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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
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Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Publication Stage- Response Form

Part A - Contact details

Your contact details
Name: Title: Mr lnitial(s):J

Surname: Mackman

Organisation (if applicable):
Nether Poppleton Parish Council Clerk
Address: 39 Calder Avenue

Poppleton Park

Nether Poppleton

Post Code:Y026 6RG
Telephone: 399277
Email:jmackman3@qmail.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: mwiointplan@northvorks.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.

For official use only: 
Respondent Number Date received. Date entered Date acknowledged
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation: Nether Poppleton 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./ Site 
Allocation Reference No.

Policy No. I02 &D12 Policies Map

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

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

2.(2) Sound Yes

No NO

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 

Effective

2 (3) Complies with the 
Duty to co-operate

Yes No Justified Yes No

Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes No

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 policy referred to 102 (ii) states the development would not have a significant additional adverse impace on local 
communities, businesses or the environment. This is not the case as the impact of extraction at Dutton Farm in Nether 
Poppleton Parish was compulsorality halted by the Environment Department of the City of York Council because it was 
having a direct impact on the local environment, and the neighbouring business by increasing the levels of flooding in the 
area,. The exit from the extraction point was on a track from the farm which is not suitable for 30Ton HGV and yet no 
amerilatory, or remedical work has taken place to reduce the impact or to prevent further erosion of the soil, and impact on 
the environment.
Other element which require attention relate to the Historic Character and Setting of the Villages of Nether with Upper 
Poppleton and are covered the Final submission of the Neighbourhood Plansdelivered to the City of York Council for final 
consultation on 22 November 2016

(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.

There needs to be 1) proper road impact assessment and 2)f!ood risk analysis on this section of the 
Foss Beck. Please not this NOT the Foss river which flows into the Ouse within the City of York but 
rather the Beck which flows through the Poppleton Lakes and into the River Ouse upstream from the 
Village of Nether Poppleton.Flooding within the Village has increased over the past 10 years.

(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 No, 1 do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate 
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: i ,&Itk h
Official Use Only Reference Number
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County Council

Part A - Contact details

Your contact details Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Mr lnitial(s):G

Surname:Storey

Organisation (if applicable):
Aggregate Industries UK Limited
Address: High Roads

Nether Kellet,Carnforth

Lancashire

Post Code:LA6 lEA
Telephone:01524 738839
Email:geoff.storey©aggregate.com

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 21 December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointpIannorthyorks.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

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

PubIicaton Stage- Response Form

-I

For official use only:
Respondent Number Date received Date entered Date acknowledged
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part S form for each representation
Name or Organisation: Aggregate Industries UK Limited

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 MJP33 Policy No. M07 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

_____

(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 L j NoJ I Justified Yes x No

Effective Yes x No Consistent with National Policy Yesi_x 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.

Aggregate Industries UK Umited supports the allocation of the Home Farm ,Kirkby Fleetham site reference MJP33 in
Policy M07 and will participate in the Examination in Public .The site has the benefit of advance tree planting to screen the

exiraction areas and a draft Environmental Statement has previously been prepared which supports the allocation.

(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.

Aggregate Industries UK Limited surports the allocation of land at Home Farm ,Kirkby Fleetham
(MJP 33) in Policy M07

(continua on a separate sheet/expand box ii 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 x Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination J 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:

Fiom experience at other Examinations, most recently in Cumbria, it is helpful to the Inspector and
the credibility of the Plan for the mineral industry to participate in the Examination .ln addition to site
specific knowledge the Examination would also benefit from experience derived from membership
of the Yorkshire and Humberside Aggregate Working Party.

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
I I I 1\Li I I
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From: Geoff Storey <geoffstorey@aggregate.com>
Sent: 19 December 2016 17:27
To: mwjointplan; Rachel Pillar
Subject: Minerals & Waste Joint Plan Publication Stage Response Form Aggregate

Industries
Attachments: Publicatipn_response_formpaitAl Aggregate Industries UK Limited 4Home Farm

Kirkby Fletham.pdf; Aggregate Industries North Yorks Minerals & Wdste Joint Plan
Publication Stage Respnse Form Part B.pdf

Rachel,Please find the publication stage response form attached.Please acknowledge receipt.Thanks,Geoff

Geoff Storey
Estates Manager (North)

AGGREGATE INDUSTRIES WC LIMITED
High Roads,Nether KelletCamfarthLancashire LA6 lEA
T +44(0)1524 738839 M +44 (0)7710 575344 E geotf.storeycaggregateccm
wv//. aggregate corn

A member of LafargeHolcim

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whom they are addressed.

If you have received this email in error please notify the originator of the message. This footer also
confirms that this email message has been scanned for the presence of computer viruses.

Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender, except where the sender
specifies and with authority, states them to be the views of Aggregate Industries.

Aggregate Industries Limited, Registered in England Number 5655952. Registered Office: Bardon
Hall, Copt Oak Road, Markfield, Leicestershire, LE67 9PJ.
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The Coal
Authority

North Yorkshire, City of York and North York Moors Minerals and Waste Joint Plan
(Publication)

Consultation Deadline — 2111212016

Contact Details
Planning and Local Authority Liaison
The Coal Authority
200 Lichfield Lane
Berry Hill
MANSFIELD
Nottinghamshire
NG18 4RG

Planning Email: pIanningconsultationcoal.gov.uk
Planning Enquiries: 01623 637 119

Person Making Comments
Anthony B Northcote HNCerI L4(P), Dip TI’, PgDip URP, MA, FGS, ICIOB, M!nstLM, MCMI, MR TI’!

Consultant Planning Advisor to The Coal Authority

Date of Response
8 December2016

Background on The Coal Authority
The Coal Authority is a Non-Departmental Public Body sponsored by the Department for Business,
Energy & Industrial Strategy. The Coal Authority was established by Parliament in 1994 to:
undertake specific statutory responsibilities associated with the licensing of coal mining operations
in Britain; handle subsidence claims which are not the responsibility of licensed coalmine
operators; deal with property and historic liability issues; and provide information on coal mining.

The main areas of planning interest to the Coal Authority in terms of policy making relate to:

• the safeguarding of coal in accordance with the advice contained in The National Planning
Policy Framework & Planning Practice Guidance in England, Scottish Planning Policy in
Scotland, and Planning Policy Wales & MTAN2 in Wales;

• the establishment of a suitable policy framework for energy minerals including
hydrocarbons in accordance with the advice contained in The National Planning Policy
Framework & Planning Practice Guidance in England, Scottish Planning Policy in Scotland,
and Planning Policy Wales & MTAN2 in Wales; and

• ensuring that future development is undertaken safely and reduces the future liability on the
tax payer for subsidence and other mining related hazards claims arising from the legacy of
coal mining in accordance with the advice in The National Planning Policy Framework &
Planning Practice Guidance in England, Scottish Planning Policy in Scotland, and Planning
Policy Wales & MTAN2 in Wales.



As The Coal Authority owns the coal and coal mine entries on behalf of the state, if a development
is to intersect the ground then specific written permission of The Coal Authority may be required.

Background on Coal Mining Issues in North Yorkshire
Surface Coal Resources, Development and Prior Extraction
As you will be aware, the plan area contains coal resources which are capable of extraction by
surface mining operations. These resources cover an area amounting to approximately:

• 0.00% of North Yorks Moors National Park
• 0.31% of North Yorkshire County (excluding the National Parks)
• 0.00% of the City bf York

The Coal Authority is keen to ensure that coal resources are not unnecessarily sterilised by new
development. Where this may be the case, The Coal Authority would be seeking prior extraction of
the coal. Prior extraction of coal also has the benefit of removing any potential land instability
problems in the process.

Coal Mining Legacy
As you will also be aware, the plan area has been subjected to coal mining which will have left a
legacy. Whilst most past mining is generally benign in nature, potential public safety and stability
problems can be triggered and uncovered by development activities.

Problems can include collapses of mine entries and shallow coal mine workings, emissions of mine
gases, incidents of spontaneous combustion, and the discharge of water from abandoned coal
mines. These surface hazards can be found in any coal mining area, particularly where coal exists
near to the surface, including existing residential areas.

Within the plan area there are approximately:
• 13,340 recorded mine entries and 104 coal mining related hazards have been reported to

The Coal Authority in North Yorkshire County (excluding the National Parks)
• 2,039 recorded mine entries in the North York Moors National Parks
• 2 recorded mine entries in the City of York

A range of other mining legacy features are present, in total The Coal Authority High Risk
Development Area covers approximately:

• 0.00% of North Yorks Moors National Park
• 0.70% of North Yorkshire County (excluding the National Parks)
• 0.00% of the City of York

Specific Comments on The North Yorkshire, City of York and North York Moors Minerals
and Waste Joint Plan (Publication)
The specific comments and/or changes which The Coal Authority would like to make or see in
relation to the above document are:

Representation No.1

SitelPolicylParagraphlProposal
Policy M16: Key Spatial Principles for Hydrocarbon Development
Policy M17: Other spatial and locational criteria applying to hydrocarbon development
Policy M18: Other specific criteria applying to hydrocarbon development

Test of Soundness
Positively Justified Effective Consistency Legal & Procedural
Prepared to NPPF Requirements Inc. Duty to

Cooperate
V V x x V



Objection — The Coal Authority whilst being supportive of the overall policy aims towards
hydrocarbon development considers that the current policy approach is confusing and does not
properly reflect the requirements of the NPPF in terms of clearly addressing the policy principles to
be applied to each of the three stages of development. The previous approach set out in the
Preferred Options document was arranged more in line with the NPPF.

The Publication Plan approach of splitting this issue across 3 separate policies is in our view
ineffective and lacks the clarity necessary for plan users to fully understand how matters will be
dealt with. The policy rather confusingly refers to various elements of terminoloQy in the policy and
the supporting text whidh are not consistent, for example in the policy reference is made to
hydraulic fracturing in relation to designated area but the justification refers to high volume
hydraulic fracturing.

The policy also duplicates other plan policies for example to protected and designated areas, care
needs to be exercised only to include mineral specific criteria in the policy in order to be clear in the
overall policy approach.

The policy does not allow the principle of exploration, appraisal and production of unconventional
hydrocarbons across the plan area without encumbrance from the National Park and AONB
designations. As some of the PEDL licences lie completely within the North York Moors National
Park, therefore the policy potentially prejudices the implementation of activity in these areas.

Whilst there is some flexibility in the siting of surface plant for hydrocarbon extraction, this has to
operate within the realms of operational requirements and commercial implications. Also some
forms of hydrocarbon extraction can and do take place on a small-scale with minimal surface plant.
Such activity need not be incompatible with National Park or AQNB status.

The NPPF in paragraph 116 sets out the general approach to be taken towards designated areas
and any policy approach to be pursued should take due cognisance of that policy together with that
set out in paragraph 147. Unfortunately the policy approach in our view must be considered to be
UNSOUND and fundamentally needs to be reconsidered.

The policy sets out certain distances 3.5km and SOOm without any sound evidence or justification
being tendered in the plan for the local circumstances that justify this approach. The plan does not
take a balanced approach towards hydrocarbon development, it takes an unduly negative stance
which is inconsistent with the NPPF and Planning Practice Guidance.

Change Requested — Amend Policy M16 to read:
“Policy Ml 6: Hydrocarbon Development
Proposals for development of hydrocarbons, including proposals involving hydraulic fracturing, will
not be supported where they are adversely affect the National Park or its setting, AONBs, Heritage
Coast, Protected Groundwater Source Areas, World Heritage Sites, the Historic Character and
Setting of York, Scheduled Monuments, Registered Historic Battlefields, Grade I and 11* Registered
Parks and Gardens, Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas, Ramsar sites and
Sites of Special Scientific Interest

In determining proposals for development of hydrocarbons, consideration will be given to any
cumulative impacts arising from other hydrocarbon development activity in proximity to the
proposed development, including any impacts arising from successive hydrocarbons development
taking place over substantial periods of time. Proposals will be supported where there would be no
unacceptable cumulative impacts.

Hydrocarbon development will be permitted where it can be demonstrated through a Transport
Assessment 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, 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; and

b) Access arrangements to the site are appropriate to the volume 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-motorised users where relevant;

c) There are suitable arrangements in place for on-site manoeuvring, parking and
loading/unloading; and

d) Where access infrastructure improvements are needed to ensure that the requirements of
a) and b) above pan be complied with, information on the nature, timing and delivery of
these should be idcluded within the proposals.

Hydrocarbon development will be permitted in locations where a 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. The timing of shod term
development activity likely to generate high levels of noise or other disturbance, or which would
give rise to high volumes of heavy vehicle movements, should be planned to avoid or, where this is
not practicable minimise, impacts during local school holiday periods.

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 should refer to any relevant data from baseline monitoring and other available
information to ensure that a robust assessment of potential impacts is undertaken, and that
comprehensive mitigation measures are proposed where necessary. Proposals involving hydraulic
fracturing should be accompanied by an air quality monitoring plan and Health Impact Assessment.

Proposals for the exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources will be supported where the
following additional requirements are met:

L any unacceptable adverse impact on the environment, local amenity, and heritage assets is
avoided or can be appropriately mitigated so far as practicable taking into account the
geological target being explored or appraised; and

iL a robust assessment has been carried out to demonstrate that there will be no harm to the
quality and availability of ground and surface water resources, harm will not arise from
ground stability considerations and that public health and safety can be adequately
protected; and

ilL following completion of exploration and/or appraisal any wells are sealed to prevent the risk
of any contamination of ground or surface waters or any emissions to air; and

Proposals for the production and processing of hydrocarbon resources will be supported where
following additional requirements are met:

i. any unacceptable impact on the environment, local amenity and heritage assets is
avoided or can be appropriately mitigated. Where proposals are for unconventional
resources particular care will need to be given to demonstrate that there will be no
harm to the quality and availability of ground and surface water resources, harm will
not arise from ground stability considerations and that public health and safety can
be adequately protected; and

iL transportation of gas from locations of production, including to any remote
processing facilities, will where possible and feasible be via underground pipeline,
with the routing of pipelines selected to have the least environmental or amenity
impact;

iii. a co-ordinated approach has been adopted through the preferential use and/or
adaptation of any available and suitable processing and transport infrastructure for
the processing and transport of any new gas finds. In relation to any development of
new gas resources not accessible to available and suitable processing
infrastructure, preference will be given to siting of new processing infrastructure on
brownfield, industrial or employment land, particularly where there are opportunities



for use of combined heat and power. Where this requirement cannot be met
applicants should seek to steer new development sites away from best and most
versatile quality agricultural land. The Minerals Planning Authority will support
coordination between licence operators and the development of shared processing
infrastructure where this will help reduce overall impacts on the environment and
local amenity; and

iv. at the end of production facilities should be dismantled with any wells sealed to
prevent the risk of any contamination of ground or surface waters or any emissions
to air anq the site restored to its former use or other agreed use at the earliest
possible dppodunity.”

Reason — The current policy approach fails to accord with the NPPF

Do We Wish to Attend the Pubic Examination - No

Representation No.2

SitelPolicylParagraphlProposal— Policy M19: Carbon and gas storage

Test of Soundness
Positively Justified Effective Consistency Legal & Procedural
Prepared to NPPF Requirements Inc. Duty to

Cooperate
, ‘F ‘F If- V

Support — The Coal Authority supports the inclusion of a policy to deal with carbon and gas
storage.

Representation No.3

SitelPolicylParagraphlProposal — Policy M20: Deep coal and disposal of colliery spoil

Test of Soundness
Positively Justified Effective Consistency Legal & Procedural
Prepared to NPPF Requirements Inc. Duty to

Cooperate
V V V V V

Support — The Coal Authority supports the policy.

Representation No.4

SitelPolicylParagraphlProposal — Policy M21: Shallow coal

Test of Soundness
Positively Justified Effective Consistency Legal & Procedural
Prepared to NPPF Requirements Inc. Duty to

Cooperate
V V V V V



Support — The Coal Authority supports the inclusion of this policy which supports prior extraction
of shallow coal as part of the development process and sets out criteria against which proposals
for extraction of shallow coal outside of the development process will be considered.

Representation No.5

SitelPolicy/ParagraphlProposal — Policy SOl: Safeguarding mineral resources

Test of Soundness
Positively Justified Effective Consistency Legal & Procedural
Prepared to NPPF Requirements Inc. Duty to

Cooperate
V V V V

Support — The Coal Authority supports this policy which proposes to safeguard all shallow coal
resource together with a 250m buffer zone. There is no national policy requirement to safeguard all
of the deep coal resource and The Coal Authority supports the plan approach.

Representation No.6

SitelPolicy/ParagraphlProposal — Policy 302: Developments proposed within Minerals
Safeguarding Areas

Test of Soundness
Positively Justified Effective Consistency Legal & Procedural
Prepared to NPPF Requirements Inc. Duty to

Cooperate
V V V V V

Support — The Coal Authority supports the criteria based approach identified in respect of
development within Surface Mineral Safeguarding Areas.

Representation No.7

Site/PolicylParagraph!Proposal — Policy S06: Consideration of applications in Consultation
Areas

Test of Soundness
Positively Justified Effective Consistency Legal & Procedural
Prepared to NPPF Requirements Inc. Duty to

Cooperate
V V V V V

Support — The Coal Authority supports the proposed policy approach which identifies that in a
Mineral Safeguarded area consultation with North Yorkshire County Council will be required in the
two-tier part of the plan area.

Representation No.8



SitelPolicylParagraphlProposal — Policy D1O: Reclamation and afteruse

Test of Soundness
Positively Justified Effective Consistency Legal & Procedural
Prepared to NPPF Requirements Inc. Duty to

Cooperate
•/ V V V

Support — The Coal Auhority supports the inclusion of a policy which require a high standard of
restoration following mineral extraction activities in accordance with the requirethents of the NPPF.

Representation No.9

Site/PolicylParagraphlProposal — Policy D13 - Consideration of applications in Development
High Risk Areas

Test of Soundness
Positively Justified Effective Consistency Legal & Procedural
Prepared to NPPF Requirements Inc. Duty to

Cooperate
V V V V V

Support — The Coal Authority supports the inclusion of this policy which identifies that proposals
for non-exempt development in the defined Development High Risk Area should be supported by a
Coal Mining Risk Assessment in order to ensure that any necessary remedial measures are
identified.

Conclusion
The Coal Authority welcomes the opportunity to make these comments. We are, of course, willing
to discuss the comments made above in further detail if desired and would be happy to negotiate
alternative suitable wording to address any of our concerns. The Coal Authority would be happy to
enter into discussions ahead of any examination hearing process to try and reach a negotiated
position if this were considered helpful.

Thank you for your attention.

For and on behalf of
Mark Harrison BA(Hons), DIpTP, LLM, MInstLM, MRTPI

Principal Manager



From: The Coal Authority-Planning <TheCoalAuthority-Planning@coal.gov.uk>
Sent: 12 December 2016 08:25
To: mwjointplan
Subject: North Yorkshire CC, City of York Council and North York Moors NPA - Minerals and

Waste Joint Plan Publication
Attachments: Disatched%20-%20Consultation-Resonse-PPO-005-70-206.docx

For the attention of: The Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team

Please find attached a copy of our comments that were originally dispatched to: mwiointplannorthvorks.gov.uk
dated 08/12/16 @ 10.43. However, we received an ‘Symantec Email Security.cloud — Policy Match’ email at 10.43
stating the following: The Symantec Email Security.cloud service has detected content motching o policy in place for
your organization, orfor the intended recipient’s organization, in the following email that was sent by you:
Recipient:

mwiointplan@northyorks.gov.uk

Could you therefore please confirm that you are now in receipt of our comments.

Many thanks

Deb Roberts

The Coal Authority

Deb Roberts stsc.
Planning Liaison Officer — Planning and Local Authority Liaison
T: (01623) 637 119
E : planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk
W: gov.uk/government/organisations/the-coal-authority

Resolving the impacts of mining. Like us on Facebook or follow us on Twitter and Linkedin.

