or indirect” and for
“and” substitute “and only”.



5. Page 89 Policy Ml 72) Q line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) line 2: fr “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy Ml 74) i) line 3: for “Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances,
including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence
beginning “Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and
substitute “ Proposals for surface hydrocarbon development,
particularly those involving hydraulic fracturing, will not be
permitted between within SOOm of one or two isolated
residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same
or similar height above sea level or 3km where such
settlement overlooks such activity from a height of 50m or
more, the effective distance then being assessed in each case
by the Local Planning Authority to take into account
topographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect when the extent of the resource is better
known, to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impact.” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is applicable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a



discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater ditance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy MiB 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells i) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and
restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M182) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a 3rd party
approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

14. Page 98 Policy Ml 9 ii): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse”.

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) lineS: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”.



5. Conclusion

The precise wording of these proposals are by way only of suggestion
but we hope that the sense and purpose of each is clear. Should they
find favour with the Authorities the Grup which we represent would
give full hearted support at the Examination in Public.

Christopher Stratton OBE, DIpLA, FLI, MRTPI

Peter Fox QC, LLD

For and on behalf of the SHSGAG,
also endorsed and adopted by the following Local Councils:

Coxwold
Crayke
Husthwaite
Oulston Parish Meeting
Helmsley Town Council

December 2016

t



mwjointpla n

From: Chris Stratton <chstratton50@gmail.com>
Sent: 21 December 2016 10:23
To: mwjointplan
Subject: NYCC Mineral and Waste Joint Plan _response by South Hambleton Shale Gas

Advisory Group FAQ James Whitleley
Attacjiments: Letter NYCC .pdf; Response Forp Part A .pdf; Response Form Part B D06.pdf;

I Response Form Part B M16. dock.pdf; Response Form Part B M17.pdf; Response
Form Part B M18.pdf; Response Form Part B M19.pdf; CRITIQUE OF NORTH
YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCILS.pdf

Dear Sirs,
I refer to the hard copies of our response which I handed to James Whiteley at County Hall yesterday afternoon As
agreed I now attach pdf digital copies of all the documents, namely:
The covering letter
Form A
Forms B (5no)
Our Critique

There is one important difference to note between the hard copies I deposited with you yesterday and the digital
submission today.
Last night we learnt that Helmsley Town Council had endorsed and adopted this submission, so we have added their
name to all the forms A&B and the critique.
There are no other changes.

If you have any queries that it would be helpful to discuss as you process the documentation for the EIP please
contact me.

I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email.

Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton

Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

1



BANK FARM
OULSTON

NORTH YORKSHIRE
Y06 1 3RA

TEL: 01347868854
Email: chstratton50@maiI.corn

Dec 21st 2016

Dear Sirs,
North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 2016 - Publication Stage
Response

I attach the response in digitised format that has been prepared by the South
Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group on behalf of Husthwaite, Crayke, Coxwold
parish councils, Oulston Parish Meeting and Helmsley Town Council.

Please note that since I submitted hard copies of Forms A&B to County Hall
yesterday, Helmsley Town Council have discussed and adopted the SKSGAG
response so are added to the list above.

In order to comply as far as possible with your request that we use your forms A
& B. we have completed Five B forms which deal, with those specific points of
policy that we wish to bring to the EIP.

Other points of amendment which arise from the justification and explanatory
paras of the plan are also contained in a Critique which is attached. This
document also explains who we are, and deals with general points. It also sets
out our qualified support for the Oct 2016 version of the plan.

We hope that you will find merit in our suggestions and indicate your support
prior to the EIP for we would like to be able to attend the hearing and lend our
support to an amended Joint Mineral and Waste Plan.
Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton
Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

Mineral Planning Team
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton



CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Publication Stage- Response Fom

Your contact details

Email: chstratton50gmail.com

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Nodhallerton
0L7 SAH

Name: Title: MR Initial(s): C.H.

Surname: STRATTON

Organisation (if applicable):
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group,
Also representing Coxwold ,Crayke and
Husthwaite Parish Councils , Oulston Parish
Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Address: Bank Farm

Oulston

York

Post Code: Y061 3 RA
Telephone: 01347 868854

F

For official use only:
Respondent Number Date received Date entered Date acknowledged



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

rName or Organisation SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5,Oulston Parish
I Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Sit Policy No. D06 PoIiies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

_____ _____

2(2) Sound Yes

_____ _____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

I I
No Ix
No Ix

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (b) & (d)

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attadhed Critique
Paragraph 4 Proposed Amendment 15

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) line 3: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessanj to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Official Use Only Reference Number

________________ _______________________
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All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date:l7th December2016
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston

L Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M16 Policis Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant

2.(2) Sound

Yes I____
Yes

No IX

No Ix
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to the attached Critique Para 3 (a) & (c)

(a) In line with the NPPFs presumption in favour of development it is
appreciated why so many of the draft policies begin “will be permitted”
but then reservations need invariably to follow the word “unless” or
“only”.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (0. As drafted, in b) (Q an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and
permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We



strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a buffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park orAONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upn visual setting, integrity and views and vists.
The Harrógate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other pro visions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (0 to be compliant
with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional shale
gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for by
section 50 the Infrastructure Act 2015.
Therefore we do not regard the Mineral and Waste Joint
plan as being legally compliant.

Official Use Only Reference Number
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(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique

Paragraphs 4 Proposed Amendments 1, 2 &3

1. Page 84 Policy M16, b) (i), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 d): delete para (i) entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, para 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.



(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, ei1’idence and
supporting informatic4n necessary to support/justify the representation and the uggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with individual examples including maps and
photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: December17 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M17 Policie Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2(1) Legally compliant Yes

Yes

No Ix

No H
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared

Effective

Yes

____

Nol____ Justified YesI____ Nol____

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Veal_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x___ No

_____

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

.1 t

rc

2(2) Sound

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (d),(e), and (f)

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA orB road. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management
Plan to be included in any planning application

(f) Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights from which development or activity may be
seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling masts, properly screened,



maybe acceptable to the occupier of an isolated farmhouse on whose
land the activity occurs, it would not be so to the inhabitants of a village
of 300 people whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of
lOOm or more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the South and
West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills respectively. We
suggest tha( 500m should be stated as a minimum, the e(fective distance
then being assessed in each case by the Local Planning Authority so that
topographical variation can be taken into account.

(continue on a separate sheevexpand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Mailer you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique Paragraph 4
Proposed amendments 4,5,6,7,& 8 9,10 &11

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 7 1)0 line 2: delete “or indirect” and for “and”
substitute “and only”.

5. Page 89 Policy Ml 7 2) i) fine 2: for “unacceptable” substitute “an
adverse “.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 7 4) i) line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy M17 4) i) line 3: for ‘Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances, including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy M17 4)i) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence beginning
“Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and substitute “Proposals for

Official Use Only Reference Number
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surface hydrocarbon development particularly those involving hydraulic
fracturing, will not be permitted between within 500m of one or two
isolated residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same or similar
height above sea level or 3km where such settlement overlooks such
activity from a height of 50m or more, the effective distance then being
assessed ip each case by the Local Planning Authority o take into
account to,bographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect, when the extent of the resource is better known,
to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impacL” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is appilcable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a
discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater distance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. II your representatiqn is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with evidential material including maps and photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M18 PolicieJMap

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2.(1) Legally compliant

2(2) Sound

Yes I I
Yes

_____

No Ix

No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

1
I t

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (g)

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3’’ party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed Amendments 12&13

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy M18 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells I) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and

restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M18 2) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a ydparty

approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

Official Use Only Reference Number

_________________ ________________________

I I I I’’iI I I I I I I’%i I I I I



6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17k’ December2016

F



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs,Qulston Parish Meeting

& Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

No.1 Site Policy No. M19 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No

_____

2.(2) Sound Yes No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an x one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please refer to attched Critique
Paragraph 3(b) and (d)

3(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

3(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box If necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(conUnue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

I Official Use Only Reference Number

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed amendment 14

14. Page 98 Policy MW II): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse’

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December2016



CRITIQUE OF NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL’S
MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (OCTOBER 2016)
BY SOUTH HAMBLETON SHALE GAS ADVISORY GROUP

1.Introduction

The South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group comprises technical
and professional disciplines. It is non-partisan, and over the past 12
months and more has sought to inform ourselves, the public and local
parish councils on shale gas exploration and extraction. We offer this
critique by way of constructive criticism, confining ourselves to the
legal and procedural compliance or soundness of the final draft plan,
including its conformity and the duty to cooperate. We are keen to
ensure the final plan will be sufficiently robust and of such clarity as
to withstand the scrutiny and challenges it will face at the
Examination in Public and subsequent planning appeals. This paper
is drafted by a professional planner and a lawyer, each with long and
extensive experience in our respective fields, having advised and
acted for and against Government and planning authorities over
many years.

2. General Comment

It must be said at the outset that since the initial consultative draft
Minerals and Waste joint Plan was published a great deal of thought
and detailed work have gone into the preparation of the draft plan
now in final consultation. The overall strategy of general principles
covering all aspects of minerals and waste in North Yorkshire,
leading to their specific application, is a matter for congratulation.
Although this critique is concerned solely with shale gas we must
observe that such an integrated approach serves only to strengthen
the particular aspects upon which it then focuses. We fully endorse
the great body of principle and criteria, following both those
principles set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
document and the fundamental needs of the county. En passant, it is
both grati1ring and encouraging to note the extent to which the
consultee responses to the original document have been recognized
and imported into the joint plan now under consideration. Save
therefore for a very few substantive matters of detail, this paper
seeks to clarif, and thereby strengthen some of the language
employed in the Joint Plan. We would add, however, that as hinted at



in the present draft Joint Plan (e.g. para. 5.136) Supplementary
Planning Guidance will probably be needed to deal with, for example,
Landscape Character Assessments when the extent of the shale gas
resource is better known. That would determine the capacity of each
given area to accommodate further dri4ing sites. We note that
Hambleton District Council have recently produced (May 2016) an
LCA which would be an excellent basis for such a capacity study.
Likewise it may be both prudent and beneficial to the community at
large, as well of advantage to energy companies, for such further
Guidance to include Preferred Sites, as the Joint Plan presently
provides with regard to other resources such as gravel.

3. General Points

This paragraph contains the argument for and justification of the
changes to the draft loint Plan which we propose. To avoid repetition
we discuss the different points with which we take issue or make
suggestion, and where they recur in the Joint Plan deal with them
compendiously. In the following paragraph we list with page, Policy,
paragraph and line reference the specific amendments which then
arise.

(a) Inline with the NPPF’s presumption in favour of development
it is appreciated why so many of the draft Policies begin “will
be permitted” but then reservations need invariably to follow
the word “unless” or “only”.

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (iJ. As drafted, in b) (i) an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and



permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We
strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a bi.ffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park or AONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upon visual setting, integrity and views and vistas.
The Harrogate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other provisions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (i) to be
compliant with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional
shale gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for
by section 50 of the Infrastructure Act 2015. Therefore we do not
regard the Mineral and Waste joint plan as being legally compliant.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA or Broad. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management



Plan to be included in any planning application.

(fl Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights frot which development or
activity may be seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling
masts, properly screened, maybe acceptable to the occupier of
an isolated farmhouse on whose land the activity occurs, it
would not be so to the inhabitants of a village of 300 people
whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of lOOm or
more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the
South and West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills
respective]y. We suggest that 500m should be stated as a
minimum, the effective distance then being assessed in each
case by the Local Planning Authority so that topographical
variation can be taken into account

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3rd party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

4. Proposed Amendments

1. Page 84 Policy Ml 6, b) (I), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 ci): delete para (iJ entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, parc 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 71)i) line 2: delete “or indirect” and for
“and” substitute “and only”.



5. Page 89 Policy Ml 72) Q line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) line 2: fr “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy Ml 74) i) line 3: for “Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances,
including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence
beginning “Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and
substitute “ Proposals for surface hydrocarbon development,
particularly those involving hydraulic fracturing, will not be
permitted between within SOOm of one or two isolated
residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same
or similar height above sea level or 3km where such
settlement overlooks such activity from a height of 50m or
more, the effective distance then being assessed in each case
by the Local Planning Authority to take into account
topographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect when the extent of the resource is better
known, to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impact.” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is applicable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a



discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater ditance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy MiB 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells i) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and
restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M182) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a 3rd party
approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

14. Page 98 Policy Ml 9 ii): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse”.

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) lineS: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”.



5. Conclusion

The precise wording of these proposals are by way only of suggestion
but we hope that the sense and purpose of each is clear. Should they
find favour with the Authorities the Grup which we represent would
give full hearted support at the Examination in Public.

Christopher Stratton OBE, DIpLA, FLI, MRTPI

Peter Fox QC, LLD

For and on behalf of the SHSGAG,
also endorsed and adopted by the following Local Councils:

Coxwold
Crayke
Husthwaite
Oulston Parish Meeting
Helmsley Town Council

December 2016

t
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From: Chris Stratton <chstratton50@gmail.com>
Sent: 21 December 2016 10:23
To: mwjointplan
Subject: NYCC Mineral and Waste Joint Plan _response by South Hambleton Shale Gas

Advisory Group FAQ James Whitleley
Attacjiments: Letter NYCC .pdf; Response Forp Part A .pdf; Response Form Part B D06.pdf;

I Response Form Part B M16. dock.pdf; Response Form Part B M17.pdf; Response
Form Part B M18.pdf; Response Form Part B M19.pdf; CRITIQUE OF NORTH
YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCILS.pdf

Dear Sirs,
I refer to the hard copies of our response which I handed to James Whiteley at County Hall yesterday afternoon As
agreed I now attach pdf digital copies of all the documents, namely:
The covering letter
Form A
Forms B (5no)
Our Critique

There is one important difference to note between the hard copies I deposited with you yesterday and the digital
submission today.
Last night we learnt that Helmsley Town Council had endorsed and adopted this submission, so we have added their
name to all the forms A&B and the critique.
There are no other changes.

If you have any queries that it would be helpful to discuss as you process the documentation for the EIP please
contact me.

I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email.

Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton

Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

1



BANK FARM
OULSTON

NORTH YORKSHIRE
Y06 1 3RA

TEL: 01347868854
Email: chstratton50@maiI.corn

Dec 21st 2016

Dear Sirs,
North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 2016 - Publication Stage
Response

I attach the response in digitised format that has been prepared by the South
Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group on behalf of Husthwaite, Crayke, Coxwold
parish councils, Oulston Parish Meeting and Helmsley Town Council.

Please note that since I submitted hard copies of Forms A&B to County Hall
yesterday, Helmsley Town Council have discussed and adopted the SKSGAG
response so are added to the list above.

In order to comply as far as possible with your request that we use your forms A
& B. we have completed Five B forms which deal, with those specific points of
policy that we wish to bring to the EIP.

Other points of amendment which arise from the justification and explanatory
paras of the plan are also contained in a Critique which is attached. This
document also explains who we are, and deals with general points. It also sets
out our qualified support for the Oct 2016 version of the plan.

We hope that you will find merit in our suggestions and indicate your support
prior to the EIP for we would like to be able to attend the hearing and lend our
support to an amended Joint Mineral and Waste Plan.
Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton
Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

Mineral Planning Team
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
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mwjointplan

From: Victoria Pitts <esk.ugg@googlemail.com>

Sent: 06 December 2016 20:25

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Re: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Team 

 

It was resolved not to comment on this plan at the meeting of Eskdaleside cum Ugglebarnby Parish Council 

on the 5/12/16. 

 

Regards 

 

 

Victoria Pitts 

Clerk 

Eskdaleside cum Ugglebarnby Parish Council 

Davison Farm 

Egton 

North Yorkshire 

YO21 1UA 

 

Tel: 07791889737 

Email: esk.ugg@gmail.com 

 

On 9 November 2016 at 13:36, mwjointplan <mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk> wrote: 

Dear Parish Clerk, 

  

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan – Publication 

   

North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park 
Authority are working together to produce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan covering all three 
planning authority areas. When finalised the new Joint Plan will help the three authorities take 
decisions on planning applications for minerals and waste development up to 31 December 
2030.  A number of public consultations have already taken place to help develop the new Plan, 
including an ‘Issues and Options’ consultation in 2014 and a ‘Preferred Options’ consultation in 
2015. 

   

A final draft of the Joint Plan has now been prepared and is being published for a six week period 
to allow for representations to be made, before it is submitted for examination in public by an 
independent planning inspector.  At this stage only representations relating to the legal 
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compliance and soundness of the Joint Plan are required.  More information about this is 
contained in the guidance notes attached with this email. 

  

The formal publication period commences on Wednesday 9th November 2016 and will close on 
Wednesday 21st December 2016.  All responses must be received by 5pm on that day.  Please 
note we will be unable to accept responses after this deadline. 

  

The Joint Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the Joint Plan Website: 
www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwconsult .  Paper copies of the Joint Plan and main supporting 
documents, including a response form and guidance notes, are available to view during normal 
opening hours at all public libraries in the area covered by the Joint Plan, including mobile 
libraries and at all main offices of the three Authorities, as well as at District and Borough Council 
main offices and the National Park Centres.  

  

Please see attached to this email:  

  

•         Formal Publication Letter,  

•         Statement of Representations Procedure,  

•         Response Form (Part A & Part B) and  

•         Guidance Notes 

  

For further information about the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan please visit our website: 
www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwconsult 

  

Yours faithfully 

    

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team 

  

  

On behalf of: 

North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and North York Moors National Park 
Authority  
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This email has been sent on behalf of North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC), City of York 
Council (CYC) and North York Moors National Park Authority (NYMNPA). 

WARNING 

Any opinions or statements expressed in this e-mail are those of the individual and not 
necessarily those of NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA. 

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended 
recipient. If you receive this in error, please do not disclose any information to anyone, notify the 
sender at the above address and then destroy all copies. 

NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA computer systems and communications may be monitored to ensure 
effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. All GCSX traffic may be subject 
to recording and/or monitoring in accordance with relevant legislation. 

 

Although we have endeavoured to ensure that this e-mail and any attachments are free from any 
virus we would advise you to take any necessary steps to ensure that they are actually virus free. 

If you receive an automatic response stating that the recipient is away from the office and you 
wish to request information under either the Freedom of Information Act, the Data Protection Act 
or the Environmental Information Regulations please forward your request by e-mail to the Data 
Management Team (datamanagement.officer@northyorks.gov.uk) who will process your request. 

North Yorkshire County Council 

City of York Council 

North York Moors National Park Authority 
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RECEIVED 19 DEC 2016

Response to Minerals and Waste Document

Dear Sir,

We represent Gilling East Parish Council and wish to comment on policies M16, M17 and M18 

relating to unconventional oil and gas developments. Although Gilling East is situated in the 

Howardian Hills AONB, we feel that all proposals in the plan apply to us as 'national interest' appears 

to remove the protection we have as a specially designated area.

Despite the fact that the consultation is limited to legal compliance and adherence to the tests of 

soundness in the NPPF, Policy M16 appears to have changed considerably since the preferred 

options consultation. Therefore the scope of the consultation should be widened to accommodate 

more general commentary, as per the Town and Country (local planning) England Regulation 2012. 

This does not limit the scope of the consultation at the Regulation 19 (publication) consultation 

stage.

Climate Change.

Gilling East is a village prone to flooding and is therefore acutely aware of the impact of climate 

change. Policies as a whole must contribute to the mitigation and adaptation of climate change 

(Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004). Policy M16 needs to give special consideration to the 

issues of burning fossil fuels and methane leakage.

Local Impacts on Environment and Health

Gilling East would face a large range of impacts, including landscapes and visual, health and 

wellbeing, water, biodiversity and especially highways. The village is astride the B1363. It is difficult 

to see any protection for the village if the proposal to use 'B' roads were to proceed.

Cumulative Impacts

The Minerals Planning Authority should adopt the precautionary principle in terms of 

unconventional gas extraction's known environmental effects, especially with regard to water.

Objections

We object to policies M16, M17 and M18 for the following reasons:

• Failure to take account of the need to tackle the causes of climate change in terms 

of the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions caused by burning extracted fossil 

fuel, in line with the national policy.

• The Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds are not included in the 'protected 

areas' stipulated in Policy M17. These are sensitive and precious landscapes and 

should be treated as such.

• The proposed 500 metre buffer zone in policy M17 is insufficient. No rationale is 

given for it and it is unlikely to substantially limit impacts on air quality and noise. It 

should be increased to at least 750 metres, a distance supported by evidence from
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the United States. Similarly, the proposed buffer zone of 3.5k should be absolute 

and not dependent on visibility from the protected area.

• As many of the impacts of unconventional oil and gas (exploration, appraisal and 

production) are unknown, the precautionary principle should be adopted.

• The plan does not take into account the impacts of unconventional oil and gas 

developments in terms of highway safety and vehicle emissions. Because of the 

nature of settlement development on a linear model in Ryedale, all 'B' roads should 

be excluded from consideration.

Key Policy Amendments:

Policy M16 pt (b) (regarding climate change requirements, precautionary approach and 

cumulative impacts

...b) [INSERT] Proposals will only be considered where they can demonstrate by 

appropriate evidence and assessment that they can be delivered in a safe and sustainable 

way and that adverse impacts can be avoided - either alone or in combination with other 

developments. Consideration should include:-

• It being demonstrated that greenhouse gases associated with fugitive and end- 

user emissions will not lead to unacceptable adverse environmental impacts or 

compromise the planning authority's duties in relation to reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions.

• a precautionary approach to unconventional oil and gas development in requiring 

environmental impact assessment;

• cumulative impacts for such development including issues such as (and not limited 

to):

-water, air and soil quality; habitats and ecology; highway movements and

highway safety; landscape impact; noise; and GHG emissions;

Policy M16 pt (c) (regarding inclusion of Yorkshire Wolds and Vale of Pickering landscape areas) 

c)...

i) Surface proposals for these forms of hydrocarbon development will [INSERT] not be 

permitted [INSERT] unless they would be outside [INSERT] and respect the setting of the following 

designated areas: National Park, AONB's, Protected Groundwater Source Areas, the Fountains 

Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying buffer zone. Scheduled Monuments, 

Registered Historic Battlefields, Grade I and II* Registered Parks and Gardens, Areas which protect 

the Historic Character and Setting of York, [INSERT] The Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds, 

Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of Conservation, Ramsar sites and Sites of Special Scientific 

Interest.

Policy M17 part 1 (regarding highway impacts)

...i) Hydrocarbon development will [INSERT] not be permitted in locations [INSERT] 

without suitable direct or indirect access to classified A roads and where it can be demonstrated
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through a Transport Assessment [INSERT] either singularly or cumulatively with other schemes 

that:

a) There is capacity within the road network for the level of traffic proposed and 

the nature, volume and routing of traffic generated by the development would not give rise to 

unacceptable impact on local communities [INSERT] including indirect impacts linked to air quality 

(re Air Quality Management Areas), businesses or other users of the highway or, where necessary, 

any such impacts can be appropriately mitigated for example by traffic controls, highway 

improvements and/or traffic routing arrangements [INSERT] away from sensitive areas and 

receptors; and

M17 pt 3 (regarding the local economy)

...Hydrocarbon development will [INSERT] not be permitted [INSERT] unless it can 

be demonstrated that a very high standard of protection can be provided to environmental, 

recreational, cultural, heritage or business assets important to the local economy including, where 

relevant, important visitor attractions.

M17 pt 4 (regarding amenity)

4) Specific local amenity considerations relevant to hydrocarbon development

i) Hydrocarbon development will be permitted in locations where it would not give 

rise to unacceptable impact on local communities or public health. Adequate separation distances 

should be maintained between hydrocarbons development and residential buildings and other 

sensitive receptors in order to ensure a high level of protection from adverse impacts from noise, 

light pollution, emissions to air or ground and surface water and induced seismicity, including in line 

with the requirements of Policy D02. Proposals for surface hydrocarbon development, particularly 

those involving hydraulic fracturing, within [INSERT] 750m of residential buildings and other 

sensitive receptors, are unlikely to be consistent with this requirement and will [INSERT] not be 

permitted...

iii) Proposals involving hydraulic fracturing should be accompanied by an air quality 

monitoring plan and Health Impact Assessment [INSERT] which includes consideration of the 

baseline and how the development will mitigate effectively to maintain these levels enjoyed by 

local residents. Where it cannot be demonstrated these levels can be maintained, then 

development will not be supported.

Gill Smith (chairperson)

Peter Allen (Parish Councillor)











CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Publication Stage- Response Fom

Your contact details

Email: chstratton50gmail.com

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Nodhallerton
0L7 SAH

Name: Title: MR Initial(s): C.H.

Surname: STRATTON

Organisation (if applicable):
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group,
Also representing Coxwold ,Crayke and
Husthwaite Parish Councils , Oulston Parish
Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Address: Bank Farm

Oulston

York

Post Code: Y061 3 RA
Telephone: 01347 868854

F

For official use only:
Respondent Number Date received Date entered Date acknowledged



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

rName or Organisation SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5,Oulston Parish
I Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Sit Policy No. D06 PoIiies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

_____ _____

2(2) Sound Yes

_____ _____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

I I
No Ix
No Ix

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (b) & (d)

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attadhed Critique
Paragraph 4 Proposed Amendment 15

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) line 3: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessanj to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Official Use Only Reference Number

________________ _______________________

I I’l%1 I I I I I I’’%I I I I I



All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date:l7th December2016

3%

I



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston

L Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M16 Policis Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant

2.(2) Sound

Yes I____
Yes

No IX

No Ix
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to the attached Critique Para 3 (a) & (c)

(a) In line with the NPPFs presumption in favour of development it is
appreciated why so many of the draft policies begin “will be permitted”
but then reservations need invariably to follow the word “unless” or
“only”.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (0. As drafted, in b) (Q an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and
permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We



strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a buffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park orAONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upn visual setting, integrity and views and vists.
The Harrógate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other pro visions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (0 to be compliant
with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional shale
gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for by
section 50 the Infrastructure Act 2015.
Therefore we do not regard the Mineral and Waste Joint
plan as being legally compliant.

Official Use Only Reference Number

_____________ ___________________
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(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique

Paragraphs 4 Proposed Amendments 1, 2 &3

1. Page 84 Policy M16, b) (i), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 d): delete para (i) entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, para 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.



(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, ei1’idence and
supporting informatic4n necessary to support/justify the representation and the uggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with individual examples including maps and
photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: December17 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number

______________ _____________________
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M17 Policie Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2(1) Legally compliant Yes

Yes

No Ix

No H
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared

Effective

Yes

____

Nol____ Justified YesI____ Nol____

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Veal_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x___ No

_____

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

.1 t

rc

2(2) Sound

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (d),(e), and (f)

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA orB road. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management
Plan to be included in any planning application

(f) Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights from which development or activity may be
seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling masts, properly screened,



maybe acceptable to the occupier of an isolated farmhouse on whose
land the activity occurs, it would not be so to the inhabitants of a village
of 300 people whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of
lOOm or more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the South and
West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills respectively. We
suggest tha( 500m should be stated as a minimum, the e(fective distance
then being assessed in each case by the Local Planning Authority so that
topographical variation can be taken into account.

(continue on a separate sheevexpand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Mailer you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique Paragraph 4
Proposed amendments 4,5,6,7,& 8 9,10 &11

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 7 1)0 line 2: delete “or indirect” and for “and”
substitute “and only”.

5. Page 89 Policy Ml 7 2) i) fine 2: for “unacceptable” substitute “an
adverse “.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 7 4) i) line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy M17 4) i) line 3: for ‘Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances, including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy M17 4)i) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence beginning
“Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and substitute “Proposals for

Official Use Only Reference Number
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surface hydrocarbon development particularly those involving hydraulic
fracturing, will not be permitted between within 500m of one or two
isolated residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same or similar
height above sea level or 3km where such settlement overlooks such
activity from a height of 50m or more, the effective distance then being
assessed ip each case by the Local Planning Authority o take into
account to,bographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect, when the extent of the resource is better known,
to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impacL” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is appilcable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a
discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater distance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. II your representatiqn is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with evidential material including maps and photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number

____________ __________________
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M18 PolicieJMap

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2.(1) Legally compliant

2(2) Sound

Yes I I
Yes

_____

No Ix

No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

1
I t

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (g)

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3’’ party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed Amendments 12&13

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy M18 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells I) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and

restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M18 2) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a ydparty

approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

Official Use Only Reference Number

_________________ ________________________
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6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17k’ December2016
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs,Qulston Parish Meeting

& Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

No.1 Site Policy No. M19 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No

_____

2.(2) Sound Yes No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an x one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please refer to attched Critique
Paragraph 3(b) and (d)

3(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

3(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box If necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(conUnue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

I Official Use Only Reference Number

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed amendment 14

14. Page 98 Policy MW II): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse’

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December2016



CRITIQUE OF NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL’S
MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (OCTOBER 2016)
BY SOUTH HAMBLETON SHALE GAS ADVISORY GROUP

1.Introduction

The South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group comprises technical
and professional disciplines. It is non-partisan, and over the past 12
months and more has sought to inform ourselves, the public and local
parish councils on shale gas exploration and extraction. We offer this
critique by way of constructive criticism, confining ourselves to the
legal and procedural compliance or soundness of the final draft plan,
including its conformity and the duty to cooperate. We are keen to
ensure the final plan will be sufficiently robust and of such clarity as
to withstand the scrutiny and challenges it will face at the
Examination in Public and subsequent planning appeals. This paper
is drafted by a professional planner and a lawyer, each with long and
extensive experience in our respective fields, having advised and
acted for and against Government and planning authorities over
many years.

2. General Comment

It must be said at the outset that since the initial consultative draft
Minerals and Waste joint Plan was published a great deal of thought
and detailed work have gone into the preparation of the draft plan
now in final consultation. The overall strategy of general principles
covering all aspects of minerals and waste in North Yorkshire,
leading to their specific application, is a matter for congratulation.
Although this critique is concerned solely with shale gas we must
observe that such an integrated approach serves only to strengthen
the particular aspects upon which it then focuses. We fully endorse
the great body of principle and criteria, following both those
principles set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
document and the fundamental needs of the county. En passant, it is
both grati1ring and encouraging to note the extent to which the
consultee responses to the original document have been recognized
and imported into the joint plan now under consideration. Save
therefore for a very few substantive matters of detail, this paper
seeks to clarif, and thereby strengthen some of the language
employed in the Joint Plan. We would add, however, that as hinted at



in the present draft Joint Plan (e.g. para. 5.136) Supplementary
Planning Guidance will probably be needed to deal with, for example,
Landscape Character Assessments when the extent of the shale gas
resource is better known. That would determine the capacity of each
given area to accommodate further dri4ing sites. We note that
Hambleton District Council have recently produced (May 2016) an
LCA which would be an excellent basis for such a capacity study.
Likewise it may be both prudent and beneficial to the community at
large, as well of advantage to energy companies, for such further
Guidance to include Preferred Sites, as the Joint Plan presently
provides with regard to other resources such as gravel.