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com
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North Yorkshire
County Council

Your ref: Network Strategy
Highways and Transportation

Our ref: County Hall, Northallerton
North Yorkshire DL7 8AH

Contact: Abi Holt Tel: 01609 532831
Fax: 01609 779838
E-mail: abi.holtnorthyorks.gov.uk
www.northyorks.gov.uk

19 December2016

Dear Sir/Madam

MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN — PUBLICATION
NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL — LOCAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
RESPONSE

Thank you for consulting North Yorkshire County Council the Local Highway
Authority (LHA), as statutory consultee, on the publication stage of the Minerals and
Waste Joint Plan produced by the Local Planning Authorities (LPA) of North
Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National
Park Authority.

The LHA supports the vision and objectives set out in the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan, in particular objective’s 3, 5 and 8 and has been working with the LPAs to
assess the impact of traffic from allocated sites through individual and cumulative
impact assessments. The LHA provided individual site feedback to the Preferred
Options. Where appropriate site specific transport assessments, travel plans and/or
traffic management plans to limit the impact of traffic from allocated sites will be
produced.

The LHA will be seeking assurances from minerals producers that the impact on the
public highways is minimised and that appropriate steps, through the planning
process (Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and Section 278
of Highways Act 1984), are taken in order to obtain relevant funding for mitigation
measures relevant to the proposals.

/Continued

Email: mwiointrlannorthyorks.gov.uk



Policy M12 — Continuity of supply of silica sand

North Yorkshire County Council has produced A Strategic Transport Prospectus for
North Yorkshire which sets out the long term vision (to 2045) for how improved
transport in North Yorkshire can contribute towards a thriving northern economy.
The Strategic Transport Prioritis set out within this document are:-

- Improving east-west connectivity (including Trans Pennine links)
- Improving access to High speed and conventional rail
- Improving long distance connectivity to north and south

This strategic importance of east-west connectivity to support growth is further
emphasised within North Yorkshire County Council’s Local Transport Plan 4. The
A59 between the A1(M), Skipton and onwards to East Lancashire is a key strategic
transport priority. The A59 at Kex Gill has been subjected to a number of road
closures, most recently in 2016, as a result of the need for urgent slope stabilisation.
Further highway improvements, including the potential re-routing of this key route,
are required to maintain east-west connectivity and to build resilience into the
highway network, these investigations are on-going.

North Yorkshire County Council therefore request the wording of paragraph 5.72 of
the Joint Plan, in relation to the development of Blubberhouses Quarry, be reworded
to strengthen this strategic transport priority of A59 Kex Gill, the on-going
investigations and the need for a solution.

Suggested rewording of paragraph 5.7.2

“A further relevant consideration in respect of Blubberhouses Quarry is that North
Yorkshire County Council (within its Local Transport Plan 4 strategy and Strategic
Transport Prospectus) and the York, North Yorkshire & East Riding Local Enterprise
Partnerships (within its Strategic Economic Plan) have identified the need to realign
the A59 road at Kex Gill, near Blubberhouses Quarry, as a key strategic priority. The
existing alignment of the A59 in the Kex Gill area is subject to poor land stability
issues, resulting in several road closures taking place on this regionally important
strategic Trans Pennine route over the past 15 years.

A definitive proposed realignment is not yet available and there is no safeguarded
route. Work is currently on-going identifying potential option, however there is
potential for this project to overlap with the Blubberhouses quarry site. In this
scenario there would be a need to ensure that the potential for conflict between the
road alignment and the quarry is reflected in the design of both schemes and the
potential for any cumulative impacts taken into account where necessanj.”

Yours faithfully

ABI HOLT
Senior Engineer — Transport & Development
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From: Abi Halt
Sent: 19 December 2016 15:02
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Minerals & Waste Joint Plan - Local Highway Authority response
Attachments: MWJP LHA response 19122016.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear sir/madam

Please find attached, NVCC as the local highway authority, response to the publication stage of the Minerals &
Waste Joint Plan.

Many thanks

Abi Halt
Senior Engineer—Transport & Development
Highways & Transportation
North Yorkshire County Council

F
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North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Publication Stage- Response Form

Your contact details Aqent 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 mailers 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 mailers they identify during the Examination.

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

Please note that

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

1inerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

Data Protection:
Worth 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:
espondent Number

COUNCIL

Name: Title: I Initial(s):

Same:

Organisation (if applicable):
—

Address:

PostCode:
Telephone:
Email:

Date received Date entered Date acknowledged



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 (SCl) (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 carried 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.lepislation.pov.uk/ukoa/2OO4/5
2 LDDs are defined in regulation 5 — see link below.

View at httpj/www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/201 2/767/contents/made

t



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:

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 No

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

Positively Prepared Yes No D Justified Yes 1Q11’ No D

Effective Yes “No D Consitent with National Policy Yes No D

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes V 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.

“-3N ‘a
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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.

(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessar,)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to suppod4ustify 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 .

ttc Cc,

Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ ______________________

III7!?\1IIIlIIINIIII
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mwjointplan

From: HOLLINRAKE, Kevin <kevin.hollinrake.mp@parliament.uk>

Sent: 09 December 2016 18:01

To: mwjointplan

Cc: Charlotte Milligan; KNAPTON, Nigel

Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Draft Minerals and Waste Joint Plan – NYCC, NYM, CoYC 

 

I welcome the Drafts Minerals and Waste Plan and its comprehensive approach to key aspects of the legal and 

regulatory requirements for hydraulic fracturing for shale gas in my constituency of Thirsk and Malton. I have made 

it clear, from the moment fracking was given the go ahead by a majority of over 250 in the House of Commons, that 

it should only proceed if robust regulations are in place. 

 

It is right that there must be a balance between the national benefits from exploration and development of shale 

gas and the need to protect local communities and the environment and, furthermore, that this should be 

constantly under review. 

 

I pressed heavily for the Government’s announcement that there would be no surface activity in ‘protected areas’ 

(National Parks, AONB’s, Protected Groundwater Source Areas, Scheduled Monuments, Special Protection Areas, 

Special Areas of Conservation and Sites of Special Scientific Interest). I fully support the proposal within the plan for 

a 3.5km buffer zone around these areas.  

Concerns have been raised about the potential industrialisation of the area, increased traffic and particularly heavy 

vehicles, noise and pollution to water supplies. Therefore, I agree that it is right that hydrocarbon development will 

only be permitted in locations with suitable direct or indirect access to classified A or B roads and that access to the 

sites are appropriate to the volume and nature of any road traffic. I also welcome the fact that the number of 

individual wells will be limited to 10 well pads per 100/sq km, I would, however, suggest that it is made clear that 

the density restrictions apply specifically to non-protected areas and buffer zones; i.e. that there are no more 

than 10 well pads per 100 sq km in non-protected areas and associated buffer zones. If this were not the case, 

development could be much more heavily concentrated in locations outside protected areas. 

 

Separation distances specified (page 90) should also provide for minimum distances from schools and medical 

establishments, a minimum of one mile would be more appropriate at this stage until more evidence on 

environmental impact is available. This will ensure protection from adverse impacts of noise, light pollution, 

emissions to air or ground and surface water. 

 

I welcome the introduction of independent scientific monitoring to establish the baseline and ongoing water and air 

quality and seismic activity, before, during and after work takes place. This also monitors methane in water and 

fugitive emissions of methane into the air, so any impacts from fracking will quickly become apparent. 

 

It is essential that, as fracking is a new industry to the UK, regulations should be kept under review and changed as it 

develops. This year I have set up an All Party Parliamentary Group for Shale Gas Regulation and Planning which will 

examine all aspects of the regulatory regime surrounding fracking. We are currently taking evidence from a whole 

range of experts and people from within the industry as well as community groups. The report will make 

recommendations and this will provide us with an opportunity to make sure that all issues are properly taken into 

consideration.  

 

Whilst these problems are temporary (because once the fracking operation is up and running, there will be minimal 

impact on local communities) they do need to be moderated by all available means and those communities affected 

should be properly compensated for any inconvenience caused. The Government estimates that community 

benefits paid directly by the producer over the 25-year life of a single well-pad would be in the order of £10m. Ineos 

have stated that they will pay much more than this figure, possibly as much as £370m for a ten well-pad network. In 

addition, the Government will also allocate 10% of any tax receipts to a shale gas wealth fund and are consulting on 
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how this might be distributed. My preference would be that this should be shared between the wider community 

and directly to the householders who suffer the brunt of any disturbances.  

 

Finally, I have made it clear that if exploration cannot be carried out whilst staying inside acceptable environmental 

limits then I will call for a moratorium. 

 

Kind regards 

 

Kevin Hollinrake MP 

Member of Parliament, Thirsk & Malton Constituency 

House of Commons 

London 

SW1A 0AA 

01347 666880 

 

 
 

 

UK Parliament Disclaimer: This e-mail is confidential to the intended recipient. If you have received it in 

error, please notify the sender and delete it from your system. Any unauthorised use, disclosure, or copying 

is not permitted. This e-mail has been checked for viruses, but no liability is accepted for any damage 

caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail. This e-mail address is not secure, is not encrypted and 

should not be used for sensitive data.  
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<?■ North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Publication Stage- Response Form

Part A - Contact details

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

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code: 
Telephone: 
Email:

Agent contact details (if app icable)
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 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 21st December 2016. Please note that 
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplan@northvorks.qov.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

mm ” ' a “ i

Date received............................... Date entered .Date acknowledged.



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.

2.1. 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 carried 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.

2. Legal Compliance and Duty to Co-operate

1 View at http://www.leaislation.qov.Uk/ukDaa/2004/5
2 LDDs are defined in regulation 5 - see link below.
3 View at http://www.leqislation.aov.uk/uksi/2012/767/contents/made
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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 :

Please tick 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. Ml 6 Policies Map

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

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

2.(2) Sound Yes

No

No IT

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

Positively Prepared 

Effective

2 (3) Complies with the 
Duty to co-operate

Yes No Justified Yes No

Yes □ No □ Consitent with National Policy Yes K2 No

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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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.
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(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

Yes, I wish to participate 
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

Official Use Only Reference Number
- -iafe- 1
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation :

Please tick 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. Do/ Policies Map

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

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

2.(2) Sound Yes

No

No

V

XL
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only tick one 

element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared 

Effective

2 (3) Complies with the 
Duty to co-operate

Yes [ 

Yes [

No

No

Justified Yesl\fl No

Consitent with National Policy Yes EH No

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)



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

Yes, I wish to participate 
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

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
Name or Organisation :

Please tick 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. W to Policies Map

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

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes

2.(2) Sound Yes

No

No 3
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only tick one 

element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared 

Effective

2 (3) Complies with the 
Duty to co-operate

Yes [ 

Yes [

No

No

Justified Yes No

Yes

Consitent with National Policy Yes ^3 No 

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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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

Yes, I wish to participate 
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

Official Use Only Reference Number 1 .1 . N...
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Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Publication Stage- Response Form

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

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

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:

—IName: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:

Email:

-‘

Email:
Telephone:

4

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 mailers 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:

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:
PcnnnHnt I’), imhr fltp rnnnivnd fl,tp nnternd flnteacknnwIadnd
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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 LOS 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 carried 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/ukpga/2004/5
2 LDDs are defined in regulation 5 — see link below.

view at httpi/www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/201 2/767/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.



This page is intentionally blank



I

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

P/ease 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. r

__________

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

_____

(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only tick one

element of soundness per response form).

Yes D No fl Justified

Effective Yes D No 1E Consitent with National Policy Yes D No U

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate

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.

Having examined the map and documents associated with this Minerals and
Waste Joint Plan, I can only conclude that the waste part of the plan is a
complete waste of time and is only a passing nod at the Duty to Co-operate.

Around 2 years ago you passed a plan to build the incinerator at Allerton
Park. As a result of this project and the changes in projections, as far as I can
see you have no choice other than to send all your waste to the incinerator.
Any other belier plans cannot be considered.

I and many others advised that the incinerator was unnecessary based on the
projections of waste at the time. Those projections were based on the 2010
estimates of waste arising in 2020. You now have the 2014 projections in the
Memorandum for the Environmental Audit Committee: Waste and Recycling
review which show that household waste will be down by 22% on those
figures and C&l waste will be down 18%.

During that same period too many incinerators will have been built both locally
and nationally.
The consequent overcapacity makes the whole development a white elephant
and this consultation a waste of time.

Positively Prepared Yes U No U

Yes I I No I I 0c25-r

I
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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.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to supporUjustifi 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 lnspectoç, 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

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
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 .1

Only Reference Number

I)
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vt.

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

From: Sneaton Parish Council <sneatonparish@hotmail.co.uk>

Sent: 09 November 2016 13:46

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Re: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir/Madam 

 

Thank you for your email; however, we are not able to respond as the deadline is before our next parish 

council meeting. 

 

Kind regards 

 

Victoria Pitts 

Parish Clerk 

Sneaton Parish Council 

c/o Davison Farm, Egton, Whitby, North Yorkshire, YO21 1UA 

Mobile: 07791889737  Email: sneatonparish@hotmail.co.uk 

 

  

 

From: mwjointplan <mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk> 

Sent: 09 November 2016 13:36 

To: mwjointplan 

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. 
  
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. 
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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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MINERAL AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (PUBLICATION STAGE) Consultation response

TITLE j —

INITIALS —-

SURNAME —-_______________________

ORGANISATION
(if applicable)

_________ _________________________________

ADDRESS

POSTCODE

____________________________

TELEPHONE
EMAIL

No, I do not want to attend the Oral Examination of the MWJP.

SCOPE OF THE CONSULfATION

Because this version of the plan contains much that is different in content from the january version, I
believe that much of this new policy should be made available for proper consultation by the general
public and not limited to soundness and legality alone. NYCC is not bound by law to limit the scope in
this way. The Town and Country Planning England Regulations (2012) do not demand this.

CLIMATE CHANGE

The MWJP is unsound in claiming in Ml6 that shale gas extraction could help the UK keep within
its carbon budget. In fact, shale gas exploitation looks likely to take the UK over its carbon budget.
The Committee for Climate Change report (March 2016) stated that in order to stay within the 80%
emissions reduction of the Climate Change Act, three tests would have to be met. The Committee’s
report test 3 states “emissions from shale exploitation will need to be offset by emissions reductions
in other areas ofthe economy”. However, there has been much back-tracking in “other areas”. For
example, the Zero Carbon Homes initiative has been dropped, support for Carbon Capture &
Storage has diminished and support for renewable energy (significantly via the feed-in tariff) has
been drastically reduced.

All future hydrocarbon development must be assessed by:
- C02 emissions and fugitive emissions of methane and the C02 emissions need to include

those resulting from both combustion and production.
- How it can be accommodated within carbon budgets
- How it will lead to a reduction in climate changing emissions with clear definition.

LOCAL IMPACTS

M16. As well as National Parks, AONBs and the City of York having their surfaces protected from

fracking, the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds should also have their surfaces protected



from fracking. The current MWJP is unsound because it is not taking into account the Ryedale
Local Plan (SP13) in the same way that it takes into account the City of York Plan.

The Ryedale Local Plan is 5P13 aims to protect and enhance distinctive elements of landscape
character in areas such as the Yorkshire Wolds and the Vale of Pickering. It mentions “Visually
sensitive skylines, hill & valley sides, the ambience of the area,including nocturnal character, level
and type of activity and tranquillity, sense of enclosure / exposure”. If shale gas extraction were to
be developed as enviaged by the MWiP, it would be in clear contravention pf the Ryedale Local
Plan. p i

Following the words ‘Areas which Protect the Historic Character and Setting of York’ should be
inserted ‘Land shown on the Key Diagram of the Ryedale Plan as landscape of local value’

The MWJP’s suggestion of 10 fracking well sites per lOx 10 km squared (one every 2 or 3 miles
with possibly up to 50 wells on each and associated drill rigs) will change the character of the Vale
of Pickering from rural to semi-industrial if not wholly industrial. In the Howardian Hills AONB
above Broughton, Swinton (where I live), Amotherby, Barton, Slingsby and Hovingham, numerous
footpaths and roads give good views of the Vale of Pickering which currently lust looks pleasant
and rural in character (except for Knapton silo). The same could be said of other vantage points
surrounding the Vale. It must also be remembered that these sites will be lit up at night with the
drilling rigs lit vertically, adversely affecting dark night skies.

The above changes will affect quality of life for residents but also make our countryside less
attractive to visitors. Swinton (where I live) has some holiday cottages and a pub on the main road
whose trade is boosted by passing tourists. Agriculture too could be affected and the economic
future of ‘Malton — the food capital of Yorkshire’ could be jeopardised.

The Yorkshire Wolds has a distinctive landscape and many prehistoric features.

Buffer Zones

I support the inclusion of a 3.5 km buffer zone for shale gas extraction around National Parks and
AONBs. Any fracking within 3.5 km of these areas will have an impact not only on landscape and
views but also on tranquillity and biodiversity. In order to be legally compliant with the NPPF, the
MWJP should completely prohibit fracking in these buffer zones.

Air quality

There is now ample evidence that (racking causes a risk to health. Paragraph 109 of the NPPF
should apply. Setback distances from ‘sensitive receptors’ should be a minimum of 750 metres to
ensure reduction of the negative effects of fracking and a minimum of 1 km for schools, hospitals
and residential homes. Baseline health impact assessments should be required before any work
commences.

Noise impacts

Shale gas development is a medium term activity — so the NPPF paragraph 144 must apply. A
setback distance of at least 750 m is necessary to reduce the noise from drilling which can be

7
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expected to be more noticeable at night, especially in many North Yorkshire areas which are
normally quiet.

There should be no ‘exceptional circumstances’ to fracking within the residential buffer zone as
this would contravene NPPF guidelines and be unsound. Remove the caveat allowing fracking
within the buffer zone.

Require a Health Impact Assessment for all fracking operation —to measure the current noise
levels and also air qiality and the leveE at which it might be acceptable to the nearest home.

Biodiversity impacts

“have regard, so far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of
conserving biodiversity”. Section 40 of the Natural Environment & Rural Communities Act 2006
places a duty on every public authority in England and Wales. To be within this law, remove the
clause in D07 stating “where the benefits of the development would clearly outweigh the impact
or loss”. We are witnessing a general decline in wildlife numbers; SSSIs represent habitat and
species already in great need of protection.

Noise can be injurious to bats and certain bird species. Their populations might suffer even if
fracking takes place outside the designated SSSI,

Biodiversity offsetting offers no certainty of protecting species and this approach should be
removed from the MWJP guidance.

The 3.5 km buffer zone afforded to National Parks and AONBs should also be applied to SSSIs to
ensure that no damage is caused by activities close to their boundaries e.g. noise, light pollution
and other activities related to fracking such as hedge and tree clearance, in particular in
N.Yorkshire as many of the SSSIs are quite small.

Highways and Traffic Impacts

Fracking operations require huge increases in heavy lorry traffic for which most rural roads in
North Yorkshire are not suited.

Include a policy / policies to protect the safety of non-vehicle users of the road network — cyclists,
walkers and horse-riders. I walk quite a lot within a 2 mile radius of Swinton and my husband
regularly cycles the roads. We regularly encounter problems with volume and speed of traffic. A
large increase in HGV traffic can only compound safety and air pollution issues. We are not alone
with our concerns; Swinton Parish Council has called (unsuccessfully) for a lowering of the 40mph
speed limit on the B road through the village over safety concerns for both pedestrians crossing
the road and for motorists entering from side roads.

A large increase in fracking related vehicles would not endear tourists to North Yorkshire.



Cumulative impact

The MWJP lacks soundness in that it has no separation distances between Iracking sites. To be
sound the plan needs to set out separation distances between each well to avoid the clustering of
Tracking pads in certain areas. This should be a minimum of 3 miles.

The Precautionary PincipIe

To comply with current legislation the precautionary principle should be included in the MWJP —

to ensure that new developments do not take place unless it can be proved that no unacceptable
cumulative effects would result.

An Environmental Impact Assessment should always be required to assess potential cumulative
impacts.

Waste management and re-injection wells

Para 5.156 This underplays the size of earthquakes associated with fracking wastewater re
injection. Evidence from Oklahoma suggests they may be over 3.0. Also, the increased frequency
is undeniable; Oklahoma averaged one earthquake a year of over 3,0 and now it’s over 230.
Although no lives have been lost. the earthquakes havc caused damage.

There are many geological faults in the Vale of Pickering and elsewhere in North Yorkshire (we
live above one in Swinton) which could conceivably be activated by wastewater re-injection if it
was to be carried out at any scale.