3. General Points

This paragraph contains the argument for and justification of the
changes to the draft loint Plan which we propose. To avoid repetition
we discuss the different points with which we take issue or make
suggestion, and where they recur in the Joint Plan deal with them
compendiously. In the following paragraph we list with page, Policy,
paragraph and line reference the specific amendments which then
arise.

(a) Inline with the NPPF’s presumption in favour of development
it is appreciated why so many of the draft Policies begin “will
be permitted” but then reservations need invariably to follow
the word “unless” or “only”.

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (iJ. As drafted, in b) (i) an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and



permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We
strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a bi.ffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park or AONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upon visual setting, integrity and views and vistas.
The Harrogate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other provisions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (i) to be
compliant with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional
shale gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for
by section 50 of the Infrastructure Act 2015. Therefore we do not
regard the Mineral and Waste joint plan as being legally compliant.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA or Broad. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management



Plan to be included in any planning application.

(fl Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights frot which development or
activity may be seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling
masts, properly screened, maybe acceptable to the occupier of
an isolated farmhouse on whose land the activity occurs, it
would not be so to the inhabitants of a village of 300 people
whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of lOOm or
more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the
South and West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills
respective]y. We suggest that 500m should be stated as a
minimum, the effective distance then being assessed in each
case by the Local Planning Authority so that topographical
variation can be taken into account

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3rd party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

4. Proposed Amendments

1. Page 84 Policy Ml 6, b) (I), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 ci): delete para (iJ entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, parc 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 71)i) line 2: delete “or indirect” and for
“and” substitute “and only”.



5. Page 89 Policy Ml 72) Q line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) line 2: fr “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy Ml 74) i) line 3: for “Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances,
including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence
beginning “Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and
substitute “ Proposals for surface hydrocarbon development,
particularly those involving hydraulic fracturing, will not be
permitted between within SOOm of one or two isolated
residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same
or similar height above sea level or 3km where such
settlement overlooks such activity from a height of 50m or
more, the effective distance then being assessed in each case
by the Local Planning Authority to take into account
topographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect when the extent of the resource is better
known, to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impact.” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is applicable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a



discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater ditance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy MiB 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells i) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and
restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M182) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a 3rd party
approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

14. Page 98 Policy Ml 9 ii): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse”.

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) lineS: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”.



5. Conclusion

The precise wording of these proposals are by way only of suggestion
but we hope that the sense and purpose of each is clear. Should they
find favour with the Authorities the Grup which we represent would
give full hearted support at the Examination in Public.

Christopher Stratton OBE, DIpLA, FLI, MRTPI

Peter Fox QC, LLD

For and on behalf of the SHSGAG,
also endorsed and adopted by the following Local Councils:

Coxwold
Crayke
Husthwaite
Oulston Parish Meeting
Helmsley Town Council

December 2016

t
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From: Chris Stratton <chstratton50@gmail.com>
Sent: 21 December 2016 10:23
To: mwjointplan
Subject: NYCC Mineral and Waste Joint Plan _response by South Hambleton Shale Gas

Advisory Group FAQ James Whitleley
Attacjiments: Letter NYCC .pdf; Response Forp Part A .pdf; Response Form Part B D06.pdf;

I Response Form Part B M16. dock.pdf; Response Form Part B M17.pdf; Response
Form Part B M18.pdf; Response Form Part B M19.pdf; CRITIQUE OF NORTH
YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCILS.pdf

Dear Sirs,
I refer to the hard copies of our response which I handed to James Whiteley at County Hall yesterday afternoon As
agreed I now attach pdf digital copies of all the documents, namely:
The covering letter
Form A
Forms B (5no)
Our Critique

There is one important difference to note between the hard copies I deposited with you yesterday and the digital
submission today.
Last night we learnt that Helmsley Town Council had endorsed and adopted this submission, so we have added their
name to all the forms A&B and the critique.
There are no other changes.

If you have any queries that it would be helpful to discuss as you process the documentation for the EIP please
contact me.

I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email.

Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton

Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

1



BANK FARM
OULSTON

NORTH YORKSHIRE
Y06 1 3RA

TEL: 01347868854
Email: chstratton50@maiI.corn

Dec 21st 2016

Dear Sirs,
North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 2016 - Publication Stage
Response

I attach the response in digitised format that has been prepared by the South
Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group on behalf of Husthwaite, Crayke, Coxwold
parish councils, Oulston Parish Meeting and Helmsley Town Council.

Please note that since I submitted hard copies of Forms A&B to County Hall
yesterday, Helmsley Town Council have discussed and adopted the SKSGAG
response so are added to the list above.

In order to comply as far as possible with your request that we use your forms A
& B. we have completed Five B forms which deal, with those specific points of
policy that we wish to bring to the EIP.

Other points of amendment which arise from the justification and explanatory
paras of the plan are also contained in a Critique which is attached. This
document also explains who we are, and deals with general points. It also sets
out our qualified support for the Oct 2016 version of the plan.

We hope that you will find merit in our suggestions and indicate your support
prior to the EIP for we would like to be able to attend the hearing and lend our
support to an amended Joint Mineral and Waste Plan.
Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton
Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

Mineral Planning Team
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton











CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Publication Stage- Response Fom

Your contact details

Email: chstratton50gmail.com

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Nodhallerton
0L7 SAH

Name: Title: MR Initial(s): C.H.

Surname: STRATTON

Organisation (if applicable):
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group,
Also representing Coxwold ,Crayke and
Husthwaite Parish Councils , Oulston Parish
Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Address: Bank Farm

Oulston

York

Post Code: Y061 3 RA
Telephone: 01347 868854

F

For official use only:
Respondent Number Date received Date entered Date acknowledged



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

rName or Organisation SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5,Oulston Parish
I Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Sit Policy No. D06 PoIiies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

_____ _____

2(2) Sound Yes

_____ _____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

I I
No Ix
No Ix

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (b) & (d)

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attadhed Critique
Paragraph 4 Proposed Amendment 15

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) line 3: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessanj to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Official Use Only Reference Number

________________ _______________________

I I’l%1 I I I I I I’’%I I I I I



All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date:l7th December2016
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston

L Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M16 Policis Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant

2.(2) Sound

Yes I____
Yes

No IX

No Ix
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to the attached Critique Para 3 (a) & (c)

(a) In line with the NPPFs presumption in favour of development it is
appreciated why so many of the draft policies begin “will be permitted”
but then reservations need invariably to follow the word “unless” or
“only”.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (0. As drafted, in b) (Q an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and
permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We



strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a buffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park orAONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upn visual setting, integrity and views and vists.
The Harrógate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other pro visions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (0 to be compliant
with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional shale
gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for by
section 50 the Infrastructure Act 2015.
Therefore we do not regard the Mineral and Waste Joint
plan as being legally compliant.

Official Use Only Reference Number
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(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique

Paragraphs 4 Proposed Amendments 1, 2 &3

1. Page 84 Policy M16, b) (i), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 d): delete para (i) entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, para 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.



(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, ei1’idence and
supporting informatic4n necessary to support/justify the representation and the uggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with individual examples including maps and
photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: December17 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number

______________ _____________________
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M17 Policie Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2(1) Legally compliant Yes

Yes

No Ix

No H
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared

Effective

Yes

____

Nol____ Justified YesI____ Nol____

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Veal_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x___ No

_____

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

.1 t

rc

2(2) Sound

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (d),(e), and (f)

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA orB road. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management
Plan to be included in any planning application

(f) Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights from which development or activity may be
seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling masts, properly screened,



maybe acceptable to the occupier of an isolated farmhouse on whose
land the activity occurs, it would not be so to the inhabitants of a village
of 300 people whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of
lOOm or more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the South and
West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills respectively. We
suggest tha( 500m should be stated as a minimum, the e(fective distance
then being assessed in each case by the Local Planning Authority so that
topographical variation can be taken into account.

(continue on a separate sheevexpand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Mailer you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique Paragraph 4
Proposed amendments 4,5,6,7,& 8 9,10 &11

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 7 1)0 line 2: delete “or indirect” and for “and”
substitute “and only”.

5. Page 89 Policy Ml 7 2) i) fine 2: for “unacceptable” substitute “an
adverse “.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 7 4) i) line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy M17 4) i) line 3: for ‘Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances, including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy M17 4)i) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence beginning
“Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and substitute “Proposals for

Official Use Only Reference Number
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surface hydrocarbon development particularly those involving hydraulic
fracturing, will not be permitted between within 500m of one or two
isolated residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same or similar
height above sea level or 3km where such settlement overlooks such
activity from a height of 50m or more, the effective distance then being
assessed ip each case by the Local Planning Authority o take into
account to,bographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect, when the extent of the resource is better known,
to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impacL” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is appilcable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a
discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater distance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. II your representatiqn is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with evidential material including maps and photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number

____________ __________________
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M18 PolicieJMap

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2.(1) Legally compliant

2(2) Sound

Yes I I
Yes

_____

No Ix

No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

1
I t

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (g)

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3’’ party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed Amendments 12&13

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy M18 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells I) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and

restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M18 2) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a ydparty

approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

Official Use Only Reference Number
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6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17k’ December2016

F



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs,Qulston Parish Meeting

& Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

No.1 Site Policy No. M19 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No

_____

2.(2) Sound Yes No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an x one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please refer to attched Critique
Paragraph 3(b) and (d)

3(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

3(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box If necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(conUnue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

I Official Use Only Reference Number

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed amendment 14

14. Page 98 Policy MW II): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse’

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December2016



CRITIQUE OF NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL’S
MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (OCTOBER 2016)
BY SOUTH HAMBLETON SHALE GAS ADVISORY GROUP

1.Introduction

The South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group comprises technical
and professional disciplines. It is non-partisan, and over the past 12
months and more has sought to inform ourselves, the public and local
parish councils on shale gas exploration and extraction. We offer this
critique by way of constructive criticism, confining ourselves to the
legal and procedural compliance or soundness of the final draft plan,
including its conformity and the duty to cooperate. We are keen to
ensure the final plan will be sufficiently robust and of such clarity as
to withstand the scrutiny and challenges it will face at the
Examination in Public and subsequent planning appeals. This paper
is drafted by a professional planner and a lawyer, each with long and
extensive experience in our respective fields, having advised and
acted for and against Government and planning authorities over
many years.

2. General Comment

It must be said at the outset that since the initial consultative draft
Minerals and Waste joint Plan was published a great deal of thought
and detailed work have gone into the preparation of the draft plan
now in final consultation. The overall strategy of general principles
covering all aspects of minerals and waste in North Yorkshire,
leading to their specific application, is a matter for congratulation.
Although this critique is concerned solely with shale gas we must
observe that such an integrated approach serves only to strengthen
the particular aspects upon which it then focuses. We fully endorse
the great body of principle and criteria, following both those
principles set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
document and the fundamental needs of the county. En passant, it is
both grati1ring and encouraging to note the extent to which the
consultee responses to the original document have been recognized
and imported into the joint plan now under consideration. Save
therefore for a very few substantive matters of detail, this paper
seeks to clarif, and thereby strengthen some of the language
employed in the Joint Plan. We would add, however, that as hinted at



in the present draft Joint Plan (e.g. para. 5.136) Supplementary
Planning Guidance will probably be needed to deal with, for example,
Landscape Character Assessments when the extent of the shale gas
resource is better known. That would determine the capacity of each
given area to accommodate further dri4ing sites. We note that
Hambleton District Council have recently produced (May 2016) an
LCA which would be an excellent basis for such a capacity study.
Likewise it may be both prudent and beneficial to the community at
large, as well of advantage to energy companies, for such further
Guidance to include Preferred Sites, as the Joint Plan presently
provides with regard to other resources such as gravel.

3. General Points

This paragraph contains the argument for and justification of the
changes to the draft loint Plan which we propose. To avoid repetition
we discuss the different points with which we take issue or make
suggestion, and where they recur in the Joint Plan deal with them
compendiously. In the following paragraph we list with page, Policy,
paragraph and line reference the specific amendments which then
arise.

(a) Inline with the NPPF’s presumption in favour of development
it is appreciated why so many of the draft Policies begin “will
be permitted” but then reservations need invariably to follow
the word “unless” or “only”.

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (iJ. As drafted, in b) (i) an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and



permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We
strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a bi.ffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park or AONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upon visual setting, integrity and views and vistas.
The Harrogate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other provisions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (i) to be
compliant with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional
shale gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for
by section 50 of the Infrastructure Act 2015. Therefore we do not
regard the Mineral and Waste joint plan as being legally compliant.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA or Broad. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management



Plan to be included in any planning application.

(fl Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights frot which development or
activity may be seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling
masts, properly screened, maybe acceptable to the occupier of
an isolated farmhouse on whose land the activity occurs, it
would not be so to the inhabitants of a village of 300 people
whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of lOOm or
more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the
South and West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills
respective]y. We suggest that 500m should be stated as a
minimum, the effective distance then being assessed in each
case by the Local Planning Authority so that topographical
variation can be taken into account

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3rd party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

4. Proposed Amendments

1. Page 84 Policy Ml 6, b) (I), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 ci): delete para (iJ entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, parc 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 71)i) line 2: delete “or indirect” and for
“and” substitute “and only”.



5. Page 89 Policy Ml 72) Q line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) line 2: fr “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy Ml 74) i) line 3: for “Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances,
including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence
beginning “Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and
substitute “ Proposals for surface hydrocarbon development,
particularly those involving hydraulic fracturing, will not be
permitted between within SOOm of one or two isolated
residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same
or similar height above sea level or 3km where such
settlement overlooks such activity from a height of 50m or
more, the effective distance then being assessed in each case
by the Local Planning Authority to take into account
topographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect when the extent of the resource is better
known, to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impact.” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is applicable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a



discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater ditance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy MiB 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells i) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and
restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M182) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a 3rd party
approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

14. Page 98 Policy Ml 9 ii): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse”.

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) lineS: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”.



5. Conclusion

The precise wording of these proposals are by way only of suggestion
but we hope that the sense and purpose of each is clear. Should they
find favour with the Authorities the Grup which we represent would
give full hearted support at the Examination in Public.