The MWJP should use the precautionary principle and only allow re-injection if it can be proved
absolutely that no adverse effects would ensue.

19” December2016
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MINERAL AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (PUBLICATION STAGE) Consultation Response

TITLE
INITIALS
SURNAME
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(if applicable)
ADDRESS

POSTCODE
TELEPHONE
EMAIL

I confirm that I do not want to attend the Oral Examination of the MWJP.

SCOPE OF THE CONSULTATION

• Sections M16-M18 of the Minerals and Waste Plan (MWJP) has changed considerably in content
since the Preferred Options consultation (the previous version put out for consultation in
December 2015)

• Since the last draft of the plan, much of North Yorkshire is now covered in Petroleum Exploration
and Development Licences (PEDL5), which were announced in December 2016.

• It is clear that much of the new policy has been developed in conjunction with the shale gas
industry by the wording and parameters included in the MWJP.

• Much of the content of the new policy is actually brand new, and has not gone through the
required consultation rounds with other representative bodies or the general public.

• The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England Regulations (2012) do not limit the scope
of consultation at the Regulation 19 (‘Publication’) consultation stage.

• The consultation should therefore be opened up to wider public consultation on the content and
substance of the plan.

CLIMATE CHANGE

• The Publication Draft of the MWJP does not conform to statutory requirements for legal
compliance and tests of soundness relating to 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.

• Sections M16-18 of the MWJP does not conform with Paragraph 94 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), Paragraph 94, which states that “Local planning authorities should adopt
proactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate change. “.

• The Committee of Climate Change (CCC) report of March2016 concluded that the exploitation of
shale gas would not be compatible with UK carbon budgets, or the legally binding commitment in
the Climate Change Act to reduce emissions by at least 80% by 2050, unless three crucial tests are
met. The MWJP’s ability to meet these tests are not clearly defined.

• 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.”

• It is unclear how this can be achieved, given that the government has removed support for Carbon
Capture and Storage (CCS), drastically reduced subsidies for renewable energy and scrapped plans

1



to make all new homes zero carbon by 2016.
• 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
- CO2 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 hould be included and assessed by the planning authorities
- Until Carbon Capture and Storage (CC5) is fully operational, this can not be used in planning
applications as a device to mitigate future CO2 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

City of York Area

• The new policy does not appear to have taken into account the City of York Council’s policy MW3
on Minerals Extraction (City of York Development Control Plan April2005 Chapter 14) or the
Council’s resolution to resist planning applications for drilling for shale gas, passed on October 9th

2014.

Landscape and Visual Impact

• The inclusion in Policy M16 that designated areas such as National Parks, AONB5 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 Ryedale 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.

• 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 MWJP.

• Ryedale Policy 5P13 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 inclusion of a 3.5km buffer zone around National Parks and AONBs is supported.
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• Point 5.128 says, “proposals for surface hydrocarbons development within a 3.5km zone around a
National Park or AONB 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
biodivesity, provide quiet places for people to relax, and to boost 4urism 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 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 areas 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

• 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 750m 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 NPPF.
• The caveat that fracking within the buffer zone would be allowed ‘in exceptional circumstances’ is

therefore legally unsound and should be removed.
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• 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.

Air quality impacts

• There is pow clear evidence that the air quality impacts from frackin have been shown to pose
risks to health.

• Evidence from the University of Colorado, among others, reveal a number of potentially toxic
hydrocarbons in the air nearfracking wells, including benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene and xylene. A
number of chemicals routinely released during fracking, such as benzene, are known carcinogens.
http://www.ucdenver.edu/about/newsroom/newsreIeases/Pages/health.impacts-of-f racki nge missionsasox

• 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 fracking (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 neor 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 500m 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 50Dm 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,org/colorado Mandatory setback from Oil and Gas Development Amendment (2016)

• The recommendation is therefore that the setback distance from ‘sensitive receptors’ should be a
minimum of ThOm 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 MP 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

• Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006) places a duty on every
public authority in England and Wales to “...hove regard, so far as is consistent with the proper
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exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity”.
• The inclusion of designated wildlife sites, such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (55515), Special

Protection Areas, Special Areas of Conservation and Ramsar Sites, as protected areas in which
fracking is prohibited is welcomed.

• However, fracking would still be allowed just outside the boundaries of, and underneath, these
areas from fracking well-sites situated on their borders.

• Unconventional gas production is not just an underground activity. The above ground aspects of
fracking developments, such as clearing of local hedges, trees and vegetation, additional pipelines
and accss roads, noise and light pollution (particularly at night) woild all have a negative impact
on wildlife living nearby.

• Planning Practice Guidance supports this viewpoint, stating that: “Particular consideration should
be given to noisy development affecting designated sites.”

• Policy D07 in the MWJP currently states that mineral developments which would have an
unacceptable impact on an SSSI- or a network of SSSls - will only be permitted “..where the
benefits of the development would clearly outweigh the impact or loss”.

• This wording appears to allow considerable impact or loss on a protected area, if the Planning
Authority felt that this was still outweighed by the benefits (i.e. by the production of gas).

• Given that SSSls 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 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 SSSls 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 of 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.

• Biodiversity offsetting has been shown many times to be an unsatisfactory solution to problems
caused by development, and should not be offered as a solution to developers to get around the
damage they will cause to protected areas. The specific features of an SSSI cannot simply be
replaced by planting a new wood somewhere else. This approach is unsound and should be
removed from the MWJP guidance.

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.

• In Pennsylvania, the Department of Water Protection has confirmed at least 279 cases of water
contamination due to fracking:

on_Letters.pdf

• Fracking has also been proven to pollute groundwater in Wyoming:
https://www.scientificamerican,com/article/fracking.can-contaminate.drinking.water/

• It is therefore the Planning authorities’ legal duty to ensure that water contamination will not occur
in North Yorkshire.

• The EU Water Framework Directive is part of the UK’s legal framework. This suggests the
precautionary principle should be considered in planning, mainly through the mechanism of
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA).

• 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
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from the constituents of shale gas itself, from the formulation and deep injection of woter
containing a cocktail of additives used for hydraulic fracturing andfromflawback water which may
have a high content of saline formation water.” http://nora.nerc.ac.uk/16467/

• 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 jave been designed to consider
the risks from surface activities.”

• Paragraph 94 of the NPPF states that local planning authorities should “adopt proactive strategies
to mitigate and adapt to climate change, taking full account of... water supply”. Paragraph 99 later
states that “local plans should take account of climate change over the longer term, including
factors such as flood risk, coastal change, water supply.”

• The MWJP should therefore incorporate the precautionary principle, meaning that unless it can be
proved that there will be groundwater contamination from a fracking well-site, it should not apply.

• 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

• 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 SO 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

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. Given the pressure of summer holiday traffic on all these routes, such an increase is
unacceptable.

• 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

• The NPPF states Planning Authorities should: “...take into account the cumulative effects of multiple
impacts from individual sites and/or a number of sites in a locality”

• Planning practice guidance also states: “The local planning authorities should always have regard to
the possible cumulative effects arising from any existing or approved development.”

• 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 tracking wells are unprofitable after the first
year, and 84% are unprofitable after 3 years. Therefore fracking companies will need to continually
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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 lowell-
pads pr lOxlO km2 PEDL licence block. It is noted that each well-pd 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 HCV 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 lowell-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 5hould 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

• 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 strong 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 jj 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 potentialfor re-injected
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water to act as a trigger for the activation of geologicalfault 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 5cale’ is incorrect, and drastically underestimates the damage that fracking
waste water re-injection wells are causing elsewhere, particularly in the USA.

• Oklahoma, for example, is now the earthquake capital of the USA due to re-injection of waste from
fracking operations. According to an article Scientific American, entitled Waste Water Injection
Caused Oklahoma Quakes, “More than 230 earthquakes with a magnitude greater than 3.0 have
shaken he state of Oklahoma already this year. Before 2008 the stae averaged one such quake a
year.” https://wwwscientificamerican.com/article/wastewater-injection-caused-oklahoma-earthquakes/

• 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,
https://www. bloomberg.com/news/articles/20 16-09-04/oklahoma-quake-matches-record-even -as-iracki ng-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.

KEY POLICY AMENDMENTS

Policy M16 pt (b) (regarding climate change requirements, precautionary approach and cumulative
impacts)

...b) [INSERTJ 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 forsuch 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 (b) (regarding inclusion of Yorkshire Wolds and Vale of Pickering landscape areas)

(ii) Sub-surface proposals for these forms of hydrocarbon development, including lateral drilling,
underneath the designations referred to in i) above, will [INSERTI not only be permitted [INSERTJ unless
whcrc it can be demonstrated that significant LINSERTI no harm to the designated asset will net occur.

Policy M16 pt (c) (regarding inclusion of Yorkshire Wolds and Vale of Pickering landscape areas)
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I,) Surface proposals for these forms of hydrocarbon development will fiNSERTJ not on1y be permitted where
(INSERT) unless they would be outside (INSERT) and respect the setting of 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, 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 Parf 1 (regarding highways impacts)

i) Hydrocarbon development will (INSERT) not be permitted in locations with (INSERT) without suitable
direct or indirect access to classified A or B roads and where it can be demonstrated through a Transport
Assessment (INSERT) either singularly or cumulatively with other schemes that:

a) There is capacity within the road network far 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
mitigatedfor 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 IINSERTJ not be permitted in location; where IINSERTJ 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 an 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 500(INSERT)
750m of residential buildings and other sensitive receptors, are unlikely to be consistent with this
requirement and will enly (INSERT) not be permitted in exceptional circumstances...

..lli) 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.

MiS pt ii (regarding wa5te water and re-injection wells)

Proposals for development involving re-injection of returned water via an existing borehole, or the drilling
and use of a new borehole for this purpose, will (INSERT) not &y be permitted in locations unless where a
high standard of protection can be be provided to ground and surface waters; they would comply with all
other relevant requirements of Policy Ml Sand Ml 7 and where it can be proven beyond doubt
demonstrated that any risk from induced seismicity can be mitigated to an acceptable leveL

9
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From:
Sent: 11 December 2016 16:26

To: mwjointplan

Subject MINERALS AND WASTE JOINT PLAN CONSULTATION

Attachments: MINERAL-AND-WASTE-JOINT-PLAN-CONSULTATION RESPONSE docx

Please see the enclosed submission.

Many thanks.

1
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Rachel Pillar
Re Minerals and Waste Joint Plan
Planning Services
NYCC
County Hall
Northallerton
DL7 8AH

30TH November 2016
Dear Rachel

Re Site Ref WJPO1 Hillcrest Harmby

I write following your decision to discount the above site in your latest round of deliberations.
Obviously it is a great disappointment to me to read that our site has been discounted and even more
because of the reasons that you have set out in your document. Whilst I understand at face value
what you are saying about our current provision for a ‘waste facility for end of life vehicles being
lostt it has been wrongly assumed by you that this is a site for that purpose whereas the opposite
is the case for the following reasons. Despite the fact that we have a Permit, issued by the
Environment Agency, to treat end of life vehicles on site no such operations take place. This is
because the end of vehicle life process is simply not financially viable and never has been since we
first obtained the Permit.

Some 3 years ago we requested cancellation of the Permit (which itself allows up to forty cars per
week to be treated) because we are only being offered on average one car per week. Over this
period we have been in lengthy correspondence and site meetings with the Environment Agency
and they are currently satisfied that we do not undertake any End of Vehicle life operations at this
site. So your assumption that a transfer station will cause a loss of this facility is completely
unfounded.

I indicated in my letter to you dated 27th March 2016 that the on site business itself was is such a
bad way that I was hardly able to make a living. I have also raised this point with the Environment
Agency many times in my attempts to revoke the Permit. The option of a Transfer Station on the
site was our hope that a business here could survive. You discounting it puts another nail in that
coffin.

I can understand you making the assumption that a significant an end of vehicle life operation
would be lost but you have wrongly made the assumption that one exists when it does not and I
would formally request that you re-visit this decision following further exchange of
information and an on site visit This will enable me to produce such evidence as you may require
to look again at your decision. This brings me to the second point in your reasoning for discounting.
You stated that the proposed use would give rise to increased visual impact. The visual impact of a
transfer station in my view and that of others would be a significant improvement in the existing
visual impact of the site. Additionally, as to the question of any future potential detrimental visual
impact; this would of coume be properly and satisfactorily dealt with at any planning stage and
therefore is not a relevant issue at this stage.

Yours sincerely
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mwjointplan

From: Richard Horne CBOA <r.horne@cboa.org.uk>

Sent: 20 December 2016 20:47

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Re: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage - CBOA response

Dear Sirs, 

  

Thank for the notification of the above.  The Commercial Boat Operators Association has no further 

comment to make in addition to the CBOA response for the Preferred Options Consultation in January of 

this year. 

  

Yours faithfully, 

  

Richard Horne 

Commercial Boat Operators Association (CBOA) 

  

Tel 01252 844259 

Mob 07792 149942 

r.horne@cboa.org.uk 

http://www.cboa.org.uk/ 

  

The CBOA is the prime trade organization involved in sustaining and promoting freight carriage on our 

waterways for economic and environmental reasons. 

  

----- Original Message -----  
From: mwjointplan  
To: mwjointplan  
Sent: Wednesday, November 09, 2016 1:41 PM 
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 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 
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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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Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
Business and Environmental Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
North Yorkshire, DL7 8AH

North Yorkshire and York
Partnership
do Growth, Planning and
County Hall
Northallerton
North Yorkshire, DL7 8AH

Local Nature

Trading Stndards

19 December 2016

Dear Sir/Madam

Contact: Matt Millington
Direct dial: 01609 532127
E-mail: matthew.millinptoncämorthyorks.ciov.uk
Web: www.nypartnerships.org.uk/lnp

Re: North Yorkshire & York LNP comments on the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan.

I am writing to you on behalf of the North Yorkshire and York Local Nature Partnership (LNP).
Thank you for providing the LNP with the opportunity to engage in your Local Plan process. While
the LNP cannot endorse Local Plans, as we do not have this responsibility under our governance
arrangements, the LNP feels it is important that where possible, the aims and aspirations of the
LNP are reflected in the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan.

The vision of the LNP is to “To see the natural environment of North Yorkshire and York conserved,
enhanced and connected across the whole LNP area for the benefit of wildlife, people and the
economy.” To do this the LNP is focussing its work on 4 themes: Habitats and Species; Economy;
People & Communities; Climate Change. Each of these has objectives and targets detailing how
these will be progressed. For more information please see the LNP strategy at
www.nyartnerships.org.uk/ln. The LNP welcomes the opportunities that the Joint Plan brings in
strengthing and connecting the natural environment across its area to underpin sustainable
development.

If you require further information, please
matthew.millinQton(änorthyorks.gov.uk.

do not hesitate to contact the LNP via

Yours Sincerely

Matthew Millington
Local Nature Partnership Development Officer
North Yorkshire County Council

A responsive County Council providing excellent and efficient local services
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Prom: Matthew Millington
Sent 19 December 2016 08:57
To: mwjointplan
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan
Attachments: LNP Response to Minerals and Waste Join Plan Dec 2016.docx

Dear Sir/Madam,

Thank you for allowing the LNP to opportunity to comment on the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Please find
attached our response.

Kind Regards

M att

Matt Millington
Local Nature Partnership Development Officer
Heritage Services
Growth, Planning & Trading Standards
County Hall
Northallefton
North Yorks, DL7 SAl-I

Tel: 01609 532127

Please note that my usual working days are Mondays, Tuesdays and Fridays.

From: mwjointplan
Sent: 17 November 2016 11:03
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage: Confirmation of Receipt

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
launched the Publication Stage of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan on gth November 2016 for a six week
period to allow for representations to be made.

As part of this stage in the production of the Joint Plan you were notified by email on the date of launch.

Please can you confirm that you received this notification and are aware of the 5pm deadline for
representations on 2l December 2016.

The Joint Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the Joint Plan Website:
ww.northyorks.gov.ukImwconsult

In addition, we would also like to offer you the opportunity to meet and discuss this formal stage in the
production of the Joint Plan. If you wish to do so, please indicate in your reply to this email.

‘Yours faithfully

1
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mwjointplan

From:

Sent: 21 December 2016 15:34

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Re: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

 

 

 

 

Dear Madam or Sir at North Yorkshire County Council, 

                                                    Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - My Response 

I appreciate that the JWMP consultation is a complex process and necessarily has many technical terms, but 

I need to start off by saying that the way this part of the consultation has been conducted has been extremely 

off-putting to ordinary members of the public who might have liked to have a say in what goes on in their 

area, but did not have the time or intellect to understand your process and to fill in the documents. To 

require/suggest that people download and save and fill in separate documents for every comment is 

cumbersome and has made your consultation inaccessible for many.  

I have spent time trying to understand the issues of soundness and legal compliance, and despite being 

reasonably intelligent (for instance, I have a science degree) I have found this a particularly difficult 

consultation to participate in. Despite that, I've helped my friends in Frack-Free York tackle their responses, 

mainly because I have a clear understanding of what unconventional gas extraction entails and have been 

able to explain some of the issues to them.  

I have not been able to download and save the pro-forma response sheets and thus I request you accept my 

personal submission in simple text format. 

 

1) I fully endorse and agree with the official Frack-Free York response submitted by my colleague  

 He has been able to use the technical jargon where I have not.  

2) My main objection to the opening up of a new fossil fuel industry is because climate change is the most 

serious threat facing humanity today, in as much as it will impact on every single person on the planet, is at 

least partly responsible for the current extinction event that we are witnessing around us, and that CO2 

given off now remains in the atmosphere for a significant length of time, enough for it's radiative forcing 

effect to impact severely upon future generations of human and all other life forms.  The UK Government 

response to this is the Climate Change Act, requiring us to cut CO2e emissions by 80% (based on 1990 

levels) by 2050. I strongly believe that a new fossil fuel industry, which has a product which releases its 

carbon as CO2 as an inevitable part of its use, AND has a high risk of fugitive emissions of methane from 

the extraction end of the process, an even more powerful greenhouse gas, is incompatible with our 

obligations under the Act.  There is currently little or no investment in any Carbon Capture Storage 

methodology to mitigate the CO2 releases from the industrial uses of gas (power stations, hydrogen 

production, other chemical production, cement production, etc) so all CO2 emitted now just adds to the 

growing CO2 concentration in the atmosphere, up 42% over pre-industrial levels.  
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The CO2 already given off by human activities to date will raise the global average temperature past what 

the IPCC calls a disaster (2C over pre-industrial levels by 2100) and thus we really should not add to that 

disaster by adding more, and risking the possible collapse of our civilisation or even the extinction of our 

species, which some scientists argue is possible should we wreck our supporting ecosystem so severely we 

cannot grow food.  

The National Planning Policy Framework makes it absolutely clear that we should be supporting the 

transition to a low carbon future. Opening up a new fossil fuel industry with associated inevitable 

methane leaks and new infrastructure which is designed to be used for decades is hardly a 'transition to a 

low carbon future'!   

I understand that the JWMP cannot 'ban fossil fuel extraction' but it can make it difficult! So, policy M18 in 

the JWMP is not consistent with national policy. It needs to be changed to indicate that any application to 

extract hydrocarbons should indicate how the application is consistent with the Climate Change Act and the 

NPPF.  This should include emissions from the extraction site and related activities (for instance, 

compressors, lorry movements, flaring of waste gases) and the intended end-uses of their product 

(combustion to provide heat for domestic or industrial use, to generate steam to spin turbines to make 

electricity, and for use as a chemical feedstock) as nearly all uses result in CO2 entering the atmosphere 

unchallenged.  

3) Because the JWMP cannot ban hydrocarbon extraction, it has to lay out conditions where it would be 

deemed acceptable, and in my opinion these need to be so strict to effectively prevent any new extraction to 

take place. Policy M17 has statements which say that hydrocarbon extraction 'will be permitted' if certain 

conditions are met, and this introduces ambiguity as a developer could argue that one of these conditions 

has been met so their application should be accepted. The statements should be rephrased to say the 

extraction 'will not be permitted' unless the condition is met, as this allows all the conditions to be assessed 

individually and ensures that any new extraction meets all of the conditions.  

 

In addition, M17 has the concept of a 'buffer zone' around residential buildings where extraction cannot 

take place, a distance of just 500m. This is not nearly far enough away from where people live and expect 

not to have to deal with new industrial activity, with its associated noise pollution, vibration, light pollution, 

smells and vapours, and traffic movements. I'm personally unsure about what distance constitutes 

'acceptable', but it has to be more than 500m. Some commentators suggest 750m, others 1600m. All I can 

suggest is 'more than 500m, and 750m as a minimum, with no exceptions'.   

4) Some forms of hydrocarbon extraction involve the use of large volumes of water; hydraulic fracturing in 

the USA, for example, uses an average of 1.5 million gallons of water per frack job. Horizontal wells are 

fracked many times, in sections, and the flowback water contains high levels of dissolved salts, often 

contains naturally occurring radioactive materials, and suspended solids, as well as the chemicals and 

proppants introduced in the first place. Some of the flowback water may be re-used but the contamination 

means that much has to be 'disposed of', ie it is a waste material which has to be treated before the clean 

water can be put back in the environment. Policy W11 looks at the availability and suitability of water 

treatment facilities, and in my opinion, all applications should have to demonstrate how the waste water is to 

be transported to where it will be cleaned, and if the facility where the waste water is being taken to can 

cope with the intended volumes and the types of contamination. 'Normal' sewage works cannot deal with 

waste water which contains NORMs and the high volumes mean that new treatment works may be needed. 

These additional facilities should be considered with any policy addressing new hydrocarbon extraction.  

5) I am concerned about many other aspects of the impact of new fossil hydrocarbon extraction but feel that 

the Frack-Free York submission deals with these adequately so I'm not going to mirror these here. I have 

detailed what I believe to be the most important issues above.  
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I hope that my submission is acceptable and understandable and helps you decide how to progress with the 

JWMP.  I apologise about not being able to comment with all the 'soundness' and 'duty to co-operate' stuff 

which is jargon which I don't fully understand.  

I wish you all the very best in collating peoples' submissions and in creating a document which will be 

acceptable to the decision-makers in government.    

 

Please do let me know if my response is accepted into your processes. I am happy to speak to the inspector 

should they value my opinions. I am happy for this response to be published for members of the public to 

read.  

 

Yours,  

 

 

 

 

On 09/11/16 13:42, mwjointplan wrote: 

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 9th November 2016 and will 
close on Wednesday 21st December 2016.  All responses must be received by 5pmon 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,  
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• 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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mwjointplan

From: Eilidh McCallum <eilidh.mccallum@nottscc.gov.uk>

Sent: 06 December 2016 13:07

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Consultation on Minerals and Waste Joint Local Plan – Publication 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Thank you for your email of 9 November 2016 regarding the above consultation.  

 
The County Council has previously responded on duty to cooperate matters and welcome this ongoing 

consultation.  In terms of waste planning, the County Council supports the approach of seeking to achieve net self-
sufficiency whilst recognising the need for waste movements for certain waste types.  

 
The County Council has no other comment to make at this time.  
 
Regards  
 

Eilidh McCallum 

Planning Officer 

Planning Policy Team 
Tel: 0115 9774148 

 
www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk 

 

Nottinghamshire County Council 
Policy, Planning and Corporate Services 

County Hall, West Bridgford 
Nottingham, NG2 7QP 

 

The following message has been applied automatically, to promote news and information from Nottinghamshire 
County Council about events and services: 
 
There are plenty of events and activities for all the family to enjoy this Christmas at our Country Parks, including our 
annual light event Sparkling Sherwood, a truly magical way to start winter. www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/christmas  

 
 

Emails and any attachments from Nottinghamshire County Council are confidential. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please notify the sender immediately by replying to the email, and then delete it without making copies or 
using it in any other way. Senders and recipients of email should be aware that, under the Data Protection Act 1998 
and the Freedom of Information Act 2000, the contents may have to be disclosed in response to a request.  
 
Although any attachments to the message will have been checked for viruses before transmission, you are urged to 
carry out your own virus check before opening attachments, since the County Council accepts no responsibility for 
loss or damage caused by software viruses.  
 
Nottinghamshire County Council Legal Disclaimer.  



CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Name: Title: Miss Initial(s):
Caroline
Surname: Jeffery

Organisation (if applicable): Norfolk County
Council

Address: Planning Services, County Hall,
Martineau Lane
Norwich

Norfolk

Post Code: NR1 2SG
Telephone: 01603 222193
Email: caroline.jefferynorfolk.gov.uk

Name: Title: Initial(s):

Su ma me:

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
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

Publication Stage- Response Forpi

Part A - Contact details
Your contact details

Agent contact details (if applicable)

Date received Date entered Date acknowledged



Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
me or Organisation : Norfolk County 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 Policy No. M12 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

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

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes Yes No

2.(2) Sound Yes 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 Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes 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.

Norfolk County Council, in its capacity as the Mineral Planning Authority for Norfolk, welcomes the
revised wording contained in Policy M12, and considers that this appropriately addresses its
concerns raised during the Preferred Options consultation. Norfolk County Council considers that, in
regard to planning for silica sand, the North Yorkshire Joint Minerals and Waste Plan is sound and
legally compliant, and that the requirements within the Duty to Cooperate have been met. Norfolk
County Council does not have any comments to make on any other aspect of the Plan.



(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
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:

I Official Use Only Reference Number

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.

I I I NI I I1 Ill 1111 I
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From: Drake, Richard <richard.drake@norfolk.gov.uk>
Sent 13 December 2016 13:06
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Norfolk County Council representation to the North Yorkshire Joint Minerals and

Waste Plan
Attachments: Publication_response_form_part_B1-Norfolk County Council.docx;

Publication_response_form_part_Al-Norfolk County Council.docx

Good Afternoon
Please find attached the representation by Norfolk County Council in its capacity as the Mineral Planning Authority
to the pre-submission publication of the North Yorkshire Joint Minerals and Waste Plan.
If you have any queries please let me know.

Best regards
Richard

Richard Drake
Senior Planner
Minerals and Waste Policy (Planning Services)
Environment and Planning
Community and Environmental Services
01603 222349
E-mail: richard.drake(EThorfolk.gov.uk
Norfolk County Council
General enquiries: 0344 800 8020 or information(&norfolk.pov.uk
www.norfolk.gov.uk

To see our email disclaimer click here http:!/www.norfolk.gov.uk/emaildisclaimer
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MINERALS & WASTE JOINT PLAN (PUBLICATION STAGE)
CONSULTATION RESPONSE - PETER LOCKWOOD

TITLE
INITIALS
SURNAME
ADDRESS
POSTCODE
TELEPHONE
EMAIL

Dear Sirs

I am a long-term resident at this address (nearly forty years) and have been active in enjoying,
promoting, maintaining and protecting this countryside through my leisure activities, my work
as a ranger with the Forestry Commission and my voluntary work with North York Moors
National Park. We brought up our family here and my wife was born in the village. I have a
stake in this place.

1 have previously submitted written comments on the MWJP with respect to unconventional
gas extraction. I understood at first that this final round of consultation was restricted to
procedural compliance rather than substantive matters but have realised that this policy is not
legally binding and in any case I believe there is just cause to question the soundness of the
proposed plan. My comments for your further consideration are therefore these:

I Insufficient Consultation
The MWJP (especially sections M16-l8) has changed since the Preferred Options
consultation, incorporating new policy in the light of brand new PEDL licences that seems
to be favourably accommodating to the shale gas industry

2 Climate Change
Sections M16-18 run counter to Para 94 of the National Planning Policy Framework which
states that local planning authorities ‘should adopt pro-active strategies to mitigate and
adapt to climate change’. The Committee of Climate Change (CCC) report of March 2016
concluded that the exploitation of shale gas would not be compatible with UK carbon
budgets, or the legally binding commitment in the Climate Change Act to reduce emissions
by at least 80% by 2050. unless three crucial tests are met. The MWJP’s ability to meet
these tests is not clearly defined or supported, especially in the face of the government’s
weakening of Carbon Capture & Storage strategies; these might at some notional future
stage offset emissions but not yet. In any application in the meantime, the shale gas
industry must be required to prove that it will lead to a pro-active reduction in climate
change effects.

3 Local Impacts on Landscape
It is welcome that the MWJP includes protection for designated areas against surface
exploitation and a measure of protection for outlying areas in a 3.5km buffer zone. But the
plan is unsound in that Ml6 ignores the statutory Ryedale PLan Policy SPI3 which
unequivocally states that developments (including in the Vale of Pickering and the
Yorkshire Wolds) should protect and enhance the distinctive elements of landscape
character; the impact of so many fracking wells as the draft MWJP allows would clearly
contravene this policy and gravely jeopardise the ‘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). So the MWJP should not
conflict with the Ryedale Plan which was approved and adopted by NYCC and should
indeed reinforce it by including the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds as
protected areas alongside NYMNP, Hambleton AONB & SSSIs.

As for the buffer zone, the MWJP is Jnsound in not spelling out what criteria fracking
developers would have to meet. I would hope these criteria would be stringent and presume
against development and include more than just spoiling the view. I live in the National
Park and within three minutes’ walk from my back door overlook the Vale of Pickering, I
walk and cycle regularly in the area and know that fracking development on the scale to be
permitted in this draft MWJP would definitely impact on the views I cherish, but there is so
much else at stake to be protected (health, tranquillity, night sky, biodiversity, agriculture,
tourism etc). The National Planning Policy Framework puts great weight on conservation
in its designated protected areas and any fracking in the proposed buffer zone is still bound
to impact negatively inwards (as well as on its own landscape, wildlife and community
qualities as valued by the Ryedale Plan) so in order to be legally compliant with the NPPF,
the MWJP should be more robust in clarifying under what strict and far-ranging criteria
fracking within the 3.5km buffer zone would be supported. In my view it should simply
prohibit fracking in these buffer zones completely.

4 Traffic Impacts
HGV and other traffic movements would increase massively with fracking development
(construction vehicles, lorries bringing water and fracking materials to site, removing
contaminated waste). Our rural road network is plainly ill-suited to this. I can find little in
the MWJP that guarantees the safety of other road users (including me on my bike),
protects residents (and stock and wildlife) from air and noise pollution (especially
‘sensitive receptors’ for whom a setback distance of 500m is inadequate in the light of
current evidence of how fracking impacts on public health), or even mitigates against
damage to the road infrastructure. I don’t think tourists would appreciate the roads being
clogged up either.

5 Water & Air Contamination
I think the MWJP is unsound in not being pro-active in incorporating the precautionary
principle to protect water supply and air quality, as mentioned in Paras 94 & 99 of the
NPPF. One of the main things that worries me is the highly fissured and faulted nature of
the geology in this area which increases the risk of fugitive emissions of gas and leaks of
contaminated liquids when fracking takes place. The British Geological Survey highlights
these risks and is not confident of current methods to assess and regulate levels of
pollution. In order to be legally sound the MWJP should be re-worded so that fracking
companies must prove beyond scientific doubt that there would be no impact on water
supply and air quality.

6 Cumulative Impact
Mindful of such prospects of proliferation and totally inappropriate industdalisation that
runaway fracking development would pose, the draft MWJP suggests that an acceptable
cumulative impact can be met by a set maximum density of well pads. This level is
inadequate to achieve that objective; nor does it give a separation distance (this should be
at least 3 miles) that would avoid well pads in any one licensed area being congregated.
Again the precautionary principle should be applied at the time of fracking companies
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submitting their EIAs, and as the NPPF states it is not just scientific evidence that counts
but ‘public attitudes and values’.

I have read elsewhere and find compatible with my personal views as expressed above the
following recommendations for changes in the MWJP:

KEY POLICY AMENDMENTS

Policy Ml 6 ot IM (reeardin climate change requirements, precautionary approach and
cumulative imnactsl

...b) IINSERT] 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 andgas development
in requiring environmental impact assessment;

• cumulative impactsfor 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 ot Ibi 1reardine inclusion of Yorkshire Wolds and Vale olPickering
landscape areas

(ii) Sub-surface proposals for these forms of hydrocarbon development, including
lateral drilling, underneath the designations referred to in i) above, will [INSERT] not
only be permitted [INSERT] unless whece it can be demonstrated that significant
[INSERTI no harm to the designated asset will not occur.

Policy M16 pt Id Iregarding inclusion of Yorkshire Wolds and Vale of Pickering
landscane areas

I) Surface proposalsfor these forms ofhydrocarbon development will fINSERTJ not en?y be
permitted ‘whore [INSERTJ unless they would be outside flNSERTJ and respect the
setting of 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 land 11*
Registered Parks and Gardens, Areas which Protect the Historic Character and Setting of
York, [INSERTJ The Vale ofPickering and The Yorkshire Wolds, Special Protection
Areas, Special Areas of Conservation, Ramsar sites and Sites ofSpecial Scientific Interest

Policy M17 part I (regarding highways impacts



...i) Hydrocarbon development will [INSERT] not be permitted in locations with [INSERT]
without suitable direct or indirect access to classifiedA or B roads and where it can be
demonstrated through a Transport Assessment [INSERT] either singularly or
cumulatively with other schemes that:

a) There is capacity within the road networkfor the level of traffic proposed and the
nature, volume and routing of traffic gnerated 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 hnpacts can be appropriately mitigatedfor
example by traffic controls, highway improvements and/or traffic routing arrangements
[INSERT] awayfrom sensitive areas and receptors; and

M17 ot 3 IreRarding the local economv

...Hydrocarbon development will [INSERT] not be permitted in locations where [INSERT,!
unless it can be demonstrated that a very high standard ofprotection can be provided
to environmental, recreational, cultural, heritage or business assets important to the local
economy including, where relevant, important visitor attractions.

M17 nt 4 fre2arding amenityl

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 separatian distances
should be maintained bet’veen hydrocarbons development and residential buildings and
other sensitive receptors in order to ensure a high level ofprotection 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. Proposalsfor surface
hydrocarbon development, particularly those involving hydraulicfracturing, within
500[INSERT] 75Gm of residential buildings and other sensitive receptors, are unlikely to
be consistent with this requirement and will en4y [INSERT] not be permitted in csccptional
circumstances...

...iii) Proposals involving hydraulic fracturing should be accompanied by an air quality
monitoring plan and Health ImpactAssessment [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.

Ml 8 nt ii Iregarding waste water and re-injection weilsi

Proposalsfor development involving re-injection of returned water via an existing
borehole, or the drilling and use of a new borehole for this purpose, will [INSERT] not only
be permitted in locations unless where a high standard ofprotection can be be provided to
ground and surface waters; they would comply with all other relevant requirements of
Policy M16 and Ml 7 and where it can be proven beyond doubt demens#e#ed that any
risk from induced seismicity can be mitigated to an acceptable leveL

Yours faithfully
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From:
Sent 17 December 2016 19:58
To: mwjointplan

Respynse to Minerals and Waste Join Plan form

Dear Sir

1 enjoy the tranquility, the
wildlife, walks and woodland, a sianificant amount of it ancient. I have read the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan (MWJP). and conclude that its allowance of Hydraulic frackturing (HF) in this area contravenes the
advice of the Committee on Climate Change (CCC) which finds that HF is not compatible with the UK’s
targets in C02 reduction. I understand that local authorities must incorporate strategies which mitigate
climate change. I submit that the MWJP does not. Emissions from HF wells are high, difficult to control,
and include C02 and methane, the latter being especially bad for climate change. In addition HF involves
huge numbers of vehicle movements, and therefore ftel use and polluting emissions.

Ryedale’s unique landscape, the National Park, the AONB, several SSSI’s. will be adversely affected by HF
and this goes against the Ryedale plan. Noise and air pollution will discourage birds and animals. I am
particularly concerned about the risk of water pollution and contamination, to streams, boreholes and the
aquifer. One spill could be catastrophic for people, farming and wildlife. We have very good information
about the ground beneath us, but we cannot be absolutely sure how water percolates through strata.

Research from the US documents the increased incidence of health problems close to HF sites. The MWLP
does not define minimum distances from wells to houses - I suggest one mile; from schools, old peoples
homes, the National Park, the AONB, 5551’s - I suggest 5 miles.

North Yorkshire has a thriving tourist industry, augmented by the cycle Tours. Should the MWJP, by
allowing HF, cause the decline of this very important part of the local economy.

Our regulations governing industrial activity are good but they are not specifically relevant to HF. Also
from my research, energy companies do not have a good record on accidents,or abiding by regulations. It
would be more helpful if the MWJP insisted on base line monitoring of air, water etc.to be agreed by any
company seeking to start a new process in this special area. Energy companies are principally interested in
profit. Investigation has shown that in order to achieve a profit, energy companies will have to do HF on an
industrial scale over 10 to 20 years. That does not fit with the Ryedale Plan or the recommendations of
leading scientists in the CCC.

Finally I would like you to consult a recent report by Professors Strachan and Russell, published on
14/12/2016. They conclude the HF fails on very one of 6 stress tests which they consider necessary before
any industrial action in today’s world. In the light of the mounting evidence of the detrimental effects of
HF, I urge you reconsider and change the MWJP.

Yours sincerely

1
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134a Welham Road
Norton, Malton

North Yorkshire
YO17 9DU

john@jmhoward.co.uk

Mr R Smith
Plans and Technical Services Team Leader
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
North Yorkshire
DL7 8AH

e-mail rob.smith@northyorks.gov.uk

1
st

December 2016

Dear Mr Smith

Minerals & Waste Joint Plan - Whitewall Quarry

We write to endorse the NYCC decision to discount further development at Whitewall Quarry for the
following activities:

MJP12 Limestone extraction
MJP13 Recycling of inert waste
WJP09 Materials recycling facility

We would like to add the following additional points to the reasons for discounting the site given in the
NYCC document Minerals & Waste Plan, Discounted Sites Summary Document October 2016.

1. Policy SP1 of the Ryedale Local Plan provides the general locations
1

where development
should take place and specifies the development limits for the towns of Malton & Norton.
Whitewall Quarry is outside the development limits and is not situated in an area designated for
industrial development. Furthermore, the fields on either side of Welham Road have been
allocated for future housing development which is incompatible with the traffic from a heavy
industrial site.

2. The quarry and its ancillary activities do not meet the requirements of Policy SP6 of the Ryedale
Local Plan which prescribes the criteria which must be met for significant industrial processes in
open countryside locations. This is quoted below:

 They are required in that location and no other suitable sites are available in the locality.

 They can be satisfactorily accommodated on the highway network and will not lead to
significant adverse highways impacts

 They do not adversely affect the amenity of neighbouring occupants of the site in line
with Policy SP20

1
Norton Parish Plan date 04-2014
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 They can be satisfactorily accommodated in the surrounding landscape in line with
Policies SP13 and SP16.

 The economic benefits to the District outweigh any adverse impacts.

3. The recent imposition of a weight limit of 13 tonnes on the bridge at Kirkham Priory restricts
vehicles joining the southbound carriageway of the A64 and is likely to increase Watts’ traffic
through the centres of Malton & Norton.

4. The proposed imposition of a weight limit on County Bridge to protect the Air Quality
Management Area in Malton will force heavy goods vehicles through the centre of Norton. This
is contrary to Policy SP6 of the Ryedale Local Plan which states:

5.18 Norton, on the other hand, acts as a local centre with shops that meet more everyday
needs and is principally located along the linear ‘High Street’ of Commercial Street.
Norton is not performing as strongly in retail terms and there are indications that it risks
falling into decline. Given its local centre role and its role as a gateway into Malton, it is
essential that Commercial Street has an inviting appearance to attract and retain custom
and recent public realm improvements have assisted this. The role of this Strategy in
promoting growth in Malton and Norton will also help to support increased foot fall in
Commercial Street.

The impact of heavy traffic on Norton town centre was a major consideration by the Planning
Inspectorate in their recent refusal to grant a planning application for an asphalt plant in
Whitewall Quarry.