Christopher Stratton OBE, DIpLA, FLI, MRTPI

Peter Fox QC, LLD

For and on behalf of the SHSGAG,
also endorsed and adopted by the following Local Councils:

Coxwold
Crayke
Husthwaite
Oulston Parish Meeting
Helmsley Town Council

December 2016

t
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From: Chris Stratton <chstratton50@gmail.com>
Sent: 21 December 2016 10:23
To: mwjointplan
Subject: NYCC Mineral and Waste Joint Plan _response by South Hambleton Shale Gas

Advisory Group FAQ James Whitleley
Attacjiments: Letter NYCC .pdf; Response Forp Part A .pdf; Response Form Part B D06.pdf;

I Response Form Part B M16. dock.pdf; Response Form Part B M17.pdf; Response
Form Part B M18.pdf; Response Form Part B M19.pdf; CRITIQUE OF NORTH
YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCILS.pdf

Dear Sirs,
I refer to the hard copies of our response which I handed to James Whiteley at County Hall yesterday afternoon As
agreed I now attach pdf digital copies of all the documents, namely:
The covering letter
Form A
Forms B (5no)
Our Critique

There is one important difference to note between the hard copies I deposited with you yesterday and the digital
submission today.
Last night we learnt that Helmsley Town Council had endorsed and adopted this submission, so we have added their
name to all the forms A&B and the critique.
There are no other changes.

If you have any queries that it would be helpful to discuss as you process the documentation for the EIP please
contact me.

I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email.

Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton

Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

1



BANK FARM
OULSTON

NORTH YORKSHIRE
Y06 1 3RA

TEL: 01347868854
Email: chstratton50@maiI.corn

Dec 21st 2016

Dear Sirs,
North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 2016 - Publication Stage
Response

I attach the response in digitised format that has been prepared by the South
Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group on behalf of Husthwaite, Crayke, Coxwold
parish councils, Oulston Parish Meeting and Helmsley Town Council.

Please note that since I submitted hard copies of Forms A&B to County Hall
yesterday, Helmsley Town Council have discussed and adopted the SKSGAG
response so are added to the list above.

In order to comply as far as possible with your request that we use your forms A
& B. we have completed Five B forms which deal, with those specific points of
policy that we wish to bring to the EIP.

Other points of amendment which arise from the justification and explanatory
paras of the plan are also contained in a Critique which is attached. This
document also explains who we are, and deals with general points. It also sets
out our qualified support for the Oct 2016 version of the plan.

We hope that you will find merit in our suggestions and indicate your support
prior to the EIP for we would like to be able to attend the hearing and lend our
support to an amended Joint Mineral and Waste Plan.
Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton
Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

Mineral Planning Team
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton



CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Publication Stage- Response Fom

Your contact details

Email: chstratton50gmail.com

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised to
read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate, before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 21st December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplannorthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Nodhallerton
0L7 SAH

Name: Title: MR Initial(s): C.H.

Surname: STRATTON

Organisation (if applicable):
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group,
Also representing Coxwold ,Crayke and
Husthwaite Parish Councils , Oulston Parish
Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Address: Bank Farm

Oulston

York

Post Code: Y061 3 RA
Telephone: 01347 868854

F

For official use only:
Respondent Number Date received Date entered Date acknowledged



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

rName or Organisation SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5,Oulston Parish
I Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Sit Policy No. D06 PoIiies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

_____ _____

2(2) Sound Yes

_____ _____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

I I
No Ix
No Ix

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (b) & (d)

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attadhed Critique
Paragraph 4 Proposed Amendment 15

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) line 3: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessanj to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Official Use Only Reference Number

________________ _______________________
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All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date:l7th December2016

3%
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston

L Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M16 Policis Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant

2.(2) Sound

Yes I____
Yes

No IX

No Ix
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to the attached Critique Para 3 (a) & (c)

(a) In line with the NPPFs presumption in favour of development it is
appreciated why so many of the draft policies begin “will be permitted”
but then reservations need invariably to follow the word “unless” or
“only”.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (0. As drafted, in b) (Q an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and
permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We



strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a buffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park orAONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upn visual setting, integrity and views and vists.
The Harrógate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other pro visions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (0 to be compliant
with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional shale
gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for by
section 50 the Infrastructure Act 2015.
Therefore we do not regard the Mineral and Waste Joint
plan as being legally compliant.

Official Use Only Reference Number
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(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique

Paragraphs 4 Proposed Amendments 1, 2 &3

1. Page 84 Policy M16, b) (i), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 d): delete para (i) entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, para 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.



(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, ei1’idence and
supporting informatic4n necessary to support/justify the representation and the uggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with individual examples including maps and
photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: December17 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number

______________ _____________________
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M17 Policie Map

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2(1) Legally compliant Yes

Yes

No Ix

No H
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared

Effective

Yes

____

Nol____ Justified YesI____ Nol____

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Veal_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x___ No

_____

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PC5, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

.1 t

rc

2(2) Sound

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (d),(e), and (f)

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA orB road. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management
Plan to be included in any planning application

(f) Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights from which development or activity may be
seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling masts, properly screened,



maybe acceptable to the occupier of an isolated farmhouse on whose
land the activity occurs, it would not be so to the inhabitants of a village
of 300 people whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of
lOOm or more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the South and
West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills respectively. We
suggest tha( 500m should be stated as a minimum, the e(fective distance
then being assessed in each case by the Local Planning Authority so that
topographical variation can be taken into account.

(continue on a separate sheevexpand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Mailer you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to the attached Critique Paragraph 4
Proposed amendments 4,5,6,7,& 8 9,10 &11

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 7 1)0 line 2: delete “or indirect” and for “and”
substitute “and only”.

5. Page 89 Policy Ml 7 2) i) fine 2: for “unacceptable” substitute “an
adverse “.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 7 4) i) line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy M17 4) i) line 3: for ‘Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances, including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy M17 4)i) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence beginning
“Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and substitute “Proposals for

Official Use Only Reference Number
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surface hydrocarbon development particularly those involving hydraulic
fracturing, will not be permitted between within 500m of one or two
isolated residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same or similar
height above sea level or 3km where such settlement overlooks such
activity from a height of 50m or more, the effective distance then being
assessed ip each case by the Local Planning Authority o take into
account to,bographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect, when the extent of the resource is better known,
to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impacL” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is appilcable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a
discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater distance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. II your representatiqn is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above with evidential material including maps and photographs

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Paragraph No.! Site
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. M18 PolicieJMap

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is

2.(1) Legally compliant

2(2) Sound

Yes I I
Yes

_____

No Ix

No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an
x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

rName or Organisation: SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs, Oulston
I Parish Meeting & Helmsley Town Council

1
I t

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Effective

No

_____

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 3 (g)

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3’’ party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed Amendments 12&13

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy M18 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells I) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and

restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M18 2) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a ydparty

approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

Official Use Only Reference Number
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6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

To amplify the above

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17k’ December2016

F



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation : SHSGAG. With Coxwold,Crayke,and Husthwaite PCs,Qulston Parish Meeting

& Helmsley Town Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

No.1 Site Policy No. M19 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No

_____

2.(2) Sound Yes No x

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an x one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes

____

No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes x No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please refer to attched Critique
Paragraph 3(b) and (d)

3(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

3(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box If necessary)



4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(conUnue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

I Official Use Only Reference Number

Please refer to attached Critique
Paragraph 4
Proposed amendment 14

14. Page 98 Policy MW II): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse’

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 17th December2016



CRITIQUE OF NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL’S
MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (OCTOBER 2016)
BY SOUTH HAMBLETON SHALE GAS ADVISORY GROUP

1.Introduction

The South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group comprises technical
and professional disciplines. It is non-partisan, and over the past 12
months and more has sought to inform ourselves, the public and local
parish councils on shale gas exploration and extraction. We offer this
critique by way of constructive criticism, confining ourselves to the
legal and procedural compliance or soundness of the final draft plan,
including its conformity and the duty to cooperate. We are keen to
ensure the final plan will be sufficiently robust and of such clarity as
to withstand the scrutiny and challenges it will face at the
Examination in Public and subsequent planning appeals. This paper
is drafted by a professional planner and a lawyer, each with long and
extensive experience in our respective fields, having advised and
acted for and against Government and planning authorities over
many years.

2. General Comment

It must be said at the outset that since the initial consultative draft
Minerals and Waste joint Plan was published a great deal of thought
and detailed work have gone into the preparation of the draft plan
now in final consultation. The overall strategy of general principles
covering all aspects of minerals and waste in North Yorkshire,
leading to their specific application, is a matter for congratulation.
Although this critique is concerned solely with shale gas we must
observe that such an integrated approach serves only to strengthen
the particular aspects upon which it then focuses. We fully endorse
the great body of principle and criteria, following both those
principles set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
document and the fundamental needs of the county. En passant, it is
both grati1ring and encouraging to note the extent to which the
consultee responses to the original document have been recognized
and imported into the joint plan now under consideration. Save
therefore for a very few substantive matters of detail, this paper
seeks to clarif, and thereby strengthen some of the language
employed in the Joint Plan. We would add, however, that as hinted at



in the present draft Joint Plan (e.g. para. 5.136) Supplementary
Planning Guidance will probably be needed to deal with, for example,
Landscape Character Assessments when the extent of the shale gas
resource is better known. That would determine the capacity of each
given area to accommodate further dri4ing sites. We note that
Hambleton District Council have recently produced (May 2016) an
LCA which would be an excellent basis for such a capacity study.
Likewise it may be both prudent and beneficial to the community at
large, as well of advantage to energy companies, for such further
Guidance to include Preferred Sites, as the Joint Plan presently
provides with regard to other resources such as gravel.

3. General Points

This paragraph contains the argument for and justification of the
changes to the draft loint Plan which we propose. To avoid repetition
we discuss the different points with which we take issue or make
suggestion, and where they recur in the Joint Plan deal with them
compendiously. In the following paragraph we list with page, Policy,
paragraph and line reference the specific amendments which then
arise.

(a) Inline with the NPPF’s presumption in favour of development
it is appreciated why so many of the draft Policies begin “will
be permitted” but then reservations need invariably to follow
the word “unless” or “only”.

(b) It is obviously desirable, indeed essential, to eliminate small
inconsistencies and ambiguities.

(c) Buffer zones. We welcome the inclusion of buffer zones to
safeguard National Parks and AONBs and strongly support the
proposed distance of 3.5km. However a significant
discrepancy presently exists between Policy M16 b) (i) and
d) (iJ. As drafted, in b) (i) an absolute prohibition is
proposed against all surface development involving
hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs Fountains
Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying
buffer zone etc. ; yet in d) (i) all kinds of surface
development is anticipated within a National Park or an AONB
or associated 3.5km buffer zone with the requirement only of
a detailed assessment supporting any application, and



permission forthcoming where acceptable harm arises. We
strongly advocate the absolute prohibition in b) (i) for a
National Park or AONB together with
a 3.5km buffer zone. There seems little if any difference
between the justification for a bi.ffer zone for the World
Heritage Site and the needs of a National Park or AONB. The
National Trust/English Heritage submission (February 2012)
relied upon visual setting, integrity and views and vistas.
The Harrogate District Local Plan (May 2013) added the need
to increase certainty in managing change. These criteria apply
with equal force to our National Park and AONB.

But if, and only if that is unacceptable to Government we
submit, as a fall-back position, for the same reasons which
justify the World Heritage Site which is in neither a National
Park nor AONB there should be at least some absolute
prohibition of surface development which involves hydraulic
fracturing within a National Park, AONBs with a lesser buffer
zone of, say, 1.5km, with the other provisions contained in d) (i)
applying to a wider zone of 3.5km, and a strengthening of its
wording by substituting ‘significant” for “unacceptable” harm.

As currently drafted we do not consider that M16(d) (i) to be
compliant with the absolute prohibition of surface unconventional
shale gas development in National Parks and AONBs provided for
by section 50 of the Infrastructure Act 2015. Therefore we do not
regard the Mineral and Waste joint plan as being legally compliant.

(d) Words such as “inappropriate” and “unacceptable” are
imprecise and subjective. They are therefore capable of
ambiguous interpretation and application. As may be seen in
the next paragraph, far preferable and objective are “effective”
and “adverse”.

(e) Vehicular access. While “direct” access to a well pad from a
classified A or B road is clearly understood, “indirect access” is
capable of a variety of meanings including the use of classified C
or even unclassified roads, the use of which by a large number
of tankers and other plant and machinery would be highly
undesirable. If there must be indirect access we suggest it
should be contained within 1km of anyA or Broad. In addition
we strongly support the requirement for a Traffic Management



Plan to be included in any planning application.

(fl Separation from habitation. A general distance rule of 500m
ignores the different heights frot which development or
activity may be seen, and while a 2 ha well pad of 10 drilling
masts, properly screened, maybe acceptable to the occupier of
an isolated farmhouse on whose land the activity occurs, it
would not be so to the inhabitants of a village of 300 people
whose homes enjoy extensive views from a height of lOOm or
more above the same activity, such as those with distant views
over the Vales of York and Mowbray from settlements on the
South and West flanks of the Howardian and Hambleton Hills
respective]y. We suggest that 500m should be stated as a
minimum, the effective distance then being assessed in each
case by the Local Planning Authority so that topographical
variation can be taken into account

(g) Financial Security. To ensure the satisfactory restoration of
any drilling or extraction site to its previous state requires a
much greater degree of financial security than that which a
commercial energy company, or group of companies could
provide by simple guarantee. Either a bond lodged with the
MPA, commensurate with each permitted activity or a 3rd party
guarantee by a UK registered bank or insurer of equal standing
is needed.

4. Proposed Amendments

1. Page 84 Policy Ml 6, b) (I), lines 4 and 5: for “and accompanying
zone” substitute “(each with accompanying zones of 3.5km).”

2. Page 84 Policy M16 ci): delete para (iJ entirely but retain para
(ii) but without its number.

3. Page 87, parc 5.125, line 1: for “appropriate” substitute
“effective”.

4. Page 88 Policy Ml 71)i) line 2: delete “or indirect” and for
“and” substitute “and only”.



5. Page 89 Policy Ml 72) Q line 2: for “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

6. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) line 2: fr “unacceptable” substitute
“an adverse”.

7. Page 90 Policy Ml 74) i) line 3: for “Adequate separation
distances should” substitute “Adequate separation distances,
including
those specified below, must”.

8. Page 90 Policy Ml 74)1) lines 8— 12: delete the last sentence
beginning “Proposals for surface hydrocarbon “ and
substitute “ Proposals for surface hydrocarbon development,
particularly those involving hydraulic fracturing, will not be
permitted between within SOOm of one or two isolated
residential buildings and other sensitive receptors or 1.5km of
any residential settlement of 3 or more dwellings at the same
or similar height above sea level or 3km where such
settlement overlooks such activity from a height of 50m or
more, the effective distance then being assessed in each case
by the Local Planning Authority to take into account
topographical variation”.

9. Page 91 para 5.131 line 15: for “and businesses” substitute
“businesses or the environment.”

10. Page 92 para 5.136 line 9: Add “Landscape Character
Assessments and Capacity Studies will be of positive
help in this respect when the extent of the resource is better
known, to determine the capacity of any given area to
accommodate further drilling sites. The MPA will produce
Supplementary Planning Guidance to this effect.”

11. Page 94 para 5.146 line 19: between “reasonable” and
“distance” insert “minimum” and (line 23) between “perceived
impact.” and “For the purpose” insert
“While the ‘protected building’ principle is applicable
in this context the nature and extent of activity
together with the particular nature of the county’s terrain
and the dispersed nature of its settlements demand a



discrete approach. Thus nearby activity
may be acceptable in some isolated or relatively isolated
situations on the same or similar level where effective
screening is possible, but the same may not be acceptable
when viewed from a greater ditance and from a greater
height. Accordingly a sliding scale of separation distance
is needed commensurate with elevation.”