2
In paragraph 37 the inspector states:

Moreover, even if the lorry routing arrangements were to operate successfully [to avoid
Malton Air Quality Management Area], much of the additional HGV traffic would be
routed via Welham Road and Commercial Street, the latter being the centre of Norton.
Although the evidence demonstrates that such traffic could be physically
accommodated, it would add to the traffic already traversing these streets and increase
the incidence of HGVs there, so further denuding the quality of Norton’s commercial
centre. This would not contribute to the vitality, viability and attractiveness of Norton, or
enhance public areas or reflect the aim of instigating traffic management measures to
improve the pedestrian experience in the town. On the contrary, this would exacerbate
the presence of HGVs, so undermining an aim of the Plan to create an inviting
appearance in Commercial Street to attract and retain custom and to counteract those
signs that the place risks falling into decline. As such, the routing arrangements
proposed would undermine the aims of policy SP7.

5. There are plans to double the number of trains running from York to Scarborough. The railway
gates at the end of Welham Road will be closed four times per hour. The time from gate closure
to the traffic flowing freely again is of the order of 8 minutes, effectively disrupting traffic for
about 30 minutes in every hour. We further understand that Virgin Trains are considering
running a service from Scarborough to Kings Cross.

6. The Ryedale Local Plan focuses on Malton and Norton for the majority of new development in
the district. The populations of Malton and Norton are increasing substantially with plans to
build 1500 new homes in the period 2012 to 2027. At busy times traffic congestion is already
severe in both town centres. It is not unknown for the journey time from the railway crossing to
Malton town centre to take over 10 minutes, a distance of only 600 yards.

7. The current permission
3

for the recycling of waste was granted on the premise that inert waste
would be brought into the quarry in backloads and would not increase the numbers of vehicles
travelling to and from the site.

“The current application
4

also proposes the commencement of a recycling operation on
an area of land adjacent to the existing quarry weighbridge. The intent is to import inert

2
Appeal Decision APP/P2745/A/15/3002825

3
Planning Application C3/96/41A/PA

4
Committee Report to application MIN 3142 paragraph 2.3
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waste material such as subsoil, topsoil and brick and rubble to be brought onto the site
on a back-haul basis. The material would be stockpiled until volumes would warrant
processing of the material using mobile screening equipment. The recycling operation
would provide soil material for site restoration. Secondary aggregate would
also be produced and be taken from site to reduce reliance on newly quarried material.”

8. The enclosed table of planning applications indicates that W Clifford Watts has a history of
understating and omitting the number of lorry movements to and from the quarry. The traffic
survey below was taken on Thursday 2 October 2014

5
on Watts’ vehicles travelling down

Welham Road. Traffic to and from the south is not included.

NAG Applicant’s
Survey Proposals

Total No. of HGV movements 118 77
No. of quarry vehicle movements 72 55
No. of ready-mix movements 40 14
No. of concrete products movements 4 2
No. of grab-hire vehicle movements 2 0

It is noted that the 2007 planning application
6

for the continuation of limestone extraction
forecast only an average of 30 quarry vehicle movements per day with 80% travelling south.
That is only 6 movements per day travelling along Welham Road.

9. The proposed quarry extension carries extraction over the crest of the hill and will have an
adverse visual impact on the area when viewed from the south.

Yours sincerely

John Howard
C Eng F I Mech E
On behalf of Norton Action Group

cc Minerals Joint Plan.
Kevin Hollinrake MP
Cllr Carl Les

Sent by e-mail on 1-Dec-16

5
Letter to Paul Roberts NYCC Highways Agency dated 6-Oct-14

6
Planning Application Form NY/2007/0247/FUL
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Accumulated HGV traffic movement information for 2007-2013,
Based on traffic forecasts in W Clifford Watts planning applications

Planning
application

MIN4047

(Delegated)

MIN0959 MIN0961 MIN0962 MIN0957 MIN3142

(Committee)

NY/2002/
001/PDA

(Delegated)

NY/2007/
0247/FUL

(Delegated)

NY/2008/
0444/FUL

(Committee)

NY/2009/
0286/A21

(Delegated)

NY/2012/
0040/A30

(Delegated)

NY/2012/
0340/FUL

(Committee)

NY/2013/
0058/FUL

(Delegated)

Year 1947 1974 refused*
1974 refused at

appeal
1980 granted 1994 granted 2001 granted 2002 granted 2007 granted 2008 granted 2009 granted 2012 granted 2012 refused 2013 granted

Description
Existing quarry

extension
Existing quarry

extension
Existing quarry

extension
Existing quarry

extension
Existing quarry

extension
Existing quarry

extension
Concrete

batching plant
Existing quarry

extension

Precast
concrete

manufacture
Landscaping

Restoration
landscaping

Asphalt plant
Concrete

storage building

Working hours
M-F 0700-1700
Sat 0700-1200

M-F 0700-1700
Sat 0700-1200

M-F 0700-1700
Sat 0700-1200

M-F 0700-1700
Sat 0700-1200

M-F 0700-1700
Sat 0700-1300

M-F 0630-1730
Sat 0630-1230

M-F 0630-1700
Sat 0700-1200

Area covered

80% south of
Norton, 20%
Scarborough

80% south of
Norton, 20%
Scarborough

48% north, 22%
Scarborough,

30% East

Annual
limestone
output te

150,000 te 150,000 te
150,000 te

max
220,000 te

Sales 130,000 te
Extracted

150,000 te
150,000 te 150,000 te

150,000 to
190,000 te

20 te lorries

110,000 to
190,000 te

av 150,000 te.

Forecast daily
limestone lorry

movements
30

30
20 te lorries

30
20te lorries

30 average
40 (max)

20-30 te lorries

30
20 te lorries

54.55
60

20 te lorries

Forecast daily
ready-mix

concrete lorry
movements

20

75% materials
imported (6)

Omitted from
application

Omitted from
application

14
Imported

materials (8)
omitted from

application

22

75% materials
imported (8)

Concrete
products

2 8 8

Asphalt

20

96% materials
imported

Omitted from
application.

(20)

Cumulative
Vehicle

Movements
30 30 50 30 32

104.55
Including
omissions

110
including
omissions
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mwjointplan

From: Gillian Charters <gillian.charters@virginmedia.com>

Sent: 20 December 2016 20:32

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Response to Joint Minerals and Waste Plan

As an active member of the Green Party I would like to add my comment to this plan as follows: 

 

Green Party Response to North Yorkshire County Council, City of York, North Yorks Moors Joint Minerals and 

Waste Plan 

 

Establish a climate change condition for any planning applications to extract hydrocarbons 

 

In the Publication Draft of the Local Plan for Kirklees Council they have established and agreed a local policy that 

states that hydrocarbon applications should have to demonstrate a  ‘net zero impact on climate change’  

 

Policy PLP42 http://www.kirklees.gov.uk/beta/planning-policy/pdf/summary-of-changes-2016.pdf  

 

The justification for the policy is that it is consistent with Government stated commitments as a signatory to the 

COP21 Paris Climate Agreement and also with the 2008 Climate Change Act. There are also policies in the National 

Planning Policy Framework and National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) that support a move to a low carbon 

future. There are also examples given in NPPG where mitigation measures can be integrated into hydrocarbon 

applications. We request that such a policy is integrated in the Joint Minerals and Waste Plan. 

 

In promoting this policy the Green Party retains our deep seated opposition to Fracking and other hydrocarbon 

extraction methods on various grounds including health, local and global environmental protection and agricultural 

impact. We do however recognise that National Government policy does not recognise these dangers despite the 

evidence and as such we recommend adopting this ‘climate change condition’ policy that could ensure positive 

outcomes for local communities faced with the prospect of fracking in their vicinity. 

 

Kind regards 

Gillian Charters 

 

01423 545188  07808 863009 

Thornbury House Forest Moor Road Knaresborough HG5 8JY 

Please note new e mail address: gillian.charters@virginmedia.com 

 

Quakers live adventurously! 

 

 





















































1 

 

MINERAL AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (PUBLICATION STAGE) Consultation response  

 

  

TITLE  

INITIALS  

SURNAME  

ORGANISATION  

(if applicable) 

 

ADDRESS  

 

 

 

 

POSTCODE  

TELEPHONE  

EMAIL  

 

 

No, I do not want to attend the Oral Examination of the MWJP 

 

Dear Sir/ Madam, I wish to object to policies M16, M17 and M18 relating to unconventional oil and 

gas developments. My objections and their detailed rationale are on pages 1-5 of this letter, and the 

Policy Amendments I am endorsing follow on page 6. 

 

First a strong note re the scope of the Consultation: The Mineral Planning Authority has 

arbitrarily chosen to limit the scope of consultation at this stage to focus on legal compliance and 

tests of soundness as in the NPPF. This decision is not supported by law, see Town and Country 

Planning (Local Planning) England Regulations (2012), which do not limit the scope of 

consultation at Regulation 19 (Publication) stage. 

 

It is clear that a) the content of Policy M16 has changed considerably since the Preferred Options 

consultation in 2013, and b) far more North Yorkshire licence areas have been allocated to 

prospective extraction companies, and c) the weight of peer reviewed evidence has increased 

dramatically in the last few years and is now heavily against unconventional gas extraction on all 

counts (for a brief up to date expert summary please see http://newsnet.scot/archive/call-fraxit-five-

stress-tests-fracking-industry-fails/), and not least d) we are now in an official world consensus that 

climate change is an existential threat and must be a world priorty. In the light of these factors I feel 

strongly that the scope of the consultation on these vital regional policies must include an all round 

assessment of how compliant, sound, robust and proportionate the final Plan must be in the 

following respects:  

 

1. Climate change 
 

The plan fails to comply with statutory requirements, specifically that policies as a whole – must 

contribute to the mitigation of and adaptation to climate change given the Section 19(1A) duty set 

out in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. Climate change mitigation must be 

addressed within the mineral extraction policies, specifically Policy M16, with special consideration 

to the climate change impacts of burning fossil fuels and methane leakage. 
 

· Sections M16-18 of the MWJP does not conform with Paragraph 94 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF), Paragraph 94, which states that “Local planning authorities should adopt 
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proactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate change.”. 

· The Committee of Climate Change (CCC) report of March2016 concluded that the exploitation of 

shale gas would NOT be compatible with UK carbon budgets, or the legally binding commitment in 

the Climate Change Act to reduce emissions by at least 80% by 2050, unless three crucial tests are 

met. As it stands the draft Plan does not clearly define how it will ensure that an unconventional 

gas industry in North Yorkshire will meet these three tests. 

· It is no longer enough to assume that shale gas will lead to carbon savings, 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.”  

· It is nationally unclear how shale gas emissions can be offset to meet this requirement , without 

Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS), with drastically reduced subsidies for renewable energy,  and 

shelving of plans to make all new homes zero carbon by 2016.  

· 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  

- CO2 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 CO2 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. 

 

 
2. Local impacts on environment and health 

 
There is now undoubtedly sufficient scientific and case study evidence available in the public 

domain to justify/compel local authorities to design their hydrocarbon policies MUCH MORE 

EFFECTIVELY to protect their localities against the diverse impacts that an unconventional gas 

industry will bring (inc. landscape and visual; health and wellbeing; water; biodiversity and 

highways impacts. This can and must be done to render the Plan proportionate in the face of current 

evidence and consistent with national policy and planning guidance. Currently policies M16-M18 

do address some concerns, but do not provide robust protection overall. The following are key 

points where the plan is not effective/unsound: 

  

Ryedale Local Plan/landscape and visual impacts: 

· In particular, the current draft Plan is unsound in that it does not take into account the Ryedale 

Local Plan, which has statutory force and complies with the NPPF. 

· 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 MWJP.  

· 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).  

· The regional Plan must be developed so that it is complementary to this Local plan, not in conflict 

with it.  

· The Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds should therefore be included as ‘protected areas’ 

in Policy M17 
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Proposed 3.5 km buffer zones round National Parks and AONBs/landscape and environment: 

· The proposed 3.5km buffer zone around National Parks and AONBs is welcome and essential. 

However, ANY fracking development within 3.5 km of these areas will undoubtedly impact on the 

landscape and views, tranquillity, biodiversity, geodiversity, rare species and heritage of the 

protected areas.  

· To be adequately effective and in full compliance with the NPPF, the Plan should not allow for 

any prevarication within the buffer zones as per current policy M16 Point 5.128, but should 

simply prohibit fracking inside these buffer zones 

 

Proposed 500m buffer zone/air quality and noise: 

· The 500m buffer zone proposed at Policy M17 is welcome, but is likely to be insufficient to 

substantially limit impacts on air quality and noise for local residents. There is no clear evidence 

that this distance is adequate, but rather a range of evidence from the US supports an increase to 

at least 750m, see especially 
https://ballotpedia.org/Colorado_Mandatory_Setback_from_Oil_and_Gas_Development_Amendment_(2016) 

· Some US case studies show significant harmful health impacts up to 1km from each well pad. 

· With regards to noise, a well pad with 40 or 50 wells, as has been proposed/anticipated by Ineos 

and Third Energy, will probably involve continuous 24/7 drilling for 6.5 years.  If we have 10 of 

these to a 10by10km area of land, the noise from drilling alone will not be temporary impact. 

· Paragraph 144 of the NPPF states that when considering new minerals development, local 

authorities should: “establish appropriate noise limits for extraction in proximity to noise sensitive 

properties”. 

· With regard to air quality, evidence from the University of Colorado, among others, shows a 

number of toxic hydrocarbons in the air near fracking wells, including benzene, ethylbenzene, 

toluene and xylene. A number of chemicals routinely released during fracking, such as benzene, are 

known carcinogens. http://www.ucdenver.edu/about/newsroom/newsreleases/Pages/health-impacts-of-fracking-

emissions.aspx 

· These toxic hydrocarbons are not chemicals that are injected into the ground as part of the fracking 

process, but are released from the subsurface itself by drilling and fracking (and therefore cannot 

be controlled by the producer, or regulated in advance by the Environment Agency 

· Both Policy Planning Guidance and the NPPF (see para 109) emphasise that effective measures 

must be taken to protect ‘sensitive receptors’ (inc homes, schools, hospitals, places of work etc) 

from air pollution. 

· At M17, to make a buffer zone at least adequately effective in terms of current research, NO 

fracking development can be allowed within a 750-1000km buffer zone from all human  habitats. 

· 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.  

 

 

3. Insufficiently known environmental impacts, esp re water – the Precautionary 
Principle  

 
There is a long standing controversy re the potential impact of unconventional gas schemes, 

individually and cumulatively, on  the environment and especially on water. The Minerals 

Authority must know that in the last few days the US Environment Protection Agency has accepted 

advice from its scientific advisory board that unconventional gas drilling and extraction can impact 

water at any stage of the production process. 

 

The Minerals Authority must adopt a precautionary approach to such as yet not fully understood 

environment impacts, and this must be effectively built into the Plan. 
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All applications should be subject to a rigorous Environmental Impact Assessment and ensure that 

permission will not be granted unless scientific certainty can be shown that ALL potential impacts 

can be overcome. 

 

With regard to water impacts: 

· The EU Water Framework Directive is part of the UK’s legal framework. This suggests the 

precautionary principle should be considered in planning, mainly through the mechanism of 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA).  

· 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/16467/ 

· 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.”  

· Paragraph 94 of the NPPF states that local planning authorities should “adopt proactive strategies 

to mitigate and adapt to climate change, taking full account of….water supply”.  Paragraph 99 later 

states that “local plans should take account of climate change over the longer term, including 

factors such as flood risk, coastal change, water supply.” 

· 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.  

  

With regard to cumulative impacts in general: 

· The NPPF states Planning Authorities should: “…take into account the cumulative effects of multiple 

impacts from individual sites and/or a number of sites in a locality” 

· Planning practice guidance also states: “The local planning authorities should always have regard to 

the possible cumulative effects arising from any existing or approved development.” 

· 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 10x10 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 10x10 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 
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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 Plan is a significant failing in terms of 

soundness.  

· 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 Plan 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.  

· To abide by legal guidelines, a precautionary approach, often summed up as ‘the precautionary 

principle’ should be applied to the issue of cumulative impact.  

· Planning practice guidancerefers 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 strong 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 Plan must require an Environmental 

Impact Assessment to assess the potential cumulative effects from any 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.   .   

 

With regard to 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.  

· Oklahoma, for example, is now the earthquake capital of the USA due to re-injection of waste from 

fracking operations. According to an article Scientific American, entitled Waste Water Injection 

Caused Oklahoma Quakes, “More than 230 earthquakes with a magnitude greater than 3.0 have 

shaken the state of Oklahoma already this year. Before 2008 the state averaged one such quake a 

year.” https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/wastewater-injection-caused-oklahoma-earthquakes/ 

· 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.  
 https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-09-04/oklahoma-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 Plan therefore has a statutory duty to take a strong precautionary approach regarding the re-

injection of 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.  
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I therefore endorse and submit the following 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 (b) (regarding inclusion of Yorkshire Wolds and Vale of Pickering landscape areas) 

 

(ii) Sub-surface proposals for these forms of hydrocarbon development, including lateral drilling, 

underneath the designations referred to in i) above, will [INSERT] not only be permitted [INSERT] unless 

where it can be demonstrated that significant [INSERT] no harm to the designated asset will not occur.  

 

Policy M16 pt (c) (regarding inclusion of Yorkshire Wolds and Vale of Pickering landscape areas) 

 

i) Surface proposals for these forms of hydrocarbon development will [INSERT] not only be permitted where 

[INSERT] unless they would be outside [INSERT] and respect the setting of 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 ll* 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 highways impacts) 

 

…i) Hydrocarbon development will [INSERT] not be permitted in locations with [INSERT] without suitable 

direct or indirect access to classified A or B roads and where it can be demonstrated 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 in locations where [INSERT] unless it can be 

demonstrated that a very high standard of protection can be provided to environmental, recreational, 
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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 500[INSERT] 

750m of residential buildings and other sensitive receptors, are unlikely to be consistent with this 

requirement and will only [INSERT] not be permitted in exceptional circumstances… 

 

…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.  

 
M18 pt ii (regarding waste water and re-injection wells)  

 

Proposals for development involving re-injection of returned water via an existing borehole, or the drilling 

and use of a new borehole for this purpose, will [INSERT] not only be permitted in locations unless where a 

high standard of protection can be be provided to ground and surface waters; they would comply with all 

other relevant requirements of Policy M16 and M17 and where it can be proven beyond doubt 

demonstrated that any risk from induced seismicity can be mitigated to an acceptable level. 

 

 













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

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.

MJP12UJPI3 Policy No.
WJ9

Policies Map

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

2(1) Legally compliant

2(2) Sound

Yes Ix I

Yes Ix I

No I 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).

Yesi j Nofli Justified Yesi INol I
Effective Yes j____ No j Consistent with National Policy Yesi_____ No

2(3) Complies with the
YesDuty to co-operate

3. Please give details below of why you consider the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or rails 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.

Positively Prepared

No

_____

This submission is in support the legal compliance and soundness of the Local Plan with specific regard to the reFerences
of discounted statuses relating to Whitewall Quarry, for the extraction of Jurassic Limestone (MJP12);the recychng of Inert
waste (MJP1 3) and materials recycling facility to sort/treat waste and Including composting (WJPOY); and also to any
continuation of the production or concrete batching and panelling currently ongoing In the quarry In addition to MJP12 and
MJPI3,

On 15 January 2016 at the Consultation stage, I Forwarded by email the following Information relating to the above, and ask
that this please be submitted to the Planning Inspector In full:

MWJP Consultation — —14 January 2016
Appendix A - Topography Plan of Malton and Norton
Appendix B - Hydrogeology Report — Ashton Bennett
Apendix c — Index and Flooding Photographs
Appendix 0— Map of Racehorse Training Yards and Centralised Gallops, Norton
Appendix E — NAG [Norton Action Groupj Traffic Survey of 2 Oct 2014
Appendix F — Highways Authority Traffic Data - Commercial Street, Norton -13 Nov 2014
Appendix G — Extract from Calculation of Design Traffic — provided by Highway Authority — November 2014

With regard to HGV traffic, I would like to draw attention to the Jacobs traffic estimates relating to 46 LGV and 50 HGV two-
way trips a day currenNy, which as you can see Is conservative compared to NAG’s actual figures recorded and which also
account For the concrete batching operations vehicles. These figures IndIcate annual extraction or i 75,000 tonnes, whereas
the reality is up to 250,000 tonnes (which is the permission sought).