12. Page 95 and 96 Policy MiB 1) Waste Management and
reinjection wells i) line 1 and 2) Decommissioning and
restoration line 2: after “permitted” insert “only”.

13. Page 96 Policy M182) iii) line 2: for “may” substitute “will”
and after “guarantee” insert “including that of a 3rd party
approved by the MPA such as a UK registered bank or
insurer of similar standing.”

14. Page 98 Policy Ml 9 ii): for “unacceptable” substitute
“adverse”.

15. Page 170 Policy D06 1) line 3, 2) line 4 and 3) lineS: for
“unacceptable” substitute “adverse”.



5. Conclusion

The precise wording of these proposals are by way only of suggestion
but we hope that the sense and purpose of each is clear. Should they
find favour with the Authorities the Grup which we represent would
give full hearted support at the Examination in Public.

Christopher Stratton OBE, DIpLA, FLI, MRTPI

Peter Fox QC, LLD

For and on behalf of the SHSGAG,
also endorsed and adopted by the following Local Councils:

Coxwold
Crayke
Husthwaite
Oulston Parish Meeting
Helmsley Town Council

December 2016

t
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From: Chris Stratton <chstratton50@gmail.com>
Sent: 21 December 2016 10:23
To: mwjointplan
Subject: NYCC Mineral and Waste Joint Plan _response by South Hambleton Shale Gas

Advisory Group FAQ James Whitleley
Attacjiments: Letter NYCC .pdf; Response Forp Part A .pdf; Response Form Part B D06.pdf;

I Response Form Part B M16. dock.pdf; Response Form Part B M17.pdf; Response
Form Part B M18.pdf; Response Form Part B M19.pdf; CRITIQUE OF NORTH
YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCILS.pdf

Dear Sirs,
I refer to the hard copies of our response which I handed to James Whiteley at County Hall yesterday afternoon As
agreed I now attach pdf digital copies of all the documents, namely:
The covering letter
Form A
Forms B (5no)
Our Critique

There is one important difference to note between the hard copies I deposited with you yesterday and the digital
submission today.
Last night we learnt that Helmsley Town Council had endorsed and adopted this submission, so we have added their
name to all the forms A&B and the critique.
There are no other changes.

If you have any queries that it would be helpful to discuss as you process the documentation for the EIP please
contact me.

I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email.

Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton

Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

1



BANK FARM
OULSTON

NORTH YORKSHIRE
Y06 1 3RA

TEL: 01347868854
Email: chstratton50@maiI.corn

Dec 21st 2016

Dear Sirs,
North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 2016 - Publication Stage
Response

I attach the response in digitised format that has been prepared by the South
Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group on behalf of Husthwaite, Crayke, Coxwold
parish councils, Oulston Parish Meeting and Helmsley Town Council.

Please note that since I submitted hard copies of Forms A&B to County Hall
yesterday, Helmsley Town Council have discussed and adopted the SKSGAG
response so are added to the list above.

In order to comply as far as possible with your request that we use your forms A
& B. we have completed Five B forms which deal, with those specific points of
policy that we wish to bring to the EIP.

Other points of amendment which arise from the justification and explanatory
paras of the plan are also contained in a Critique which is attached. This
document also explains who we are, and deals with general points. It also sets
out our qualified support for the Oct 2016 version of the plan.

We hope that you will find merit in our suggestions and indicate your support
prior to the EIP for we would like to be able to attend the hearing and lend our
support to an amended Joint Mineral and Waste Plan.
Yours faithfully

Christopher Stratton
Chairman
South Hambleton Shale Gas Advisory Group

Mineral Planning Team
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
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mwjointplan

From: Howard <howardmountain1@btinternet.com>

Sent: 20 December 2016 10:43

To: mwjointplan

Cc: Mike Hurford

Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Dear Sirs, 

  

Kirkby Malzeard, Laverton and Dallowgill Parish Council have considered the Joint Plan and wish to make 

the following comment: 

  

‘We would not wish to see any safeguarding of mineral or coal deposits which would affect normal 

development within the Parish. It is felt that the extraction of both sand/gravel or coal would be 

detrimental to the nature of the area, particularly given the AONB status.’ 

  

If you require any further information please let me know. 

  

Yours faithfully, 

  

Mr Howard Mountain, 

Chairman and Acting Clerk, 

Kirkby Malzeard, Laverton and Dallowgill Parish Council 

  

Contact details: 

Mount Pleasant, Laverton, Ripon HG4 3RH 

Tel: 01765 658838 

E-mail: howardmountain1@btinternet.com 



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Name or Organisation : Leavening Parish Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To 4ich part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this rpresentation relate?

Paragraph No.? Site Alloca- Policy No. Policies Map
tion Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes No

2.(2) Sound Yes No

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with
an x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as pos
sible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.



On close reading of the draft Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, there are internal inconsis
tencies between the two of the Plan’s Policies, which render the intent of some aspects of
the plan ambiguous and therefore unworkable. This is specifically in relation to the inten
tion expressed in the introductory paragraphs of the Joint Plan, and Policy D09 (Water
Environment) that designated Prinicpal Aquifers ‘need additional protection” (para 2.18),
and that ‘a very high level of protection will be applied to principal aquifers and ground
water Source Protection Zones” (Policy D09, 2). Policy M16 (Key spatial principles for
hydrocrbon development) section (b)(i) refers directly to Prptected Groundwater Source
Areas, but does not refer to the Principal Aquifers which path 2.18 and Policy D09 prom
ise the same “very high level of protection”. For Policy D09 to be Effective and Justified,
the list of designated areas referred to in M16 must explicitly include principal aquifers,
which are required by Policy D09 to be afforded the same ‘very high level of protection”
as Protected Groundwater Source Areas (which are included in the list of designated ar
eas).

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if neces
sary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put for
ward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Official Use Only Reference Number



We specifically request an amendment to Policy M16 (Key spatial principles for hydrocar
bon development) to the affect that section (b)(i) reads:

Surface proposals for these forms of hydrocarbon development will only be permit
ted where they would be outside the following designated areas: National Park,
AONBs, Protected Groundwater Source Areas including PrincipalAquifers, the
Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying buffer
zone, Scheduled Monuments, Registered Historic Battlefields, Grade I and 11* Reg
?stered Parks and Gardens, Areas which Protect the Historic Character and Setting
‘of York, Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of Conservation, Ramsar sites
and Sites of Special Scientific Interest.

This amendment would render the intent behind policy D09 workable across the Minerals
and Waste Joint Plan and the Policy would be internally consistent, and would enable to
planning authority to exercise its duties in relation to the Water Framework Directive.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and support
ing information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as
there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the
origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Nominated representatives of the Parish Council would be happy to participate in the oral exami
nation, to ensure that the Council’s representations are heard and understood, particularly as this
issue is of high interest to our local residents.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.



Signature: Peter Bosson, Clerk to Leavening Parish Council Date: 20 December2016

Official Use Only Reference Number



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Name or Organisation : Leavening Parish Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To 4hich part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this fepresentation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site Alloca- Policy No. Policies Map
tion Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes No

2.(2) Sound Yes No

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with
an x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with Nationa/ Policy Yes No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as pos
sible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.



We believe the Plan to be unsound on the grounds that is unjustified in relation to Policy
M17.

Para. 5.146 of the Draft Plan states that there should be a separation distance of 500m
between well pads and the nearest residence. We believe this is of significant concern,
as no rationale or reason is given for the 500m minimum distance. Information about hy
draulic fracturing processes informs us that drilling operations on a well pad run continu
ously 94 hours a day for extended periods of time with resu’tant noise and light pollution.
We also know that higher volumes of heavy goods traffic ath required to transport waste-
water and collected gas away from well sites.

Increased hydrocarbons development close to residences and communities poses an ob
vious increased risk to pedestrians, cyclists and horse-riders, of which there are many in
the Leaveving Parish and across Ryedale who make use of the narrow roads in and out
of, and between our villages.

Without any clear justification for the minimum 500 metre distance between a well pad
and a residence, local planning decision makers will not be able to provide their local res
idents with any certainty about the impact on local communities, particularly in terms of
noise and light disturbance, and public safety.

(continue on a separate sheeUexpand box ii neces
sary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put for
ward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Official use Only Reference Number



We request an amendment to Policy M17 (Other spatial and locational criteria applying to
hydrocarbon development), point 4(i) should therefore be amended to require new mini
mum distance of 750 metres, and 1,000 metres for other sites like schools and care
homes, as follows:

‘4.Q) Hydrocarbon development will be permitted in (ocations where it would not
give rise to unacceptable impact on local communities or public health. Adequate
separation distances should be maintained between hydrocarbons development
and residential buildings and other sensitive receptors in order to ensure a high
level of protection from adverse impacts from noise, light pollution, emissions to air
or ground and surface water and induced seismicity, including in line with the re
quirements of Policy 002. Proposals for surface hydrocarbon development, partic
ularly those involving hydraulic fracturing, within 750 metres of residential build
ings and 1.000 metres for other sensitive receptors such as schools, care
homes and similar, are unlikely to be consistent with this requirement.”

(continue on a separale sheeuexpand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, evidence and support
ing information necessary to supportljustify the representation and the suggested modification, as
there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the
origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Nominated representatives of the Parish Council would be happy to participate in the oral exami
nation, to ensure that the Council’s representations are heard and understood, particularly as this
issue is of high interest to our local residents.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.



Signature: Peter Bosson, Clerk to Leavening Parish Council Date: 2Oth December 2016

Official Use Only Reference Number



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

rName or Organisation : Leavening Parish Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does thi representation relate?

Paragraph No.? Site Alloca- Policy No. Policies Map
tion Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2(1) Legally compliant Yes No

2(2) Sound Yes No

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with
an x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as pos
sible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.



We believe that the as currently drafted the Plan will not be able to adequately protect the
area against negative cumulative impact. Policy M17 of the Draft Plan purports to limit the
density of production sites (well pads) so as to ensure that the development will not give
rise to unacceptable cumulative impact. However, para. 5.137 sets the density in broad
terms as 10 production sites (well pads) every hundred square kilometres. 100 square
kilometres equates to 38.6 square miles which is an area just larger than six miles by six
miles. Therefore, the Draft Plan is suggesting that (if pads are spaced out at equal inter
vals) here can be one production site approximately every three miles in every direction.
Para 5.134 indicates that a typical production site (well pad) will have a surface area of
2ha and several individual well heads”. However, well-pads frequently contain as many
as 40 or 50 individual wells therefore a lOxlO km2 PEDL licence area could contain up to
500 fracking wells. By underestimating the concentration of well heads on a single well
pad, the Plan significantly misjudges the impact of just one well pad and so also the cu
multative impact.

Furthermore, there is no guidance given on the separation distance between each well-
site. One prominent MP for the area has suggested that well-sites should be at least six
miles apart, which would be incompatible with the current plan of 10 well-pads per PEDL
licence block. The lack of any separation distance between well pads in the MWJP is a
significant failing in terms of soundness, as it simply enables developers to concentrate
more production on a single site, multiplying the impact on that area. A minimum separa
tion distance of at least 3 miles should be included in the plan, which would avoid all the
allowed well-sites in one PEDL licence area to be ‘bunched up’ in one place.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if neces
sary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put for
ward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Official Use Only Reference Number



Without specifying a reduced permitted concentration of well pads, the Plan will be per
mitting highly damaging and unmanageable cumulative impact of fracking wells on the
road network, biodiversity, climate change, water use, water contamination, air pollution,
noise and light pollution, soil contamination, human health and traditional rural industries.

This failing in the Plan means that it fails the test of soundness on the grounds of effec
tiveness, justification and consistency with national policy.

We rLommend that Policy M17 be amended to include s)ecific reference to the maxi
mum permitted concentration of well pads in each PEDL license area (rather than only
referring to this in the explanatory text below the Policy) and also refer directly to a mini
mum separation distance between each well pad. Suitable amended wording could be:

Amend section 2 (ü) to:

“Well pad density and/or the number of individual wells within a PEDL area will be
limited to 10 well pads øer 100km2 with a minimum separation distance be
tween well pads of 5km to ensure that unacceptable cumulative impact does not
arise. Assessment of the contribution to cumulative impact arising from a proposal
for hydrocarbon development will include (but not necessarily be limited to) con
sideration of..”

Furthermore, paragraph 5.137 of the MWJP says “For PEDLs located within the Green
Belt or where a relatively high concentration of other land use constraints exist, including
significant access constraints, a lower density may be appropriate. This should be
amended to ‘ffl be appropriate’, as otherwise it provides for very little workable protec
tion.

(continue on a separate sheeuexpand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and support
ing information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as
there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the
odgional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Nominated representatives of the Parish Council would be happy to participate in the oral exami
nation, to ensure that the Council’s representations are heard and understood, particularly as this
issue is of high interest to our local residents.



Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral pad of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 2O’ December 2016
Peter Bosson, Clerk to Leavening Parish Council

Official Use Only Reference Number



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Name or Organisation Leavening Parish Council

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. to which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does tiflis representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site Alloca- Policy No. Policies Map
tion Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes No

2(2) Sound Yes No

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with
an x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as pos
sible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

The Draft Plan makes no reference to the Ryedale Plan, which is a key document that
Parish and Town Council’s contributed to and is an adopted local plan which has statutory
force and has been made in accordance with the requirements of the NPPR

As the Draft Plan does not refer to the Ryedale Plan, this must be a material planning
consideration. The Key Diagram on Page 42 of the Ryedale Plan shows the entire Vale of
Pickering, The Yorkshire Wolds and the Ryedale part of the Vale of York as “Landscape of
Local Value and Areas of High Landscape Value.” Ryedale’s policies in regard to these
areas is set out in Policy SP13 of the Ryedale Plan. These can be summarised as the
protection and enhancement of distinctive elements of landscape character that are the
result of historical and cultural influences, natural features and aesthetic qualities.
It is therefore difficult to understand why the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds
should be treated any differently from “Areas which protect the Historic Character and
Setting of the City of York” which are protected by Policy Ml 6 of the draft minerals plan.

We believe that the the draft minerals plan could is unsound as it fails to take proper ac
count of Policy SP1 3 of the Ryedale Plan.



(continue on a separate sheet/expand box If neces
sary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put for
ward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Amend Policy M16 so that it specifically refers to and includes the protected areas as de
fined by the Ryedale Plan, as follows:

(b) (0 Surface proposals for these forms of hydrocarbon development will only be
permitted where they would be outside the following designated areas: National
Park, AONBs, Protected Groundwater Source Areas, the Fountains Abbey/Studley
Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying buffer zone, Scheduled Monuments,
Registered Historic Battlefields, Grade I and 11* Registered Parks and Gardens, Ar
eas which Protect the Historic Character and Setting of York, Special Protection
Areas, SpecialAreas of Conservation, Landscape of Local Value andAreas of
High Landscane Value as defined by the Ryedale Plan. Ramsar sites and Sites
of Special Scientific Interest.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and support
ing information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as
there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the
origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Nominated representatives of the Parish Council would be happy to participate in the oral exami
nation, to ensure that the Council’s representations are heard and understood, particularly as this
issue is of high interest to our local residents.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral pad of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Official Use Only Reference Number
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Signature: Peter Bosson, Clerk to Leavening Parish Council Date: 20th December 2016





Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Name or Organisation : Leavening Parish Council ——________________

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site Alloca- Policy No. Policies Map
tion Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes No

2(2) Sound Yes No

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with
an x one element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as pos
sible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.



The areas surround Leavening and across the Yorkshire Wolds area have particularly
high concentrations of nationally important scheduled ancient monuments, including:

• Aldro Earthworks (List ID: 1007500)

• Mount Ferrant: a motte and bailey castle (List ID: 1011603)

• Hanging Grimston barrow group: a long barrow 40Dm east of Wold Farm, in

corporating part of a prehistoric linear boundiry (List UID: 1007922)

• Hanging Grimston medieval settlement adjacent to Mount Pleasant Farm (List

UID: 1019093)

• Part of Leppington medieval village, a moated site and site of the former parish

church of St Helen (List UID: 1011515)

• Acklam WoW barrow group: a pair of bell barrows and a bowl barrow 200m

south-west of Acklam Weld House (List UID: 1011547)

• The Queen Dike: part of a cross-dyke SCOrn east of Wold Farm (List

UID: 1007919)

Although each scheduled ancient monument site is protected in the Draft Plan from sur
face operations (i.e. from well sites being created on top of existing scheduled monu
ments), we believe that because of the particularly high concentration of these sites in a
relatively small area of land, and the huge historical importance that these sites collec
tively represent, a buffer zone around all scheduled ancient monuments should be explic

• itly included in Policy M16.

Having taken advice from local archaeology specialists, we suggest that the Plan should
require any surface development to take place at least 500 metres from any scheduled
monument to ensure these nationally important sites are not damaged or disrupted in any

• way by drilling operations.

Without this additional protection we believe the Plan fails the test of soundess on the
grounds of justification and effectiveness.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if neces
sary)

4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Mailer you have identified at 3. above where
this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put for
ward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Official Use Only Reference Number



We recommend that Policy M16 be amended to include a new point (Hi) under (d) as fol
lows:

d)

(lli)Sudace hydrocarabon development will only be permitted outside of a
500 metre buffer zone around any scheduled ancient monument

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box (necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and support
ing information necessary to suppod]justiñj the representation and the suggested modification, as
there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the
origional representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination at the oral examination

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Nominated representatives of the Parish Council would be happy to participate in the oral exami
• nation, to ensure that the Council’s representations are heard and understood, particularly as this
issue is of high interest to our local residents.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral pad of the examination.

All responses received will be considered and any information provided
will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Peter Bosson, Clerk to Leavening Parish Council Date: 20uI December 2016





Michelle Saunders

From: Peter Bosson <peterbossonll@gmail.com>
Sent: 19 December 2016 11:15
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Waste and Mineral Joint Plan (consultation submission)
Attachments: MWJP Publication - Response Form Part B - Leavening Parish Council - Response 1

- Principal Aquifers-1.pdf; MWJP Publication - Response Form Part B - Leavening
Parish Council - Response 2 - Separation distances between we I pads and
residences.pdf; MWJP Publication - Response Form Part B - Leavening Parish
Council - Response 3 - Well pad density and cumulative impact.pdf; MWJP
Publication - Response Form Part B - Leavening Parish Council - Response 4 -

Ryedale Plan.pdf; MWJP Publication - Response Form Part B - Leavening Parish
Council - Response S - Scheduled Ancient Monuments.pdf

Dear sirs,

Please find consultation submission from Leavening Parish Council.

Should you need any thither information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Best Regards

Peter Basson - Clerk to Leavening Parish Council

Peter Bosson
Swan Cottage
Malton Road
Leavening
Malton
North Yorkshire
Y017 95W
01653 658151
07957 980566
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CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Publication Stage- Response Form

Part A - Contact details

Your contact details Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):
Scg’?k wiizs
Su ma me:

?ic” 4j

Organisation (if applicable):
ko.jc MRlZStt)

Address:
1a ci

k RPnfli..i!VS \.AY

npJ( Lw ngStot.a

p.lnert4 ‘(‘nZiCSi41fZC
Post Code: ‘in 1
Telephone:
Email: PiVr Qo.. CoI

Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):
.

Address:

1,
Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Please ensure that your contact details in Part A are correctly filled in. Without this information
your representations cannot be recorded. Please also see the note on Data Protection at the
bottom of this page before submitting your response.

At this stage in producing the Joint Plan, representations should be focussed on legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and whether the Plan meets the four tests of soundness. More
information on these matters are provided in the guidance notes (see reverse of this page). You are
strongly advised to read these notes, which have been prepared by the Planning Inspectorate,
before responding.

A separate Part B form MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
After this stage, further submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
Examination in Public of the Joint Plan, based on the matters they identify during the Examination.

All responses should be returned by 5pm on Wednesday 2?t December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwjointplannorthyorks.gov.uk or by post using the
address below:

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

Data Protection:
North Yorkshire County Council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the City of York Council are registered
under the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and
responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made at
Publication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will only be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as part of the examination.

IFor offici7ei
jespondent Number Date received Date enlered Date acknowledged

an- —



Guidance Notes to Accompany the Publication stage Response Form

1. Introduction

1.1. The plan is published in order for representations to be made prior to submission. The
representations will be considered alongside the published plan when submitted, which will be
examined by a Planning Inspector. The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 20041 (as
amended) (PCPA) states that the purpose of the examination is to consider whether the plan
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to co-operate and is sound.

2. Legal Compliance and Duty to Co-operate

2.1. The Inspector will first check that the plan meets the legal requirements under s20(5)(a) and the
duty to co-operate under s20(5)(c) of the PCPA before moving on to test for soundness.

2.2. You should consider the following before making a representation on legal compliance:

The plan in question should be included in the current Local Development Scheme (LDS)
and the key stages should have been followed. The LDS is effectively a programme of work
prepared by the LPA, setting out the Local Development Documents (LDDs)2 it proposes to
produce. It will set out the key stages in the production of any plans which the LPA
proposes to bring forward for independent examination. If the plan is not in the current LDS
it should not have been published for representations. The LDS should be on the LPA’s
website and available at its main offices.

• The process of community involvement for the plan in question should be in general
accordance with the LPA’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) (where one exists).
The SCI sets out the LPA’s strategy for involving the community in the preparation and
revision of LDDs (including plans) and the consideration of planning applications.

• The plan should comply with the Town and County Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012 (the Regulations)3. On publication, the LPA must publish the documents
prescribed in the Regulations, and make them available at its principal offices and on its
website. The LPA must also notify the various persons and organisations set out in the
Regulations and any persons who have requested to be notified.

• The LPA is required to provide a Sustainability Appraisal Report when it publishes a plan.
This should identify the process by which the Sustainability Appraisal has been carded out,
and the baseline information used to inform the process and the outcomes of that process.
Sustainability Appraisal is a tool for appraising policies to ensure they reflect social,
environmental, and economic factors.

• In London, the plan should be in general conformity with the London Plan (the Spatial
Development Strategy).

2.3. You should consider the following before making a representation on compliance with the duty
to co-operate:

• The duty to co-operate came into force on 15 November 2011 and any plan submitted for
examination on or after this date will be examined for compliance. LPAs will be expected to
provide evidence of how they have complied with any requirements arising from the duty.

• The PCPA establishes that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate cannot be rectified
after the submission of the plan. Therefore, the Inspector has no power to recommend
modifications in this regard. Where the duty has not been complied with, the Inspector has
no choice but to recommend non-adoption of the plan.

1 View at http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpg&2004/5
2 LDDs are defined in regulation 5 — see link below.

View at http://www.legislation.pov.ukluksi/201 21767/contents/made



3. Soundness

3.1. Soundness is explained in paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
The Inspector has to be satisfied that the plan is positively prepared, justified, effective and
consistent with national policy:

Positively prepared: This means that the plan should be prepared based on a strategy
which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements,
including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

• Justified: The plan should be the most appropriate strategy when considered against
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

• Effective: The plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities.

• Consistent with national policy: The plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the NPPF

3.2. If you think the content of the plan is not sound because it does not include a policy where it
should do, you should go through the following steps before making representations:

• Is the issue with which you are concerned already covered specifically by national planning
policy (or the London Plan)? If so, it does not need to be included.

• Is what you are concerned with covered by any other policies in the plan on which you are
seeking to make representations or in any other plan?

• If the policy is not covered elsewhere, in what way is the plan unsound without the policy?

• If the plan is unsound without the policy, what should the policy say?

4. General advice

4.1. If you wish to make a representation seeking a modification to a plan or part of a plan you
should make clear in what way the plan or part of the plan is inadequate having regard to legal
compliance, the duty to cooperate and the four requirements of soundness set out above. You
should try to support your representation by evidence showing why the plan should be modified.
It will be helpful if you also say precisely how you think the plan should be modified.
Representations should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as
there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further submissions based on the
original representation made at publication. After this stage, further submissions will be only at
the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

4.2. Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see a plan modified, it
would be very helpful for that group to send a single representation which represents the view,
rather than for a large number of individuals to send in separate representations which repeat
the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how many people it is representing
and how the representation has been authorised.
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,. Publication stage Response form - Part B
/ Please use a separate Part B form for each representation

Name or Organisation
.ot.JC ffs4 Coo.ac1k

Please tick as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site Policy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No I I
2(2) Sound Yes No 1

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only tick one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes U No U Justified Yes U No fl
Effective Yes U No Consitent with National Policy Yes U No U
2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.
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(continue on a separate sheet/expand box If necessary)
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/

/Pjblication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation

boG itSVo.J fM’S4 CctflJCL

Please tick as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.! Site Policy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I No

_____

2.(2) Sound Yes I No

_____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only tick one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes D No D Justified Yes D No D
Effective Yes E No D Consitent with National Poflcy Yes D No H
2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.
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(continue on a separate sheeVexpand box if necessary)
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
NameorOrganisation: smJ fcsi-i CotnJCiL.

Please tick as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph No.1 Site Policy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

2. Do you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

_____I

No I
2(2) Sound Yes

_____

No I I
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only tick one

element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes D No LI Justified Yes LI No LI
Effective Yes No Consitent with National Policy Yes LI No LI

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.
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From: Clerk - MTC <clerk@malton-tc.gov.uk>
Sent: 19 December 2016 15:38
To: mwjointplan
Cc: clerk@malton-tc.gov.uk; Paul Andrews
Subject: Joint Minerals and Waste Plan Response. from Malton Town Council

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir

Please see below the of Malton Town Council (in bold) re the Joint Minerals and waste Plan offerred for
consultation

The draft joint waste and minerals plan is unsound because the section on Hydrocarbons (paras 5.93
— 5.161) is inconsistent with National Policy in that it fails to take into account Policy SPI3 of the
Ryedale Plan which is an adopted Statutory Plan made in accordance with the NPPF in the following
respects:

1. The failure to include the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire SVolds under Policy N116 (b)(i) as
one of the areas where hydraulic fracturing would not be permitted;

2. The scale and density of well pads proposed in regard to the SP13 policy objective of the protecting
and enhancing distinctive elements of landscape character that are the result of historical and
cultural influences, natural features and aesthetic qualities.

The Council therefore requests:

a) the insertion of the words ‘land shown on the Key Diagram of the Ryedale Plan as landscape of
local value and areas of high landscape value, and the River Denvent SSSI and neighbouring land
(including the towns of Malton and Norton) to act as a buffer’, after the words ‘Areas which Protect
the Historic Character and Setting of York’ in Policy M16(b)(i)

b) The modification of para 5.137 by substituting ‘10 well pads per 1,300 square kilometers’ for ‘ten
well pads per 100 square miles’”.

The Malton Town Council hopes that you can appreciate its concerns and amend the drafi plan as
recommended.

Yours faithfully
Mike Skehan
Clerk to Malton Town Council

F
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From: Clerk - MTC <clerk@malton-tc.gov.uk>
Sent: 20 December 2016 08:13
To: mwjointplan
Cc: clerk@malton-tc.gov.uk; Paul Andrews
Subject: Re Joint Minerals and Waste Plan. Malton Town Council response

Dear Sir

Malton Town Council has submitted its response to the draft plan. The Council notes that the Examination in Public

is set to commence in April 2017.

May I formally record that Malton Town Council wishes to be represented at the Examination.

Please acknowledge this request.

Yours faithfully

Mike Skehan

Clerk to Malton Town council

F
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Stillington Parish Council

Here with our comments on NYCC Minerals and Waste Plan for your consideration

The process we are asked to accept in our County is an Industrial Process, which is to be
installed in an Agricultural- Domestic Environment.
The consequences of Responsible Management gives rise to a Fruitful extraction of Gas
from Fracked shale below the earth in an efficient and cost effective process within limits.
The consequences of an irresponsible management of the Process would be a disastrous
destruction of Communities and Farm Land in the proportion we have never seen before.
This is due to the nature and collective destruction, which can occur if the Parameters of
Fracking are not adhered to. I.e. if a high-pressure valve were to split open when in the
line of the Compressed fluid been pumped at high pressure into the earth. The
surrounding area would be contaminated for miles around the Well Head. Or The
Installed pipe deep in the earth may hit a fissure and distributed under pressure a mixture
into a watercourse, which ran into a Natural Reservoir and is in turn pumped for drinking
water; a whole community could be wiped out without notice.

The question we wish to have answerers to

Before the Fracking Process begins.

Who will record the original attributes of any area nominated for drilling before the
Drilling begins. (I.e. Reference for any adverse Land / Amenity disruption or subsidence
attributed to Fracking).

Who will Monitor the Community life sustainabLe attributes. Such as Water quality,
Atmosphere quality and Traffic flow.

The attributes to any Drilling site should be defined before any work is started, we concur
that a Buffer zone of 1.5k is required and a Separation distance of 500m should be the
minimum.

A defined pathway for any Problems and Responsibilities should be well identified and
agreed by all interested parties before Fracking on any site can begin.

On start up.

Who will ensure that the safety criteria are in place, such as Monitoring Air Quality,
Health and safety ensuring all levels of protection are in place.

Who will indemnify the insurance costs of recompense for mismanagement issues and
the initial mess, which may accompany the start up procedure.

t7%



Where will any grievance be heard during the Start up Procedure or any claim for
compensation for the destruction of Life attributes within the immediate communities.

During the operational Process

Who will be held responsible for the operational management process within the limits of
the operating licence.

Who will be the Monitoring agent for the community.

Who will be responsible for reporting to the community at regular intervals, the progress
of Fracking in the Community.

Whilst we take for granted the Air we breathe is monitored by the environment agency.
The process of Fracking is a business and is like all other businesses endemic of cost
effectiveness, which means if costs can be cut, this will be exploited. The question arises,
who will be the assessor of LegaL exploitation.

The Fraeking process is very volatile and at worst is corrosive to the Community and at
best may run within limits and provide benefits. Not only the Management of the Process
requires a constant monitoring to the overarching process. There is a requirement for a
regular executive period of audit for reliability and safety to all attributes ofthe Process
Who will be responsible for the overall safety of the Fracking Process.

We thought the Document NYCC’s final Minerals & Waste Joint Plan consultation prepared
by the South HambleEon Shale Gas Advisory Group. Gave a balanced view however, we suggest
a more practical answer to the forgone questions need to be forthcoming before any ftirther
progress is made.