Late this autumn 2016, during the duration of this final pee-publication MWJP Consultation phase, coincidentally, Highways
traffic monitoring equipment was installed for some weeks at the north end of Weiham Road, Norton. During this time it
was also coincidental that there was a marked decrease in operations at whitewall Quarry, which coincidentally increased
again when the traffic monitoring equipment was removed in Weiham Road. During this ‘traffic monitoring’ time, noise
levels from the quarry coincidentally decreased as well, only to escalate again when operations got back to ‘normal’ levels
again. Any traffic monitoring data during that time, should be treated with some caution. The actual tonnage oF limestone
‘out’ Is between 150,000 tonnes to 250,000 tonnes a year (conservative average might be 175,000 tonnes); and HGV
vehicle loads out must reflect that tonnage as It all goes by road, and the vast majority north up Weihani Road.
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Part A - Contact details

Publication Stag- Response Form

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

Surname: Gibben

Organisation (if applicable): Middlesbrough
Council.

Address: Planning Services

PC. Box 504, Civic Centre,

Post Code: TSI 9FY
Telephone: 01642 729065
Email: charlton_gibbenmiddIesbrough.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 21 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 Path 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 retation to the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan. Your response will be made avatible to view on the website and as part of the examination.

‘ For official use only:
Respondent Number Date received Date entered Date acknowiedged

Agent cortact details (if applicable)



Planning Services Economic Development

tA idd Iesbrough Tel: (01642) 729377

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 Ret:

Northallerton, When telephoning please ask for:

North Yorkshire, CHARLTON 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.

‘A

Middlesbrough Council I P0 Box 504 I Civic Centre I Middlesbrough I I 51 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 orat planningpolicymiddlesbrough.gov.uk

Yours sincerely,

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

LName 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.1 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

_____

2.(2)Sound Yes J 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 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.

Please see covering letter.

(onnue cii a separate sheat’expand bac l 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 sheeuexpand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support4ustify 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 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: 21.12.16

tOfflöiälUseOnlyRef
._[_:..__.....ziJ’_



From: Chariton 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

Further to your below email I have spoken to the other Tees Valley Authorities, and vie 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
a uthority 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 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.
I

Regards

1



Minerals and Waste Joint Plans Team

From: mwjointplan
Sent: 22 December 2016 09:28
To: ‘Charlton 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 Charlton Gibben [mailto Chariton Cibbenmiddlesbrouh icy till
Sent: 21 December 2016 12:34
To: mwjointplan <rnwjointplannorthyorks.gov.kr
Cc: Wren, Rebecca cRebecca.Wrenredcar.cleveIand.gov.uk>; ‘Palmer, Jane (DaNS)’
ciane.Palmer@stockton.gov.uk>; David Nelson <David.Nelson@darlington.gov.uk>; Matthew Clifford
<Matthew.Clifford@ hartlepool.gov.uk>
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Tees Valley Joint Re5ponse

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 Gibben,
Senior Planning Policy Officer,
Plannin9 Serqces,
Middlesbrough Council,
P.O.Box 504,
Civic Centre,
P Ar4dI,r.kr,... k
Ivi,taupL.31jp )t4U,,.
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mwjointplan

From: Shanks, Jim <Jim.Shanks@northyorkshire.pnn.police.uk>

Sent: 14 November 2016 09:29

To: mwjointplan

Cc: Palmer, Andrew

Subject: Consultation - Minerals & Waste Joint Plan 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

 

We have recently received notification of your consultation regarding the above joint plan. On behalf of the North 

Yorkshire Police we have no comments to make in respect of this. However, in the event of any new sites being 

developed or proposed in connection with mineral extraction  or waste disposal, we would welcome the 

opportunity for early consultation in respect of designing out crime.  

 

Your sincerely  

 

Mr Jim Shanks                                                  
Staff No 6107 
Designing Out Crime Officer 
North Yorkshire Police 
Police Office 
Fulford Road 
York 
YO10 4BY 

  

Direct Dial:    01609 643270 
Mobile:          07342087677 

  

OR dial 101, press option 2 and ask for me by my full name or staff number. If using my staff number please state 
each number individually. 

  

www.northyorkshire.police.uk 

 

 

***************************************************************************************** 

Internet email is not to be treated as a secure means of communication. 

North Yorkshire Police monitors all internet email activity and content. 

This communication is intended for the addressee(s) only. 

Please notify the sender if received in error. Unauthorised use or 

disclosure of the content may be unlawful. Opinions 

expressed in this document may not be official policy. 

Thank you for your co-operation. 

***************************************************************************************** 

  



mwjoi ntpla n

Prom:
Sent 02 December 2016 16:20
To: mwjointplan
Subject: 2016-12-02

Follow Up Flag; Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear relevant department,
Minerals & Waste Consultation Response

I. I agree with the Objectives & Policies shown in the consultation documents.
2. 1 feel it is important that environmental issues are addressed.
3. 1 especially agree with Policy Ml6 relating to oil & gas extraction. 1 strongly recommend that the

controversial Tracking’ process for oil & gas that the previous government rushed through before the
last election is refined in our region, as it has potential to have a devastating effect on countryside,
the environment and wildlife, as well as wasting & contaminating our precious water resources.

Regards,

1



CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Publication Stage- Fesponse Form

Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable): Frack Free Ryedale
(FFR)

Address: do Agent

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

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 mailers 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 2?t December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwiointplan1northyorks.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.

For official use only:
Respondent Number

Your contact details Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Mrs Initial(s):
Katie
Surname: Atkinson

Organisation (if applicable):
KVA Planning Consultancy
Address: 8 Acres Close

Helmsley

Post Code:Y062 5DS
Telephone: 07734 953236
Email:katiekvaplanning.co.uk

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.

Date received Date entered Date acknowledged



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

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 lication Policy N0H Policies Map
Allocation Reference No. Draft

2. Do you consider the Mm “u ste Joint Plan is:

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes 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 onsistent 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 general terms, the content of the MWJP has changed considerably between the Preferred Options (Dec 2015) and
Publication stage in relation to M16-M18 and the supporting text justifications.

Given that the MPA is asking for comments at the pre-submission stage (publication) solely in relation to legal
compliance and soundness, FFR believe sufficient consultation with statutory bodies or the public has not been
undertaken on these significant changes to warrant legal compliance to be achieved.

Whilst it is standard practise to limit consultation to aspects of legality and soundness at the publication stage,
Regulation 19 (Publication) of the Town and County Planning (Local Planning) England Regulations (2012) does not
actually limit the scope of consultation, therefore, given the amount of contextual changes included within this version of
the document, it is not considered to be appropriate for the MPA to limit the scope of this consultation. A second
preferred options stage should have been issued with the intention of moving towards publication stage by the summer
of 2017. FFR believe that the consultation should therefore be widened to allow representations to be made against new
material contained therein.

Furthermore, it is considered that the MWJP does not conform with Section 19 (1A) of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act (2004) which states that ‘policies as a whole should contribute to the mitigation and adaptation to climate
change”. This is transposed in to paragraph 94 of the NPPF which states that “Local Planning Authorities should adopt
proactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate change.’

It should not be assumed that shale gas could lead to carbon savings, given that the third test set out in the committee
for Climate Change (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 the UK carbon budgets are met’. It is therefore considered that
the plan is unsound to state (M16) that the plan could have any positive impact on the climate budget as this key
condition of the CCC report is a long way from being met.

(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 sheeUexpand box if necessary)
A revised consultation exercise should be undertaken to allow comment to made on the content of the plan given the substantial
differences between the Preferred Options version and this Publication ver$ion, A pre-publication consultation should be scheduled
following the appraisal and any associated modifications to this are made r approximately summer 2017.

The Plan should be re-worded based on accurate data in relation to the mitigation of climate change.

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 original 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:

Should the MPA decide not to undertake a second consultation exercise on the content of this
plan, this should be discussed in greater detail at the EiP

The EiP should also consider the plans impacts on climate change and carbon emissions.

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: I Date: 8/12/16

Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ _______________________

I I”J I F 11%.i I I l’%i I I I I



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

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.

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

xl
2.(1) Legally compliant

2(2) Sound Yes 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

Effective

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate

Yes

____

No_____ Justified

Yes No Consistent with National Policy

Yes

_____

No

_____

Yes INo I
YesI_____ 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.

_5,96 Policy N0J Policies Map I

Yes No

No Ix

Given the stage that unconventional gas extracflon in the UK is at, it is essential that the plan is updated at the earliest
possible opportunity and any review considers the results of any exploration in the area throughout the lifetime of this
plan.

For the sake of monitoring exercises and the management of the industry, this section will need to be reviewed and
updated accordingly to appropriately control developments.

(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 word ‘may’ should be replaced with ‘will’.

(continue on a separate sheeUexpand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support4ustify 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: 8/12/16

Official Use Only Reference Number

________________ _______________________

I I I l\JT fI II I I’%i I I I I



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

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 5.106 Policy NJ.
Allocation Reference No.

Policies Map

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

2(1) Legally compliant

2.(2) Sound

Yes

Yes

No

____I

No Ix I
(2a) Which Element of soundness does your respresentation relate to? (please only mark with an

x one element of soundness per response form).

Yesi___ Nol I Justified YesI____ Nol I
Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes

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.

Positively Prepared

No

_____

It should be made clear to the reader of the MWJP in paragraph 5.106 that whilst the Whiten Ministerial Statement
(VMS) was produced in 2015 idicating a national need to explore and develop shale gas, that national policy has not, in
fact, been updated to reflect this position (despite 2 consultations on the NPPF) since the publication of the WMS.
Therefore, all relevant policies in the NPPF and Development Plan should not be outweighed in the planning balance by
the reported ‘need’ as set out in the WMS.

(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.

Final sentences should be included at the end of this paragraph stating: “However, Section 38(6)
of the Town and Country Planning Act indicates that all development proposals should be
assessed against the provisions of the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise. The WMS is a material consideration but does not automatically constitute a departure
from Development Plan policies. All proposals will therefore be assessed primarily against the
provisions set out in the Development Plan initially and weighed in the planning balance
accordingly.”

(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

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

Much debate has been had regarding the appropriate weight to be attributed to the WMS at recent
appeal hearrings and this needs discussion at the EiP.

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
Official Use Only Reference Number

________ _______________________

I I III I I I’%J I I I I



will be made public. My consent is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date: 8/12/16

ib



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

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 5.107 final Policy[o. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No. bullet point

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

Ix

___

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 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 exploratory paragraph states that for unconventional hydrocarbon operations, the site construction, drilling and site
clearance stages may take considerably longer than the 12-25 weeks stated for conventional hydrocarbon activity.
Drilling of each well will take place for 24hours over a period of weeks — industry currently claim that drilling will take 60-
70 days per well. Well pads could contain up to 40-50 wells on them which could mean that a 40-well pad site would
take approximately 6.5 years of continuous noisy activity — this cannot be considered short term. It should also be noted
that lateral drilling is not taken into account in the time estimates, therefore, it is possible that additional time may be
required for drilling activity.

Noise levels in rural parts of North Yorkshire are very low, particularly at night, it is essential therefore that the MPA
understand the requirements of the PPG Noise and the NPPF which requires noise to be reduced to a minimum at
paragraph 123.

The production paragraph within this bullet point does not mention the potential need to ‘refrack’ existing wells.

Ineos clearly stated at the Fracking Question Time (29th October 2016) that they would seek to refrack wells every 3-5
years. This should be included within this paragraph for clarity. Without this omission, all phases of operation will not
have been clearly defined as required to do so by the NPPF and it is not mentioned in other policy documents given the
fact the industry and techniques are so new to the UK.

(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 lnspectoi based on
matters and issues hWshe 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: 8/12/16

Suggest an extra sentence is included within the paragraph stating that existing wells may be
refracked several times by operators as part of the production phases for purposes of clarity.

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 I NET 1Th I I I I I



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

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 5.110 Policy .Jo. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

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

2.(1)Legally compliant Yes No I
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

____

Nol I 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.

whilst it is commended that UKOOG have established a Charter for community engagement for its members — this is
outwith the planning system and is not legally binding, therefore the MPA cannot insist applicants deliver this nor would
they be able to require it from non-members. It is therefore not justified or consistent with national policy as it is not a
national policy requirement.

FFR suggest that the MPA develop their own robust SCI which would deal with this issue setting out details of the
requirements for all stages for all potential applicants.

(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.

This paragraph should be removed as it cannot be enforced by the MPA and should be replaced by their own version
setting out in detail and requiring evidence of consultation events for all 3 phases of development.

(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 original 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:

This is an important mailer which if the MPA does not act upon will require discussion at EiP

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 8/12/16

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
Name or Organisation : Frack Free Ryedale

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.

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

2(1) Legally compliant

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).

Yes

____

No____ Justified Yes____ No____

Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy Yes_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes

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 No. M16 Policies Map

Yes No

____

No H I

Positively Prepared

No

_____

Paragraph D point 1 indicates that a 3.5km buffer zone will be applied to National Parks and the AONB whilst this is
strongly welcomed, FFR believe that the MPA should define what it means by ‘unacceptable harm’. The degree of harm
to be attributed to a development can be subjective and in order to prevent inappropriate development in inappropriate
locations and enable the MPA to properly control development this should be defined.

Equally, FFR believe whilst it is essential to protect the nationally designated areas, locally designated areas, in
particular, areas of high landscape value which district authorities have designated and are which their OM policies
should also be listed within this policy at paragraph B point 1. For example Ryedale has recently adopted its Local Plan
having been through an independent examination and been found sound. Policy SP13 of the Ryedale Plan deals
specifically with landscapes. The Yorkshire Wolds and the Vale of Pickering are recognised as having a distinctive
landscape character and are designated areas of ‘High Landscape Value’ in the Ryedale Plan. The evidence base
supporting this designation was found sound by the Inspector at the recent Examination and includes;

• The Landscapes of Northern Ryedale (an assessment of the Vale of Pickering and the Fringe of the
North York Moors National Park with management guidelines for the future), Gillespies (August 1999);

• Vale of Pickering; Statement of Significance, English Heritage;
• Natural England’s National Character Area Profile: 26. Vale of Pickering; and
• North Yorkshire and York Landscape and characterisation Project by chris Blandford Associates

(May2011).

The NPPF states at paragraph 17 that planning should: “take account of the different roles and character of different
areas, promoting the vitality of our main urban areas, protecting the Green Belts around them, recognising the intrinsic
character and beauty of the countryside and supporting thriving rural communities within it”. whilst it is recognised that
minerals are a finite resource and can only be worked where sourced, due to the number and extent of PEDL licenses
awarded to date across North Yorkshire, it must be recognised that there are some locations outwith the National Park
and AONB that will not be suitable for development in line with District Authority policies and supported by their
evidence bases — many of which have been through recent examinations and are considered therefore robust and up to
date.

In a similar way, it is noted that areas which protect the historic character and setting of York are now included in the
MWJP as protected areas. The same consideration should be qiven to policies and local desiqnations in the Ryedale



Plan and other District Authority Development Plans. It follows that the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds
should be included as Protected Areas in Policy M16 of the MWJP to be in conformity with adopted existing up to date
development plan policies.

(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 authority needs to carefully define in paragraph D point I what is meant by ‘unacceptable
harm’ in order that developers do not exploit this subjective phrase for their own purposes.

A final sentence should be included within Policy B point ito read: “surface proposals for these
forms of hydrocarbon development will not be permitted unless they would be outside and respect
the setting of the following designated areas: National Park, AONBs, Protected Groundwater
Source Areas, the Fountain Abbey/Studley Royal World Heritage Site and accompanying buffer
zone, Scheduled Monuments, Registered Historic Battlefields, Grade I and 11* Registered Parks
and Gardens, Areas which protect the historic character and selling of York, the Vale of Pickering
and the Yorkshire Wolds, Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of Conservation, Ramsar Sites
and Sites of Special Scientific Interest.”

(continue on a separate sheeUexpand box if necessary)

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

Official Use Only Reference Number
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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:

These are important mailers which if the MPA does not act upon will require discussion at EiP

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: 8/12/16



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

• Name or Organisation : Frack Free Ryedale

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 5.121 Polic, 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 I 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 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 word generally’ should be removed from the end of this paragraph as otherwise this indicates that sometimes
development which harms the National Park or AONB will be permitted, even when it is not in conformity with National
and Local Policy or the requirements of the MDT.

(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.

In order to make this consistant with National anc Local Policy the word generally should be
removed.

(continue on a separate sheeUexpand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the in formation, evidence and
supporting in formation 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 original representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the lnspector 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: 8/12/16

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
Name or Organisation : Frack Free Ryedale

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 5.127 Polidy No. Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

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

2(1) Legally compliant Yes No I_____
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 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 is made within this paragraph of the need for drilling rigs (typically of 35-40m in height) to be on site for
relatively short periods of time or intermittently.

It should be noted that industry state that on a typical site containing 40 boreholes (according to Frances Egan of
cuadrilla addressing the House of Lords select committee in November 2016) drilling operations would be required of
50 days per borehole. This equates to 5.47yrs. Whilst multiple boreholes may not be applied for straight away, it is
evident from industry that the intention, once shale in viable amounts is discovered, that incremental development
including applications for increased number of wells and re-fracking activities will be developed. It has been indicated
that each PEDL area could consist of up to 10 well pads.

Once initial drilling is completed a workover rig (which when extended is a similar height) will be required at least
monthly during the production stage (according to cuadrilla at their appeal hearings earlier in 2016) therefore it is likely
a rig of some description — drilling or workover, will be present on site for the lifespan of the operation. This is not
considered short term and cumulatively will have significant impacts upon national designations, the ordinary’
undesignated but equally valued landscape and amenity of residents. Equally the Noise PPG sets out that short term
operations are such that only extend to 8 weeks. It was evidenced at the Lancashire Inquiries in early 2016 that the
drilling operation would extend beyond 8 weeks.

(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.

In order to make this consistent with National policies and reduce the expectations that nationally
designated areas will only be impacted on for shbrt periods of time, this paragraph should be
reworded to provide greater clarity and not be construed as misleading.

(contEnue on a separate sheeuexpand box ii 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 original representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the lnspector 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:

This is an important factor which may need discussion

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: 8/12/16

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
Name or Organisation : Frack Free Ryedale

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 PoliLy No. M17 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No. paragraphs

to M17

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

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

_____I

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 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 line with the requirements of the NPPF and the PPG, Policy M17 should require developers to prepare transport plans
for their proposed development and consider the cumulative impact of multiple operations in the area.

It is considered that point ii) of the first paragraph will be potentially difficult for the developer to deliver (although they
should certainly attempt negotiation with the County HA etc.) regarding improvements to be made to certain road
networks, for example, the A64. Duelling of this main road has not as yet been delivered, despite Government promising
to look at it for years. It has to be recognised that North Yorkshire is rural in nature and that some of its A roads would
not constitute A roads’ in other parts of the country. The amount of traffic generated by the industry, should it take off in
the way the Government want it to and industry hopes, will not be suitable for many of the roads found in the area. - IL is
unclear, therefore whether this is considered ‘effective’ in the soundness test. (the same point is also made regarding
the adequacy of road networks in paragraph 2 point - c)

Given the amount of designated (either nationally or locally) land and heritage assets in need of protection in North
Yorkshire it is considered that point Hi) or paragraph 1 is not deliverable as it will not necessarily be possible or practical
to route pipelines without impacting on the environment or amenity of populations. All proposals for produced gas
including hydraulic fracturing activities should be located without the need to transport water in via road or pipeline
otherwise it will be contrary to national policy guidance protecting these areas.

Paragraph 2 point ii) indicates that well pad density will be limited to ensure cumulative detrimental impact does not
occur, however, does not specify how. Possible indication is given in the supportive text justification in paragraph 5.137,
however, FFR believe this should be set from the outset to ensure industry have a clearly defined threshold to work to —

It is considered that there should be reference to the need to potentially review this limit and adjusted accordingly
through a plan review should it be considered that the cumulative impact of developments causes too much impact
within the PEDL areas otherwise this will not be considered effective.

The final paragraph of Para 2, Point U (and supported by the text justification found in paragraph 5.1 38) states that
results from exploration and appraisal phases will be used to ensure that production sites are located in the least
environmentally sensitive areas of the resource within a PEDL area. It is, however, unclear how this will happen given
that most production sites will be on the same site as the exploration site using the same boreholes and may require
further borehole drilling etc. surely extra facilities will be located on the same site potentially leading to further cumulative
impact from a particular site which would not be in conformity with national policy requirements.