Regards

Bob Brown
Parish Clerk
I 6th December 201 6



From: Bob <stillingtonbrown@hotmail.com>
Sent 17 December 2016 09:48
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Re: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage
Attachments: Comments Fracking PlanDecl6docx

Good Morning
Herewith Stillington Parish Council’s to to the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan for your consideration
Regards
Bob Brown
Parish Clerk

On 9 Nov 2016, at 13:36, mwjointplan <mwjointplannorthyorks.gov.uk> wrote:

Dear Parish Clerk,

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority are
working together to produce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan covering all three planning authority areas.
When finalised the new Joint Plan will help the three authorities take decisions on planning applications for
minerals and waste development up to 31 December 2030. A number ci public consultations have already
taken place to help develop the new Plan, including an ‘Issues and Options’ consultation in 2014 and a
‘Preferred Options’ consultation in 2015.

A final draft of the Joint Plan has now been prepared and is being published for a six week period to allow
for representations to be made, before it is submitted for examination in public by an independent planning
inspector. At this stage only representations relating to the legal compliance and soundness of the Joint
Plan are required. More information about this is contained in the guidance notes attached with this email.

The formal publication period commences on Wednesday 9 November 2016 and wiLl close
on Wednesday 21 December 2016. All responses must be received by 5pm on that day. Please note
we will be unable to accept responses after this deadline.

The Joint Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the Joint Plan
Website: www.northyorks.gov.uklmwconsult. Paper copies of the Joint Plan and main supporting
documents, including a response form and guidance notes, are available to view during normal opening
hours at all public libraries in the area covered by the Joint Plan, including mobile libraries and at all main
offices of the three Authorities, as well as at District and Borough Council main offices and the National
Park Centres.

Please see attached to this email:

• Formal Publication Letter,
• Statement of Representations Procedure,
• Response Form (Part A & Part B) and
• Guidance Notes

For further information about the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan please visit our
ebsite: www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwconsult

1
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Yours faithfully

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team

On behalf of:
North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and North York Moors National Park
Authority

This email has been sent on behalf of North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC), City of York Council (CYC) and North York Moors
National Park Authority (NYMNPA).

WARNING

Any opinions or statements expressed in this e-mail are those of the individual and not necessarily those of NYCC, CYC or
NYMNPA.

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you receive this in
error, please do not disclose any information to anyone, notify the sender at the above address and then destroy all copies.

NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA computer systems and communications may be monitored to ensure effective operation of the system
and for other lawful purposes. All GCSX traffic may be subject to recording and/or monitoring in accordance with relevant
legislation.

Although we have endeavoured to ensure that this e-mail and any attachments are free from any virus we would advise you to take
any necessary steps to ensure that they are actually virus free.

If you receive an automatic response stating that the recipient is away from the office and you wish to request information under
either the Freedom of Information Act, the Data Protection Act or the Environmental Information Regulations please forward your
request by e-mail to the Data Management Team (datamanagement.officer(ämorthyorks.gov.uk) who will process your request.

North Yorkshire County Council

City of York Council

North York Moors National Park Authority

<MWJP Formal Publication Letter (Nov 2016).pdf><Statement of Representations Procedure.pdf’”<MWJP Publication - Response
Form Part A.docx><MWJP Publication - Response Form Part 6.docx’<Guidance Notes.pdf>
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Rose Cottage,
Stonegrave, York.
Y062 4LJ

December 15th 2016

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
Business and Environmental Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall, Northallerton
DL7 8AH
mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk

Dear Sir or Madam,

On behalf of the Stonegrave Parish Meeting, in consideration of legal compliance and soundness we
wish to object to certain provisions and assumptions of the above plan, whilst making specific
suggestions for improvement which we believe will contribute to the ‘soundness’ of these policies.
This necessitates an element of commentary and justification. Suggestions for improvement or
reinforcement will be found below in bold type. In some cases the adoption of one suggestion might
obviate the need for another suggestion made.

Whilst commendably seeking to hold a balance and comply with requirements arising from duty,
the MWJP’s dutiM presumption in favour of shale exploration and recovery sits uneasily, we find,
with its efforts to restrict such development to the least contentious locations and to limit the scale
and density of the proposed development to a level which it deems the area could sustain.
As an example of this; its efforts (passim) to avoid such development to varying degrees within the
protected areas as detailed in MI 6 b) i), are inconsistent with the provisions of 9.25 which permit
development in these areas, given assertions of “public interest” or “national need”.
This quandary, the demonstrable undesirability of shale development on one side according to
significant scientific opinion, and the government’s assertion of the contrary on the other, underlies
sections of the MWJP and commands our sympathies for the predicament of the authors of the
plan. It nevertheless underlines the need for a clearer statement as to how and when the criterion of
national need and public interest (surely identical in this context) might be invoked. It should not be
taken as given by the planners and therefore used to circumvent any application for a shale well, no
matter where.

We propose the insertion of a clause in the MWJP clarifying how and when the criterion of
national need might be invoked.

We propose an absolute interdiction on hydrocarbon surface development involving fracking
within National Parks, AONBs, Protected Groundwater Source Areas, World Heritage Sites,
or within a 5km buffer zone of any. A 3.5km buffer zone should be applied to the remaining
sites in M16 b) i). Amend 5.128 accordingly.
(Justification: where the stakes are so great, the precautionary principle should apply and the ‘safe
zone extended.)

In view of the Yorkshire Wolds’ application to Natural England for AONB status, possibly to
be granted in the life of the proposed MWJP, we further propose that consideration be given



to affording the North Yorkshire portion of the Wolds a similar protected status to those
mentioned above.
Justification: those qualities, such as landscape, history, and aesthetic qualities which have
contributed to the designation of, for example, the Howardian Hills as an AONB, are also present in
the Yorkshire Wolds which have in addition rich archaeological sites, designated or undesignated.

We suggest, further to the above that similar protected status be accorded to the Vale of
Pickering where similar aesthetic quaiiti4s as well as qualities of landscape, history etc. appIy.

In certain respects, the MWJP does not enable the delivery of sustainable development and is
therefore inconsistent with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and with the Ryedale
Plan (RP).
1, Climate Change.

a.Water safeguarding. Flooding.
“Local planning authorities should adopt proactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate
change, taking ifill account of flood risk, . . .,and water supply and demand considerations.” (p21
NPPF).
Climate Change - “undoubtedly the biggest environmental challenge facing society” (RP p. 117) —

will of course increase the likelihood of ever more severe flooding in the numerous flood zones
within the MWJP area. This is recognised in the Plan.
The thrust of the MWJP, whilst acknowledging the risk, is at variance in this respect with the
cautious and safeguarding thrust of the RP, (itself reflecting the NPPF), in that the MWJP fails to
provide adequate mitigatory safeguards for flooding as an effect of climate change in its provision
for the location and density of shale pads which are a source of potential contamination via drilling,
via recovery of shale gas and via transportation (tankers and pipelines carrying water or waste),
contamination which would be exacerbated by flooding. The MWJP’s consideration of the flooding
risk concentrates disproportionately on flooding as a risk to shale or minerals development, rather
than on the contaminatoty effects of shale developments being spread by flooding.
This risk and others, (see below), might to sonic extent be mitigated by addressing the density
question, apparently arbitrarily settled as a maximum in 5.137.

We propose a precautionary approach to the question of density of well pads as envisaged in
5.137 and suggest that the wording should permit far fewer well pads for the area stated, ie
fewer than 40% of those envisaged to be permitted as a maximum.

b.Air quality. The health risks of leakage to air— emissions — at any stage of the hydraulic
fracturing process and its aftermath, or as a result of venting or flaring which might be required as
an emergency recourse, or from increased machinery and vehicle emissions are considerable and
are not adequately addressed by the proposed 500m separation distance between well pads and
residential developments. In such circumstances any suggestion is arbitrary but the MWJP must err
on the side of caution.

We therefore propose an increase in the separation distance between residential developments,
schools, hospitals etc. and well pad to 1km at least.

The climate change impacts of the use of fossil ftiels and the associated release of methane must not
be obscured in the MWJP by a statement of the duty to reflect government policy in the latter’s
assessment of the national need. The exigencies of climate change must not be overruled by
government diktat.



We therefore propose a re-writing of 5.106 - “However, the government believes that shale
gas...etc. and is currently encouraging further exploration”. The rest of the paragraph — stet—
until the final clause where “its belief’ should be inserted after “indicated”.

We propose that in 9.102 “where possible” should be inserted before the second clause
Justification: a significant body of reputable scientific opinion holds that shale exploration and
development is inimical to climate change mitigation. As it stands, the text implies significant
mitigation is possible.

We further propose M17 4) iii) be re-written as follows: “All proposals involving hydraulic
fracturing should be accompanied by an air quality monitoring plan, a Health Impact
Assessment, and an Environmental Impact Assessment.”

The question of decommissioning of wells after exploitation is inadequately addressed in the plan in
the continuing risk to climate, health, and to agriculture posed by leakage to air and to land as
wells progressively degrade. Such considerations require considerably more than the 5-year
“aftercare” proposed, and suggest monitoring for a much longer period. Although this would
probably extend beyond the applicability period of the proposed MWJP, it is vital that such
requirements be understood by industry at the application stage.
Similar considerations apply to the question of bonds and financial guarantees.

We propose, therefore, that decommissioned wells be eared for and monitored, both on a
weekly basis by industry and monthly by an independent body for the first 5 years, and
monthly by industry and six-monthly by an independent body for the next 15 years, and at
annual intervals thereafter until such time as it is certain that well degradation will not lead to
contamination.

We further propose that 9.79 be amended by addition of a provision such as the following:
“Notwithstanding these considerations, in view of the risk of potentially catastrophic
consequences in the event of a major accident with this technology, new and untried in the
UK, and new to the geological circumstances prevailing, in view also of the likely detrimental
cumulative environmental, agricultural and economic effects of shale development, all shale
activity should be considered “exceptional circumstances”, and bonds and financial
guarantees should always be sought.”

General Points/Amendments - some as a result of points made above.

We suggest that the policies M16, M17 and Ml8 in particular avoid the use of the subjective
term “unacceptable” which weakens the protection afforded by the policies, replacing it
where possible with the less subjective “adverse”. Some particular instances arc detailed
below.

We further suggest that the formula commonly used in the MWJP - “will be permitted” -

should usually be reinforced with, as appropriate’ “only” or “unless”.

We suggest that policy M18 (or another policy if deemed more effective) contain a provision
along the following lines: Whilst welcoming the Environmental Agency’s concern with the
chemicals permissible in fracking fluid, this Plan deems it essential for the protection of our
communities that the chemicals used be fully disclosed by the operator and limited to those
deemed by competent international authorities to have been proven to be non-hazardous in



interaction with chemicals commonly encountered at fracking depths.

Justification: 5.109 states with reference to the procedures used in hydraulic fracturing: “Operators
must demonstrate to the Environment Agency that all the chemicals used in the process are
non-hazardous”. The definition of’ non-hazardous’ as the term is used by the EA appears to be ‘has
not proved in tests to be hazardous’. A safer definition might be ‘has been proved to be not
hazardous in relevant contexts, eg. the sub-surface hydraulic fracturing context’.
This concern arises from the difficulty in kiowing how unknown (or known) chemicals will react
with unknown chemicals in a sub-surface context where the two or more are brought into reactive
proximity. The wording above does not hilly address this concern but goes part of the way.
A further concern resides in the possibility within the lifetime of the MWJP of transatlantic trade
agreements such as TTIP or CETA coming into force with the EU while the UK is a member, or
with the UK thereafter, when it has already been shown that corporations/industry are willing to
enter into litigation with a national entity which they deem threatens their commercial interests by
‘anti-competitive’ regulations, such as those limiting chemicals to be used in the fracking process.
We therefore believe it is in the interests of the MWJP area to reinforce existing regulations in this
way.

M17. 4) i) replace “within 500m of residential buildings” with “within 1km of residential
buildings” AND
replace “are unlikely to...ctc” (at the end) with “are not consistent with this requirement and
will not be permitted.”

M17. 4) iii) Add “Air quality and possible health impacts should during exploration and
production be monitored monthly by independent authorities. The accuracy of industry
reporting will not be relied upon and in instances of doubt, the precautionary principle will
apply and operations suspended until a full investigation has taken place.”

M18. 1) ii) After “locations”, replace the clause “where a high standard of protection..” with
“where the risk to ground and surface waters can be demonstrated to be negligible”, AND,
replace the existing “where it can be demonstrated” clause with “where it can be
demonstrated that there is no or negligible seismic risk”.

M18. 2) iii) Replace “may require” with “will require” and add “This guarantee would be
forfeit in the event of proof of operational negligence.”

5.159 Replace final sentence with: “This policy will continue throughout the Plan period.”
and amend appropriate policy.
In justification for this it should be pointed out that observance of regulatory requirements on one or
several occasions is no guarantee of continuing observance, and also that one operator might be
replaced by another either during or between sets of fracking operations.

MW. iii) Replace ‘unacceptable’ by ‘adverse’.

W1O.1) Delete “unacceptable”

D02 1) line 3 Replace ‘unacceptable’ with ‘adverse’ ALSO line 2 insert ‘only’ before ‘where’

D07 1) and 3) Replace ‘unacceptable’ with ‘adverse’.
Justification:It seems as though the MWJP is using the terms interchangeably although ‘adverse’ is
clearly stronger and less subjective than ‘unacceptable’. The use of the two terms in close proximity
creates a distinction which might or might not be intended. Whether intended or not, we believe



‘adverse should usually replace ‘unacceptable’.

DOS. 3) second sentence - Delete after “unless” and resume after the present “or”, to read:
“unless all of the following apply”.
Justification:A government-defined ‘national need’ for shale could be termed a substantial public
benefit’ (deleted), opening up many sites for shale exploration which these provisions intend to
exclude.

D09 I) replace ‘unacceptable’ by ‘adverse’ 2) delete ‘unacceptable’ 3) delete ‘an unacceptable’

Conclusion:
We have done our best to consider the MWJP and make rcpresentations following the lay-out of the
Plan used. To the extent that we have not succeeded in this respect, we request the indulgence of the
inspectors and apologise for inconvenience occasioned.

Yours sincerely,

David Cragg-James (Chair)
Niall Rodger (Clerk) Matthew Dwyer (Treasurer) Jackie Powell (Secretary)

For and on behalf of the Stonegrave Village meeting

.4
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From: David Cragg-James <david.cragames@googlemaiI.com>
Sent: 15 December 2016 08:53

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Response on behalf of the Stonegrave Meeting
Attachments: MWJP Response on behalf of Stonegrave Meeting.rtf

Dear Sir or Madam,
Please find attached the response to the MWJP for and behalf of the Stonegrave Meeting. We should like
to be present at the Inspection meeting.
Yours sincerely,

Stonegrave Village Meeting

pp. David Cragg-James

•:# .

1
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From: James Mackman <jmackman3@gmail.com>
Sent: 12 December 2016 14:50
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Re: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication
Attachments: UPPC Preferred Options Consultation - Response Form V2.pdf

Dear Team

Thank you for your advice below to which our response is

‘Upper Poppleton Parish Council considered the Plan at their November meeting, and concluded that they

had nothing further to add to their Preferred Option previously submitted and herewith attached for your

further consideration’.

Regards

James Mackman
Clerk to Upper Poppleton Parish Council

Original Message
From: mwjointplan
To: James Mackman
Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2016 3:45 PM
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication

Dear Mr Mackman,

Thank you for your email regarding providing a response from Upper Poppleton Parish Council. There are 2
approaches you can take

1. If the views of Upper Poppleton Parish Council are the same as the views provided by Nether Poppleton
Parish Council then a response from Upper Poppleton Parish Council stating that they endorse the response
provided by Nether Poppleton Parish Council and would like the views presented in that response to be
taken into account as being Upper Poppletons Parish Council response as well.