Paragraph 2 point ik) states that development using existing or planned supporting infrastructure will be supported. This
should not be at the expense of other plan policies or the local environment / communities. Just because a facility is in
situ for a related discipline (i.e. conventional gas exploration) does not mean it is automatically suitable for another
operation (i.e. unconventional gas exploration) — the environment and communities should be considered regardless of
location or existing use as set out in national policy.

Paragraph 3 is linked to local economy. FFR wish to repeat their concern to the reference of ‘short term impacts as set
out in their response to paragraph 5.1 27. industry has repeatedly stated that they need 50 days of drilling for each
borehole and that each well pad would typically contain at least 40 boreholes which equates to 5.47 years and that is
without considering the presence of work over rigs. If each PEDL area has 10 well pads consented that equates to
approximately 54.7 years. Whilst is acknowledged that thee well pads may be developed at similar time frames, for an
area which largely depends upon employment in either trathitional agricultural or tourist activities this is a significant time
frame for which drilling will occur, especially when you consider the amount of PEDLs awarded within the county and
that it is not just one specific PEDL area we are considering — hence the term ‘fracking sacrifice zone’ which has been
frequently used to describe north Yorkshire. — Whilst the government are pushing fracking and going ‘all out for shale’ it
is imperative that the MPA consider each application with the deepest scrutiny and consider all relevant policies
including national and local when determining the planning balance of each proposal, otherwise the unique character of
North Yorkshire will be permanently altered.

Paragraph 4 is linked to specific local amenity considerations. With regard to point i) FFR are of the opinion that a
minimum horizontal separation requirement from residential properties of I mile should be required (not 500m) in the
interests of health and safety and amenity value for current and future occupants in line with national policy. This is also
in conformity with the recommendations of Kevin Hollinrake MP after his visit to witness the industry in full production
stages in the USA. The fracking industry cannot be compared to that of wind turbines as it is far more intrusive with
much greater potential risk including from explosions and therefore, 50Dm is not suitable. Best Practise from the
developed industry in the USA now dictates that blast zones must be ascribed to every new facility to prevent loss of life
from potential explosions which can occur even with strong regulation in place. The caveat except in exceptional
circumstances’ should be removed as it can never be appropriate to develop this type of operation in such close
proximity to residential dwellings when such overwhelming evidence to the contrary exists.

Point ii) of paragraph 4 relates to baseline monitoring. Currently the requirements for this are very restricted and relate
to the monitoring of methane in groundwater. This should be expanded to include air quality and not just limited to
methane or nitrous oxide but cover a much wider spectrum in the interest of health and safety to all who live and work or
visit the area, including site workers. The PPG states that “it is important that the potential impact of new development
on air quality is considered in planning where the national assessment indicates that relevant limits have been exceeded
or are near the limit’. The NPPF (paragraph 109) states that the planning system should prevent “... both new and
existing development from contributing to or being put at acceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by
unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability. It is therefore dearly evident that the MWJP
has a legal obligation to consider air pollution when developing planning policy. Evidence from the University of
Colorado now shows that the act of fracking releases potentially toxic hydrocarbons in to their near fracking wells
including benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene and xylene, these are not injected into the ground as part of the fracking
process but are released from the ground therefore to the fracking process — therefore cannot be controlled by the
operator or the Environment Agency. ( wucdenveredu/about/newsroom/newsreleases/paqes/health-impacts-of
frackinq-emissions.aspx) — this adds weight to the argument that set back distances from residential properties and
institutions should be increased from 500 metres to 1 mile.

Whilst FFR are supportive of the inclusion of the requirement for a Health Impact Assessment in point Ui) of paragraph 4
and supported by the text justification found in paragraph 5.149, it is unclear how this will actually be enforced or
monitored and the MPA should clarify this for the plan to be found effective.

(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.

Paragraph 1 point i) should be reworded to state: “Hydrocarbon development will not be permitted
in locations without suitable direct or indirect access to classified A or B roads and where it can be
demonstrated through a transport Assessment wither 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 including direct impacts linked to air quality (re
Air Quality Management Areas) businesses or other users of the highway or, where

Official Use Only Reference Number
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necessary, any such impacts can be appropriately mitigated for example by traffic controls,
highway improvements and br traffic routing arrangements away from sensitive areas and
receptors; and...”

Paragraph 1 point iii) should be reworded to state: ‘where hydraulic fracturing is proposed,
proposals should be located adjacent to an existing water supply thus minimising the need for bulk
transportation.”

Paragraph 2 point ii and paragraph 5.137 give n indication to limiting capacity for well pads in
each designated PEDL area. FFR believe the N1PA should be explicit in how it intends to do this to
ensure industry has a threshold to work towards with the strict caveat that smaller area will be pro
rata and that designations of both national and local interest may further constrain capacity in
certain areas (further representation is made on this point separately).

Paragraph 2 point iN should be reworded to state that “in order to reduce the potential for adverse
cumulative impact, proposals for production of hydrocarbons will be supported only where it is
proven that this type of extraction is appropriate at this location with regard to proximity to
residential properties, designations and important views, where beneficial use can be made of...”

Paragraph 3 should be reworded to state: “Hydrocarbon development will not be permitted unless
it can be demonstrated that a very high standard of protection can be provided to environmental,
recreational, cultural, heritage or business asserts important to the local economy including, where
relevant, important visitor attractions. The timing of development activity likely to generate high
levels of noise or other disturbance...”

FFR believes that paragraph 4 point I) should be reworded to state “... Proposals for surface
hydrocarbon development, particularly those involving hydraulic fracturing, within 1 mile of
residential buildings and other sensitive receptors are unlikely to be consistent with this
requirement and will not bbe permitted.”

Paragraph 4 point Ni) and the text justification at paragraph 5.149 should be expanded to set out
that the MPA expects baseline noise, water and air quality to be recorded in order to accurately
undertake a Health Impact Assessment prior to any extraction works. The Policy should be
reworded to state: “proposals involving hydraulic fracturing should be accompanied by an air
quality monitoring plan and Health Impact Assessment which includes consideration of the
baseline and how the development ill mitigate effectively to maintain these levels enjoyed by local
residents. Where it cannot be demonstrated that these levels can be maintained, then
development will not be supported.”

The MPA also need to clarify how they intend to enforce adequate HRA submissions to allow
determinations to be made.

(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 support4usti the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original 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:



These are a series of important factors which may need discussion at the EiP dependent upon the
actions of the MPA

Please note the Inspector will determine the mott 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: 8/12/16

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
Name or Organisation: Frack Free Ryedale

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 5.132
PJlicy No. Policies Map

Allocation Reference No.

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

2(1) Legally compliant

2.(2) Sound Yes I_____

_____

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

YesI___ Nol___ Justified Yesi___ Nol I
Effective Yes No Consistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
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.

Yes No

____

No Ix I

Positively Prepared

Duty to co-operate

whilst the principle of sharing infrastructure (in particular underground pipelines) to minimise adverse impacts is
welcomed, it should be made clear that there are many parts of North Yorkshire, including Ryedale, which are protected
by local as well as national designations, including landscape designations. The routing of pipelines in or adjacent to
these Icoations underground may cause too much disturbance during the construction phase for this to be considered
appropriate and must be taken into account at the appropriate planning stage. Development in these locations should be
considered as not in conformity with the Ryedale Local Plan, specifically Policy SP13 which seeks to protect specific
landscapes. This Plan has recently been adopted and found sound by an Independent Examiner, therefore, it follows
that the MWJP should take it into account when preparing the publication document.

The MPA should also provide clarity as to how it intends to encourage the sharing of infrastructure’ in practise.

(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.

This paragraph should be updated to include rçference to locally recognised landscape
designations.

Suggest that clarity is provided regarding how the MPA will encourage the sharing of infrastructure
between different operators.

(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 original representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
matters and issues ha/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: 8/12/16

Official Use Only Reference Number 1
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Publication stage Response form - Part B
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation: Frack Free Ryedale

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

Plicy No.5134 Policies Map

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

xl

___

2(1) Legally compliant

2.(2) Sound Yes 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

Effective

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate

Yes No Justified

Yes No onsistent with National Policy

Yes

_____ _____

YesI INol x

YesI____ 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.

Yes No I
No lx I

No

_____

It is acknowledged that each well pad could have a surface area 2Ha and each well pad could contain 40-50 well heads.
This will, therefore, lead to cumulative impacts as more development is proposed within an area.

The potential for impacts on the environment, local communities and highway networks etc is going to be great.
Especially if one considers that that is per well pad and not per PEDL area. If there are potentially 10 well pads per
PEDL, this could mean that there are up to 500 well heads in some form of operation at any given point in time. Industry
has repeatedly stated the need to re-frack every 3-5 years, and the MWJP states that the life of a site could be up to 20
years. It will not be appropriate to use more than one drill per site to speed the process up due to the noise requirements
set out in National Policy.

It is therefore essential that the MPA acknowledge that cumulative impacts will occur and plan accordingly.

(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 sheeUexpand box if necessary)
The wording of (his paragraph should be amended to read such a scenario will lead to cumulative impacts as more development is
proposed within an area.-’

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 original representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the lnspectoi 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?

x 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.

Signature: Date: 8/12/16

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
Name or Organisation : Frack Free Ryedale

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 olicy 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 I No I 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 onsistent 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.

These paragraphs set out that cumulative impact will be assessed at the application determination stage and that it is
currently not possible to impose a threshold on the number of well pads per PEDL area or individual wells that may be
acceptable or to specify a minimum separation distance between well pads. An indication is given to potential well pad
density in a PEDL area but separation distances are not mentioned.

FFR do not believe this is the case. Paragraph 143 of the NPPF states that when preparing Local Plans, the Planning
Authority should set out environmental criteria against which policies can be assessed to ensure that permitted
operations: “do not have unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural and historic environment or human health
including from noise, dust, visual intrusion, traffic tip and quarry slope stability, differential settlement of quarry back fill
mining subsidence, increased flood risk, impacts on the flow and quantity if surface and groundwater and migration of
contamination from the site; and take into account the cumulative effects of multiple impacts from individual sites and/or
a number of sites in the locality” - it is therefore essential that the MPA consider cumulative impacts from all of these
aspects both individually and at multiple sites at this stage of plan preparation. At present, the plan does not offer
sufficient comfort on this matter. It does not say how it will address a separation distance to prevent the ‘bunching up’ of
developments which would impact detrimentally on communities.

Kevin Hollinrake MP said there should be a 6-mile separation distance between each site following his fact-finding
mission to the USA, however, FFR believe this would be incompatible with the plans indication of 10 well-pads per
PEOL block.

Furthermore, paragraph 5,137 states that “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.’ — FFR are strongly of the opinion that this should be amended to ‘will be appropriate’ otherwise cumulative
impacts will not be reduced or avoided.

(continue on a separaLe 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)
To comply with the NPPF, the MPA need to set cut strict environmental criteria to enable the determination of planning appeals when
assessing proposals for hydrocarbon activity. This should abslutely include cumulative impact and provide information on separation
distances. I

FFR believe the lack of any separation distance is the MWJP is a significant failing and suggest a minimum separation distance of at
least 3 miles between each well-pad to be included in the plan to avoid the bunching of sites in particular areas causing unacceptable
impact.

FFR believe that paragraph 5.137 should be amended to read: 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 will be appropriate

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 original 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:

Separation distances and set back thresholds are key issues which should be discussed at EiP

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: 8/12/16 I
Official Use Only Reference Number

______________ _____________________

I I I”.i F I [‘1%i I I I 1%] I



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

f Name or Organisation: Frack Free Ryedale

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 5140 olicy 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 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 F0n5i5tet with National Policy YesI_____ No L
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.

Whilst recognising the need to re-use certain existing infrastructure and locations is a key planning pdniciple. it must be
recognise<1 that this is not always appropriate and each case should be judge on its own merits.

If existing infrastructure exists in a location which is suitable for hydrocarbon evelopment i.e. close to a suitable water
source, 1 mile away from residential properties, institutions and local communities, 3.5km away from National Parks,
and AONBs, is sited away from any nationally recongised sites for nature conservaion importance and falls outwith any
local designations, then re-using existing infrastructure may be appropriately supported. The paragraph should be
amended to reflect this, otherwise all development proposals at existing locations would be approved relatively easily
and in eares which would potentially not be suitable should it have been a greenfleld site.

(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)

Paragraph 5.140 should be amended to state: U.... And devilopers should seek to deliver Ihis where practicable, whilst recognising
that not all existing facilities will be suitable for hydrocarbon development.’

This caveat will allow proper assessment of each site rather than an assumption that all existing sites are appropriate for change of
use to hydrocarbon development.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting informat/on necessary to support4ustify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the lnspector 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:

This is a key issue which should be discussed at EiP

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.

Esignature: Date: 8/12/16

Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ _______________________

Ill II 11%I liii



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

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 145 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

_____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

____

Nol_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No onsistent 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.

This paragraph sets out that some of the adverse impacts of hydrocarbon development can be of relatively short term
duration or intermittent in nature.

FFR wish to remind the MPA that in order for this industry to become commercially viable the industry will need’ and
have been encouraged to, via the lnfrastruscture Act, maximise econcomic recovery by the drilling of numerous
(between 40-50) wellheads per well pad. Ineos indicated to the Fracking Question Time event on 29th October 2016),
that they would also refrack every 3-5 years. The MWJP also states at paragraph 5.107 that the life time of a site may
be up to 20 years.

The Minerals PPG states that short-term and temporary operations are up to 8-weeks in relation to noise disturbance.
Anything over and above that can therefore not be considered short term. Whilst one well may be capable of being
drilled within this time frame, the amount of drilling activity on site (for up to 50 wells) will not be achieved in this time.

It is likely that there will be a drilling operation on each site for more than 8 weeks at a time should commercial quantities
of gas be achieved and full production ensue, therefor reference to short-term’ is not appropriate for all stages of the
operation from exploration to production and this could be misleading to members of the public.

(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)

It is considered that the first sentence of his paragraph should be amended to read “It is acknowledged that some of th4 adverse
impacts of hydrocarbon development cath be of various duration, including intermittent in nature. I

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 original representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the lnspectoi 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: I Date: 8/12/16 I
Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ _______________________

I I 1”%.I I I f1’%.,i I I I l%..l I



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

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 5.146 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 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 No Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No onsistent 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.

Paragraph 5.146 considers impacts on local communities, particularly the most vulnerable of which.

Whilst the Minerals PPG sets out that separation distances should be determined on a case by case basis and the MPA
have not elected to do so in paragraph 5.136 in relation to separation distances between well pads, the MPA has
suggested a minimum separation distance of 500m between the proposed development and occupied property or other
sensitive receptors.

This figure seems arbitory and not supported by evidence in the MWJP.

Kevin Hollinrake MP suggested a minimum separation distance of 1 mile from any school following his visit to the USA
to witness the industry in full production which FFR has similarly always promoted.

However, experience of residents in the USA show that a setback distance from fracking sites of 500m is not sufficient
and research in Colorado has resulted in a proposal for setback distances being extended to 750m from any place
where people live.
(http://ballotpedia.org/Colarado mandatory setback from oil and gas development amendment (2016)

In Australia where the related industry of coalseam gas extraction is also in the full production stages, the New South
Wales Government has imposed a no-go’ area of 1 .2miles (2km) to prevent development taking place around
residential areas! stud farms and important vineyards, citing the quality of agricultural land and product is too valuable to
be impacted either directly or by association.( http:I/www.platts.comllatest-news/natural-gasltokyo/australias-nsw
government-announces-new-coalseam-27872904)

Because of evidence collated from around the world where this type of industry already exists, FFR therefore
recommend that a minimum set back distance of greater than 500m should be set for the most vulnerable sensitive
receptors and believe that 1 mile is appropriate. It is also believed that this should be included within Policy Ml 7.

Furthermore, it is suggested that the MPA set out and clearly dehne what they mean by ‘exceptional circumstances’.
Wthout doing this, industry will claim exceptional circumstances eveiytime they submit an application on a site most
convenient for their needs and under 500m(or 1 mile if increased) from a residential property.

(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)
FFR suggest that this paragraph is amended from 50Cm to 1 mi!e on both occasions in this paragraph.

It is also suggested for the purposes o clarity that the MPA define what they mean by exceptional circumstances.

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 original 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:

Separation distances form properties and institutions deserve some discussion at EiP.

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 Signature: Date: 8/12/16 I
Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ _______________________

I I l%iiF f1%.J I I l’%..l I I I I



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

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 5147 Policy No. Policies Ma
Allocation Reference No.

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

2(1) Legally compliant Yes No

______

2.(2)Sound Yes I I 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 onsistent 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.

Paragraph 5.147 related to noise limits at sensitive receptors.

It is paramount that the MPA understands that the threshold set by by the PPG is not a suggested limit’ as set out in this
paragraph but in terms of Night time noise limits is an absolute cap which an operator absolutely must not exceed and
should in fact aim to reduce to a minimum’ below this threshold, before the operator can prove unreasonable burden
would ensue. This is not for the MPA or the Environmental Health team to decide, but for the operator to determine and
provide evidence of to them.

Without this vital understanding of this guidance and approiate wording in the MWJP its probable that noise sensitive
receptors will be impacted more than they should be if interpreted correctly.

This is transposed into paragraph 123 of the NPPF which states that noise should be teduced to a minimum’.

(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)
It is recommended that the wording of this policy is amended to state: ‘in considering appropriate noise limits at sensitive receptors,
operators will as a minimum be expted to meet the required limits set out in the NPPF and the national planning ractice guidance,
with the objective of ensuring a high tandard of protection for local amenity...”.

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 original 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 pad of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Accurate noise limits are of significant concern to FFR and should be discussed at EiP.

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: 8/12/16 I
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
Name or Organisation: Frack Free Ryedale

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. M18 Policies Fvap
Allocation Reference No.

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

I I No I I
I I 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).

Yesi I No____ Justified Yesi____ Nol I
Effective Yes No onsistent with National Policy YesI_____ No

2 (3) Complies with the
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.

2.(1) Legally compliant

2(2) Sound

Yes

Yes

Positively Prepared

Duty to co-operate

Point ii of paragraph 1 of this policy states that reinjection of returned water via an existing borehole or drilling a new
borehole for this purpose will only be permitted in locations where a high standard of protection can be provided to
ground and surface waters.

The EU water Framework Directive sets out that the precautionary principle should be considered in planning through
the use of EIA. The British Geological Survey also do not believe that the current methods to monitor groundwater
pollution are adequate due to the depth fracking takes pace and the volume of water required stating: 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 asmany have been designed to consider risks from surface activities.”

It is therefore, apparent to FFR that the MWJP should adopt the precautionary principle which would ensure that unless
it can be proved that there will be no groundwater contamination from a fracking wellsite, an application should not be
approved. Therefore to be sound, the policy should be reworded so that industry has to demonstrate beyond doubt that
there would not be an impact on the water supply prior to any approval of planning permission.

Point Ni of paragraph 2 refers to the fact that the MPA may require the provision of a financial guarantee in order to
ensure the site is restored and left in a suitable condition following completion of the development. FFR are concerned
by the word ‘may’ in this sentence. The MPA need to set out exactly when they will require a bond, how this will be
assessed and how it will be enforced given the MPA’s legal team said that they could not request a financial bond at the
KM8 committee meeting.

This does not deal with any long term legacy effects which may occur and to which communities and the environment
may be impacted by.

(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 support4ustify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original 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?

x 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: 8/12/16 I
Official Use Only Reference Number

I I I NI T F

It is recommended that the wording of this policy is amended to state: ‘Proposals for development involving reinjection of retumed
water via an existing borehole, or e drilling and use of a new borehole for this purpose, will not be permitted in lcations unlessa high
standard of protection van be provided to ground and surface waters; they would comply with all other relevant reuirements of policy
m16 and M17 and here it can be proven beyond doubt that any risk from induced seismicity can be mitigated toan acceptable level.”