Or if, bearing in mind some of the policy text has changed, the Parish Council feel that the views presented

at Preferred Options have not been addressed adequately

2. Resend your response that was provided at Preferred Options stating that the Parish Council would like it

to be taken as their response to the Publication document.

I hope this is helpful and enables you to be able to provide a response to the Publication document.

Regards

Minerals and Waste Plans Team

From: James Mackman [mailto:jmackman3©gmail.com)
Sent: 08 December 2016 14:40

1



CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Response Form- Preferred Options Consultation

Closing Date for responses 5pm Friday 15th January 2016

Your contact details Agent contact details (if applicable)

We ask a number of questions within the consultation documenton which we would like your views.
When making your comments please use the following format:

• All Comments within column A must reference a chapter and/or Section
• Policy Comments: In column B Include the draft Policy reference number (this is located in the top

left hand side of each draft Policy box). Then in colum C indicate the question you are responding
to.

• Site Comements: In column B use the site reference number (found on the top of the sites summary
tables in Appendix 1).

• Comments on individual paragraphs: In colum C indicate the paragraph to which your comments
relate

Recording your comments in this format is important as this will enable us to ensure that your responses are
logged correctly. If it is not clear to which section / policy or site your comment relates to we may need to
contact you for clarification. Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary.

0 A B C D E
Office! Chapter Policy Question I Do you Response
us and Ref or Paragraph support
° Section site Ref the

Policy?
Office! 5: M04 Q04 YIN Please enter your comment here. Thank you for

“7 Aggregate your assistance.
supply

Office! Appendix WJPO6 Q14 Please enter your comments here. Thank you for
use

For official use only:
Representation? reference number

/ Regl8.3

Date received

Date entered

Date acknowledged

Name: Title: Initial(s):
Mr James

Surname:
Mackman
Organisation (if applicable):
Upper Popoleton Parish Council
Address: 39 Calder Avenue

Nether Poppleton

York

Post Code: YO 26 6RG
Telephone: 01904 399277
Email:jmackman3gmaiI.com

Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Recorded by Category



only 1:Sites your assistance.
Chapter Preferred Question! Do you Response
and Policy Paragraph support
Section Option or the

site Policy!
reference Site?

P190 102 NO Locations for ancillary minerals
infrastructue.
ihe P0/IL,’ statcv:
With/u the C/ti’ of Thuk urea (!el’elopnieuut vi
aneillan’ miuie,vls infivstruetui’e n/Il cilso he
supported prtn’ed the/allowing c’itciia are u;it’t:

The Silt’ is located on industrial or t’mp!ovnwnt
land, prei’ioues/v developed land, or would he to—

located nith other conipatthk’ industrial or
LO1uIiuiL’iC.Ui! cleve/opnient
Response Dutton Farm the site of the
preferred mineral extraction is none of the
above being on grade 2 agricultural land
within the agreed Green Belt area of the City
of York. The purpose of which is to protect the
historic and character setting of this historic

• City. The previous extraction that had taken
place was closed by the enforcement officer of
the City of York as it was considered illegal,
inappropriate, and without permission.

_________

The Site has good aeCLSS to the trails/nut netit’ork
Response The attached photos show the
condition of the road leading to the previous
clay pit extraction point and is clearly a rutted
cart lane with no provision for HGV of which
it is proposed at 12-14 per day will made a two
way visit to the area at the height of
production.

• The exit from the cart track is onto a single
track lane with three passing places. If the
exit from the single track road onto the busy
A59 be widened, as the officers suggest, it

would encourage additional traffic to make
use of the single track road and increase the
likelihood of accidents. The road is unlit and
the junction with the A 59 is on a blind bend
The vehicles would be turning right into
oncoming traffic which at peak times is a
continuous stream of commuters, tourist and
delivery vehicles to and from York.
This site does not have good access to

* •: transport links and has the potential for a
high accident risk.
It would bc proposed that no vehicles may
turn left out of the cart track lane. This would
only increase the traffic through the single
track access to other farms in the area and the



c’l’91

village of Upper Poppleton.
The likelihood of clay being on the tyres of the
vehicles will reduce the level of friction on the
road thus creating a further accident hazard.

The development would not create
significant adverse impact on local
communities, businesses or the environment
including h en tctcie assets
Response : It is felt that the historic centre of
Upper Poppleton could be at risk of
disruption and destruction if HGV’s at the

3 rate of 12-14 per day were at any time to use
the roads through the village as a means of

3 access to the ring road to avoid the persistent
traffic congestion at the junction of the A1237
and A 59.

4 Local communities in the area are mostly
r arabic farming, with occasional grazing for

sheep in preparation for market. It is
considered that any effect on the water tables
created by the extraction of minerals could
have an effect of the viability of some crops
that are susceptible to water table access.
It is suggested within the policy document that
the increase in greenhouse gases is likely to be
minimal. Given that at the present time there
are no emissions on the roads in the immediate
vicinity of the extraction source, it follows that
if approved, this will greatly increase the
greenhouse gas emissions.

D03 NO

Transport of minerals and waste
and associated traffic impacts.
The Polin’ states:
Where practk’able minerals and waste
neoi’enwnls should utilLve altc’,7latn’es to road
transport.
Response Dutton Farm access and egress
from the site is along a single unsurfaced cart
track which is rutted, and unsafe for HGV
vehicles in that there is no protection from
subsidence, no hard core foundation to the
road and no lighting. Given that the proposal
is for 12-14 HGV per day movement in both
directions this constitutes a major disruption
to the rural setting.
There is eapaeth’ within the existing netno;kJor
the level of t,afjie proposed.

Response: The reasons for the closure by the
enforcement officer included the poor access
to the site and the nature of the road surface
and the impact on the A59. In wet weather

P221



mud and clay deposits creates a film on the
road surface which exacerbates the likelihood
of vehicles skidding and sliding on the surface.
Highways and the police have records of
fatalities on this section of the road over the
past 10 years, due to the camber of the main
road, the blind access of the lane and the
heavy traffic use. Adding to this already busy
road with more [kGV is not within the
capacity of the existing network the parish
council would propose.
ihere are suitable u17angenie)zts in phzc’e/br on—
site iiianocIniIIIQ parking and iota/rn g/iin/oadn,g
Response: The Upper Poppleton Parish
Council (UPPC) would wish to add to this that
the facility for tyre washing was added to the
requirement at the on-site area at Dutton
Farm. As already stated the road access is
inadequate and therefore any development
would require all the roads to have the
capacity to take the weight of loaded and
unloaded vehicles.
il,ji’ adiei:cc inipactc can he appropri a/eli
mitigated for ewmnple, by tra/jie comitmois,
hmghua’ imnprol’cniemzts timid ticef/ic ‘vieting
agreen in I ts.

Response: The UpperPoppleton Parish
Council (UPPC) would oppose any left turn by
vehicles from the end of Kettlewell Lane into
Newlands Lane and the existing 7.5 T weight
limit to be observed at all time. No vehicles
from the site should be traveling towards
either Upper or Nether Poppleton Villages. All
HGV traffic should be restricted from left
turn from the end of Dutton Farm.
It is not felt appropriate or desirable to place
traffic lights on the road as the speed limit is
60 mph on this section of the A59. The
building of the Park and Ride on the
Greenbelt land and common land in Upper
Poppleton has increased the traffic
significantly on this section of the A 59. The
NPPC would wish a restricted access sign on
the junction to deter more vehicles from using
the country lanes as a means of avoiding
traffic congestion on the A59/A1237 junction.

Reclamation and afteruse
Proposals UhiLh require ;cstoiatwn tint! afteiuve
elenient nil! he permitted where it can he

4a



dento!l.vtrated that they it-oak! he ea,ned out to a

Ingh stand at! and iihwh, ithere ,elei’ant.
(1(7/HE) si/UlL.
Bet’?? hiaiight Jortiwd in chseii.ssioii 31/ti? the

loctil eoninhiiiiitic’s and othei ,eiei’ani’
stakehokleiw anti it-heir practicable ic-fleet (lit’
outcome o/ (host’ th.vciissions.
Reflected the otential/or the proset! resto;’atio,i
and/or a/ie;usc t4 give rise to posit/ic and
tuh’ers-e impacts. including eui,udatn’e inlpaetc.
and haie sought where practicable to nmvinuce
potential overall he;w/Th and inmmuse oi’erall
adi’ere inipac.ts.
Takeii iiito aecotuit potc’iitial tinpacH oii awl
f,oin climate change Jactoiw
Part two
In addition to the e,iteiia of Part One above,
proposal trill he permitted which deliver a more
It?? geted appiiaeh Iv 1?li?le?tll site iesloitlnv;l tmi;d
a/u’musc by ennirthuting toiia;ds objectives

appivpriate to the location of time site including

tt?u’ie relevant

I Iii areas qf best ti/al most iercatile

agrwiiltiiivl Ittiitl. p)ioriusing tile protection and

enhancement u/soils timId tile bug tC!7?I potei,tuil

to create areas of best and titost versatile knid
thiring reclamation v/time site:

Response: The Area surrounding and
including Dutton Farm, according to the City
of York Agricultural Survey shows that this is
grade I and 2 agricultural land. It is therefore
important if extraction of minerals is to be
allowed on the fertile land, which on
completion of the period of extraction the
landscape is returned to the rural setting and
not considered as brownfield site for housing
development which would be totally out of
keeping with the green belt designation of the
area.
UPPC understands from the consultation
documentation that the landfill proposed is
inert building materials. This again would
involve HGV movements along a cart track
which currently has no foundations to take the
weight of such vehicles. The use of landfill
materials must be carefully monitored as the
water table and nearby Foss dyke, which feeds
the Poppleton Lakes complex needs to be kept
clean for aquatic life. Any contaminated
materials could have disastrous consequences
for not only the upstream activity but also
excess water pumped into the Ouse could
affect the capacity of the river basin to cope in

-i



times of flood. The area is prone to flood risk
at level 2 which is indicated on the
accompanying map from the Environmental
Agency at the present time of high flood risk
in York December 2015.
Enhancement of topsoil on completion of the
extraction of minerals could bring the land
back into agricultural use. Also extensive
planting of trees could help to reduce flooding
by holding water in the canopy during the
summer however would have little effect
during the winter when flooding is most likely,
either from excessive rain or snow melt.

UPPC would reiterate the key sensitivities
noted by CYC on the site being:

• Ecological issues including impacts on
existing pond, protected species and
habitats.

• Impact on grade 1 and 2 agricultural
land

• Heritage assets including potential
archaeological remains

• Land and visual intrusion issues on
Historic York landscape

• Impacts on Greenbelt and the potential
for the area to be reclaimed as a
brownfield site with buildings
permitted on conclusion of extractions

• Water issues including Flood Risk
mostl3 Zone I and Zone 2

• Traffic impact access and egress and
local traffic management.

• Amenity issues including noise, dust,
pollution of watenvays.

It Given this extensive list of potential hazards,
and likely disruption to rural life it is very
difficult to see why this would in any way be a
preferred site.
This issue is further referenced in Chapter 4
Protecting the Enironment of the Waste -

• •J North Yorkshire Local Plan 2006 (which has
• never been adopted or passed inspection.) and

which now claims to be covered in D 03 and D
10 which UPPC have commented on in detail
above.



Any Other comments:
Please us&the Space below to provide any other comments you mask wish to make relating to
minerals and waste policy matters

Thank you for providing us with your comments.

All responses should be returned 5pm Friday 15th January 2016
by email to: mwjointplannorthyorks.gov.uk

or, post using the contact details below.

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

North Yorkshire county council, the North York Moors National Park Authority and the city of York council are registered under the Data
Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details and responses will only be retained (or
the preparation of the Joint Minerals and Waste Plan. All responses received will be summarised and will be displayed on the Joint Plan
website. (All personal information such as e-mail addresses and telephone numbers will be removed before publication).

j
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From: Alison E Carter <tanfieldparishcouncil@yahoo.co.uk>

Sent: 09 December 2016 15:49

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Re: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Morning 
 
Tanfield Parish Council, discussed the above plan at their last Parish Council meeting on 
Wednesday 30 November, 2016. 
 
We have no comments to make with regard to the legal compliance and the soundness of the joint 
plan. 
  
Regards 

 

 
Alison E Carter 
Clerk to Tanfield Parish Council 
E-mail: tanfieldparishcouncil@yahoo.co.uk 
Tel: 07762403999  
Website: ww.tanfieldparishcouncil.btck.co.uk 
 

From: mwjointplan <mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk> 
To: mwjointplan <mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk>  
Sent: Wednesday, 9 November 2016, 13:36 
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage 
 
Dear Parish Clerk, 
  
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan – Publication 
   
North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park 
Authority are working together to produce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan covering all three 
planning authority areas. When finalised the new Joint Plan will help the three authorities take 
decisions on planning applications for minerals and waste development up to 31 December 
2030.  A number of public consultations have already taken place to help develop the new Plan, 
including an ‘Issues and Options’ consultation in 2014 and a ‘Preferred Options’ consultation in 
2015. 
   
A final draft of the Joint Plan has now been prepared and is being published for a six week period 
to allow for representations to be made, before it is submitted for examination in public by an 
independent planning inspector.  At this stage only representations relating to the legal 
compliance and soundness of the Joint Plan are required.  More information about this is 
contained in the guidance notes attached with this email. 
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The formal publication period commences on Wednesday 9th November 2016 and will close on 
Wednesday 21st December 2016.  All responses must be received by 5pm on that day.  Please 
note we will be unable to accept responses after this deadline. 
  
The Joint Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the Joint Plan Website: 
www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwconsult .  Paper copies of the Joint Plan and main supporting 
documents, including a response form and guidance notes, are available to view during normal 
opening hours at all public libraries in the area covered by the Joint Plan, including mobile libraries 
and at all main offices of the three Authorities, as well as at District and Borough Council main 
offices and the National Park Centres.  
  
Please see attached to this email:  
  

•         Formal Publication Letter,  

•         Statement of Representations Procedure,  

•         Response Form (Part A & Part B) and  

•         Guidance Notes 
  
For further information about the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan please visit our website: 
www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwconsult 
  
Yours faithfully 
    
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team 
  
  
On behalf of: 
North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and North York Moors National Park 
Authority  
  
  
  
  
  
This email has been sent on behalf of North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC), City of York 
Council (CYC) and North York Moors National Park Authority (NYMNPA). 
WARNING 
Any opinions or statements expressed in this e-mail are those of the individual and not necessarily 
those of NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA. 
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended 
recipient. If you receive this in error, please do not disclose any information to anyone, notify the 
sender at the above address and then destroy all copies. 
NYCC, CYC or NYMNPA computer systems and communications may be monitored to ensure 
effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. All GCSX traffic may be subject to 
recording and/or monitoring in accordance with relevant legislation. 
 
Although we have endeavoured to ensure that this e-mail and any attachments are free from any 
virus we would advise you to take any necessary steps to ensure that they are actually virus free. 
If you receive an automatic response stating that the recipient is away from the office and you 
wish to request information under either the Freedom of Information Act, the Data Protection Act 
or the Environmental Information Regulations please forward your request by e-mail to the Data 
Management Team (datamanagement.officer@northyorks.gov.uk) who will process your request. 
North Yorkshire County Council 
City of York Council 
North York Moors National Park Authority 
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