It is suggested that greater clarity if provided by the MPA regarding the suggested provision of a bond. Whilst this would be supported
by FFR it is essential that this is proportionate and would also include long-term legacy matters.

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.

I I I rf



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

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 5.154 Policy No. Policies Liap
Allocation Reference No.

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

2(1) Legally compliant Yes 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 onsistent 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.

Paragraph 5.154 seeks to encourage on site treatment of water and reuse where possible.

It does, however, acknowledge that this is not always possible and states that in such circumstances, a waste water
management plan should be submitted setting out how waste water will be treated etc.

FFR would also recommend that a specific transport assessment and traffic management plan be submitted in line with
national policy requirements (paragraph 32 of the NPPF), in these circumstances which provides sufficient detail as to
where this water will be transported to and how often (it is recognised that this may only be one facet of a detailed
transport assessment and traffic management plan). It is essential to establish whether a site is appropriate for this type
of development, by ascertaining the results of these assessments prior to determination of an application, as the results
of the assessments may render the location unviable and can be a ground of refusal.

(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)
It is suggested that this paragraph be amended to include the addition of a requirement for an appropriate transport assessment and
traffic management plan when datin with large quantities of waste water.

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 original 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: I Date: 8/12/16 I
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
Name or Organisation: Frack Free Ryedale

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 5.156 Policy No. Polici1 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 I 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 J_____ No

Effective Yes No onsistent 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.

Paragraph 5.156 is incorrect in its assumption that all seismic activity resulting from re-injection of waste water from
fracking is small scale. This may have been in the case at Preese Hall, however, has not been the case in the USA! e.g.
Oklahoma which recently experienced a tremor of 5.7 on the Richter Scale (and was felt from Texas to Illinois), this
resulted in 37 waste water re-injection wells being shut down.

Should re-injection be permitted in North Yorkshire, the MWJP has a duty to invoke the precautionary principle and
ensue that re-injection is not permitted until it can be proved beyond doubt that this process can be conducted safely.
The precautionary principle is reflected in the UK Sustainable Development Strategy which in turn informed the NPPF
stating: ‘ensuring policy is developed and implemented on the basis of strong scientific evidence, whilst taking into
account scientific uncertainty (through the precautionary principle) as well as public attitudes and values.”

(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)
It is recommended that this paragraph be amended to state that Proposals for this form of development will only be supported where it
is proven without doubt through detailed information on underlying geology of the site and an assessment of the potential for induced
seismicity, that this cannot ocdur.

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 original 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?

x 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 pad 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: 8/12/16

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
Name or Organisation: Frack Free Ryedale

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Paragraph No.! Site Policy No.
Allocation Reference No.

does this representation relate?

5.157 PoliciLs Map

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

2.(1) Legally compliant

(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

2 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate

Yesi___ Nol I Justified Yesi____ Nol___

Yes No onsistent with National Policy Yes No

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.

2(2) Sound

Yes

Yes I I
No I
No Ix I

5.157 contradicts with the PPG which sets out that shaft term activities in relation to noise are developments up to 8
weeks, whilst this paragraph states (i.e. several weeks or months). This is misleading

(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 sheeUexpand box if necessary)
It is recommended that this paragraph be amended to state: “The differeni stages of hydrocarbon development can be subject of a
various duration, or in the c1se of production of an oil or gas field, can lasi up lo some 20 years.”

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support4ustify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the lnspectoi 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 Signature: I Date: 8/12116 I
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
Name or Organisation: Frack Free Ryedale

Please mark with an x as appropriate

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

Paragraph No.! 5.159 Policy No. Polibies 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 Ix 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 onsistent 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.

Paragraph 5.157 sets out that as the extraction of unconventional shale gas is commercially unproven within the UK, the
requirement of an adequate financial guarantee to ensure satisfactory restoration and aftercare of the land in
accordance with planning requirements may be requested. This is in line with the PPG.

FFR believe that it would be prudent of the MPA to state in the MWJP that they will require a financial guarantee from
the outset given that this industry is novel and there has been no successful progression of development through the
operational stages as yet.

This should be reviewed and monitored at the first plan review

(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
It is recommended that this paragraph be amended to state: The relevant minerals planning authority will therefore, depending on the
scale and nature of the detieloPment proposed and sensitivity ol the location, require provision of an ade9uate financial guarantee.”

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 original representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the lnspector 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: 8/12/16

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
Name or Organisation: Frack Free Ryedale

Please mark with an x as appropriate

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

Paragraph No.? sLe Policy No. M19 Pclicies Map
Allocation Reference No.

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

2(1) Legally compliant Yes No I I
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 onsistent 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 Government has removed all support for carbon capture and storage (00) and drastically reduced subsidies for
renewable energy. Policy M19 is therefore not consistent with National Policy and unless the initiative (CCS) became
fully operational this should not be used in planning applications especially as a method to mitigate future 002
emissions in a notional future scenario.

FFR, therefore, object to the inclusion of this policy. There is potential for leaks/fugitive emissions to occur and impact
on the surrounding air quality for the local environment and communities. It is also unclear at this stage what the likely
success of CCS would be in terms of economic or tehnological terms. There may be very exceptional circumstances
where FFR may not be opposed to 005, however, this would need to be truly exceptional’ and it is unlikely those
specific circumstances would occur in Ryedale.

(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 sheeUexpand box if necessary)
This policy should be removed from the MWJP to be consistent with national policy.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to supporfrjustify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original 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: 8/12/16

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
Name or Organisation: Frack Free Ryedale

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 kite Policy No. 007 FLlicies Map
Allocation Reference No.

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

2(1) Legally compflant Yes 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 No Justified Yes ] No

Effective Yes No onsistent 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 policy states that mineral developments which would have an unacceptable impact on a SSSi or a network of
SSSi’s will only be permitted where the benefits of the development would clearly outweigh the impact or loss. This
suggests that the MWJP will allow considerable impact or loss of a protected area where they believe the production of
gas is more beneficial.

Given that SSSi’s are nationally protected areas! often containing rare and protected species this is an unsound
approach and should be removed. Paragraph 14 of the NPPF states that for plan making local planning authorities
should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area, meeting objectively assessed needs
with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change unless specific policies in the Framework indicate development should
be restricted. — The footnote to this paragraph clearly sets out that SSSi’s are given the same consideration as land
designated as Green Belt! National Parks and SONBs (inter alia).

Section 40 of the NERC Act (2006) places a duty on every public authority to” have regard, so far as consistent with the
proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity.

It is therefore considered that this policy should be reworded to reflect the importance of preserving nationally
designated SSSi’s to be consistent with national policy.

(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)
This policy should be reworded to state: mineral developments which would have an unacceptable impact on a S5Si or a network of
SSSi’s will not be Perpitted.’

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support4ustify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage.
After this stage further submissions will be only at the request of the lnspector 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 Signature: Date: 8/12/16

Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ _______________________
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DL7 BAH
15th December 2016

Dear Sir

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication Consultation

KVA Planning Consultancy has been commissioned by Frack Free Ryedale (FFR) to represent them in

responding to the above document, prepared jointly by North Yorkshire County Council, the City of

York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority.

Having had the opportunity to consider all the relevant documents, including the Sustainability

Appraisal, please find attached the consultation response forms completed on behalf of FFR. I trust
that the information provided in this letter and on the consultation response form is sufficient to

registerthe comments. Please note that attached should be Form A and 23 Form B’s.

FFR welcome the opportunity to comment further on this document, however, wish it to be
understood that whilst they are totally opposed to unconventional gas extraction, they have

undertaken this exercise to aid the planning system as they understood that Government wishes

Minerals Planning Authorities to include provision for hydrocarbon extraction within their

Development Plans.

FFR have limited their comments to those of particular interest to their organisation, i.e. the

extraction of hydrocarbons both conventional and unconventional (fracking). Whilst it is recognised

that the Joint Minerals Team have strengthened some of their policies in relation to protection for

National Parks, AONBs and the setting of the city of York, FFR believe many of the amendments in

this publication version of the emerging plan have not been consulted on before, therefore, a

further preferred options document should have been published rather than this publication

version.

The Council have chosen to limit the consultation to deal with legal compliance, the duty to

cooperate and issue of soundness rather than the scope and content of the material contained

within it. FFR, therefore, believe that given the substantial amendments made to the hydrocarbons

section of the plan and the fact the public and statutory bodies have not had the proper opportunity
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to comment on these, the plan is not legally compliant with the planning regulations set out in

Regulation 19 (Publication) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England Regulations

2012— which does not refer to the need to constrain the scope of the consultation.

FFR recognise the need to investigate alternative energy sources given the need to reduce carbon

dioxide and greenhouse gasses to meet climate chane targets, however, do not believe that

extracting a fossil fuel (particularly such an unpredictable one) is the most suitable option, given the

extreme impacts the industry provides. These concerns are reflected in many other places in the

world with appropriate bans or moratoria against extraction of this type. The evidence is starting to

show that this has potential harmful effects, the economics show it is a debt laden industry, and it is

not compatible with our accepted climate change targets with existing technology.

FFR would welcome the opportunity to comment further on this document priorto submission.

Yours faithfully

Katie Atkinson BA (I-Ions), Dip TP, MA, MRTPI

KVA Planning Consultancy

On be half of Frock Free Ryedaie
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mwjointplan

From: Katie Atkinson <katie@kvaplanning.co.uk>
Sent: 15 December 2016 13:51
To: mwjointplan
Cc: ‘David Davis
Subject FFR response to publication draft
Attachmnts: JMWP publication response letter FI5R 15.12.16 .pdf; Dec 2016 MWJP Publication -

Response Form Part A.pdf; Dec 201ë Publication_response_form_part_Bi FFR .pdf;

Dec 2016 Publication_response_form_part_B2 FFR (2).pdf; Dec 2016

Publication...response_form_part_B3 FFR (2).pdf; Dec 2016
Pvblication_response_form_part_84 FR (2).pdt Dec 2016
Publication_response_form_part_B5 FFR (2).pdf; Dec 2016
Publication_response_form_part_B6 FFR (2).pdf; Dec 2016

Publication_response_form_part_B7 FFR (2).pdf: Dec 2016
Publication_response_form_part_B8 FFR (2).pdt; Dec 2016
Publication_response_form..part_B9 FER (2).pdf; Dec 2016

Publication_response_form_part_BlO FFR .pdf; Dec 2016
Publication_response_form_part_Bli FFR .pdf; Dec 2016
Publication_response_form_part_B12 FFR .pdf; Dec 2016

Publication_response_form_part_B13 FFR .pdf; Dec 2016
Publication_response_form_part_B14 FFR .pdf; Dec 2016
Publication_response_form_part_B15FFR .pdf; Dec 2016

Publication_response_form_part_B16 FFR .pdf; Dec 2016
Publication_response_form_part_B17 FFR .pdf; Dec 2016

Publication_response_form_part_B18 FFR .pdf; Dec 2016

Publication_response_form_part_B19 FFR .pdf; Dec 2016
Publication_response_form_part_B20 FFR .pdf; Dec 2016

Publication_response_form_part_B21 FFR .pdf; Dec 2016

Publication_response_form_part_B22 FFR .pdf; Dec 2016
Publication_response_form_part_B23 FFR .pdf

Dear Sir

Please find attached a response from Frack Free Ryedale in response to the publication draft MWJP.

Please can you confirm receipt of this response.

Kind Regards

Katie Atkinson MRTPI
Director

www.kvarnning.co.uk

07734 953236

This email may contain confidential information and/or copyright material. This email is intended for the use of the

addressee only. Any unauthorised use may be unlawful. If you receive this email by mistake, please advise the

sender immediately by using the reply facility in your email software.

Thank you for.your cooperation.

1



MINERAL AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (PUBLICATION STAGE) Consultation response

TITLE Mrs
INITIALS S
SURNAME Gough
ORGANISATION Frack Free Kirby Misperton
(if applicable)
ADDRESS The Clock House

Little Barugh
Malton
North Yorkshire

POSTCODE YOI76UY
TELEPHONE 01653 669442
EMAIL sue.l.gough@btinternet.com

Yes, I would like to attend the Oral Examination of the MWJP.

I am Chair of Frack Free Kirby Misperton and a resident of Ryedale, North Yorkshire and
wish to make the following points in response to the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan (MWJP)
consultation. Frack Free Kirby Misperton is very concerned about the impact of this plan on
the local area, which is very rural, the economy of which is dependent upon agriculture and
tourism for its revenue. Rural North Yorkshire is totally unsuitable for the extensive
industrialisation that will be caused by fracking; the roads are narrow (and poorly
maintained), extremely unsuitable for convoys of HGV traffic and multiple industrial sites,
which undoubtedly would be the result of fracking activities would blight both local agriculture
and tourism.

It is clear to members of Frack Free Kirby Misperton, by the wording and parameters
included in the MWJP, that much of the new policy has been developed in conjunction with
the shale gas industry (also known as ‘fracking’). 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. There is no legal requirement to limit the scope
of this consultation to just legality and soundness. Sadly, it is NYCC who have made this
decision and we contend that this is undemocratic.
The consultation should therefore be opened up to wider public consultation on the
content and substance of the plan.

Members of Frack Free Kirby Misperton and residents from villages close to the well site,
KM8, are extremely concerned about the potential for air, land and water pollution and the
impact of noise on the local environment. 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.
The huge increase in HGV traffic that will inevitably occur (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 tracking site), will adversely affect the air quality along the
designated routes, particularly if they pass ‘sensitive receptors’ such as schools, hospitals
and old people’s homes. 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.
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
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,
restrictions imposed.

The noise that will be generated by extnsive drilling and fracking will be particularly
intrusive in rural parts of North Yorkshire where the background noise levels are very low,
particularly at night, hence the impact of noise from drilling and (racking will be very
noticeable. This will be significantly detrimental to local tourism as one of the attractions of
North Yorkshire is its peace and tranquillity. 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 750m would help to reduce the
noise impact from drilling and fracking. Furthermore, there should be no exceptions
allowed for fracking within the proposed residential buffer zone, as this would
contravene the guidelines in the NPPF. The caveat that fracking within the buffer zone
would be allowed ‘in exceptional circumstances’ is legally unsound and should be removed,
in our opinion.

It is the belief of Frack Free Kirby Misperton that a Health Impact Assessment should be
required for all (racking operations, to establish current air quality and noise levels, and what
might be acceptable depending on the distance the tracking well-site is from the nearest
home.

North Yorkshire enjoys dark skies. Should fracking be allowed to take place, this would be
severely impacted. Local residents in villages close to well sites would have their health and
well-being badly affected by the lights that accompany fracking operations during hours of
darkness. In the opinion of Frack Free Kirby Misperton, this is unacceptable.

A further concern that Frack Free Kirby Misperton has is the impact of industry on the local
wildlife. The area has a rich biodiversity and is home to protected species including barn
owls, hares, bats and newts. Unconventional gas production is not just an underground
activity. The above ground aspects of fracking developments, such as clearing of local
hedges, trees and vegetation, additional pipelines and access roads, noise and light
pollution (particularly at night) would all have a negative impact on wildlife living nearby.
Noise is a particular danger for resident and migrating birds and nocturnal creatures 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 SSSI. 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. Consequently, the MWJP should be amended so that an
Environmental Impact Assessment should always be required to assess the potential
cumulative effects from an additional fracking development or any other industrial proposal
and ensure that in determining planning applications, final decisions are based on a scientific
certainty that all potential issues can be overcome.

Local residents and wildlife will undoubtedly be impacted by the air pollution that will be
generated by fracking. There is now clear evidence emanating from the USA of the air
quality impacts from fracking, which identified the presence of a number of potentially toxic
hydrocarbons in the air near fracking wells, including benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene and
xylene. A number of the chemicals that are routinely released during fracking, such as
benzene, are known carcinogens. 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



3bS

fracking (and therefore cannot be controlled by the producer, or regulated by the
Environment Agency). In addition, fumes from the drilling process can also cause fine diesel
soot particulates, which can penetrate lungs and cause severe health risks. The
recommendation is therefore that the setback distance should be a minimum of 750m to
ensure that the negative health impacts of fracking, including air quality, are reduced and
from places which house vulnerable people, such as schools, residential homes and
hospitals, this should be increased to ]km.

The impacts on water supplies of fracking are well known, and there are multiple instances
of water being contaminated by the fracking process, either from spills on the ground or
contamination beneath the surface. In Pennsylvania, USA, the Department of Water
Protection has confirmed at least 279 cases of water contamination due to fracking. 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.” The MWJP should
be reworded so that fracking companies must have to demonstrate beyond scientific
doubt that there would be no impact on the water supply.

Frack Free Kirby Misperton is concerned that the industrial process of Fracking has
not been given due consideration within the MWJP. For the sake of the health and
well-being of local residents and for the protection of land, air and water quality and
local wildlife populations, we would urge that this is redressed.

Thank you for taking the time to read our response.

Sue Cough
Chair, Frack Free Kirby Misperton





From: sue.lgough@btinternet.com
Sent: 18 December 2016 20:42
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Waste and Minerals Joint Plan Consultation Submission
Attachments: MINERAL AND WASTE JOINT PLAN response.docx

Dear NYCC,

Please find attached the response th the Waste and Minerals Joint Plan Consultation Submission
compiled by me on behalf of Frack Free Kirby Misperton.

Yours faithfully.

Sue Gough

Chair, Frack Free Kirby Misperton
The Clock House,
Little Bamgh
Malton
North Yorkshire
‘(017 6UY

Tel: 01653 669442

1





J77
CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

ONM3

North Yorkshire
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Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

I Publication Stage- Response Form I

Name: Title: Initial(s): ——

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address: I

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

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. Moreinformation on these matters are provided in separate guidance notes. You are strongly advised toread 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 anExamination 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 thatrepresentations cannot be received after this deadline.

Responses can be returned by email to: mwjointplan(ãnorthyorks.gov.uk or by past using theaddress 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 Path Authority and the City of York Council are registeredunder the Data Protection Act 1998. For the purposes of the Data Protection Act legislation, your contact details andresponses wit! only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. Representations made atPublication stage cannot remain anonymous, but details will onty be used in relation to the Minerals and Waste JointPlan. Your response will be made avalible to view on the website and as pad of the examination.

Dale received Date entered

Your contact details Aqent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title:

- initial(s):
Bill Mr WR
Surname: Smith

Organisation (if applicable):
Stephenson & Son

Address: York Auction Centre

Murton

York

Post Code: Y019 5GF
Telephone: 01904 489 731
Email: wrsstephenson.co.uk

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

kcr oflidal use only:
[:Rewondent Number



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

rName or Organisation: Stephenson & Son

Paragraph No.1 Site MJP5Z 1 Policy No. M13 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No. I

___________

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

Yes I X No

______

Yes Lx 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).

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 mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate? MJPS2

V

2(1) Legally compliant

2.(2) Sound

MJPS2

Positively Prepared Yes x Nol I Justified Yes x No

Effective Yes x Nof 1 Consistent with National Policy Yesi x No
(_____

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

My client is satisfied that the plan is sound and that the site details are correct, My client supports the plan as
drafted.

Details were requested as to the access to the site and a response has been submitted confirming a right of
access.

Extraction of clay as a proposed extension to former quarry (pg 137)

(conhinue Ofl a separate sheet/expand box r 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 nan-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.

None.

(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
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate
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:

e

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

hearthose who

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

Signature: Date:

Official Use Only Reference Number

_______________ _____________________

I I INtl lN 1111
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North Yorkshire
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Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Your contact details

Publication Stage- Response Form I

Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname: Wilkin

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 lnspectorate, 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 invation 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 21’s December2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

Reponses 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 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 avahble to view on the website and as part of the examination.

For official use only:
Respondent Number

w

_

Date received Date entered Date acknowledged

Agent contact details (if applicable)
Name: Title: Initial(s):
Bill Mr WR
Surname: Smith

Organisation (if applicable):
ppson & Son
Address: York Auction Centre

Murton

York

Post Code: Y019 5GF
Telephone: 01904 489 731
Email: wrs@stephenson.co.uk



Publication stage Response form - Part B
f lease use a separate Part B form for each representation
Name or Organisation Stephenson & Son

Please mark with an x as appropriate

1. To which part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan does this representation relate? WJPO5

Paragraph No.! Site WJP05 Policy No. r5oa Policies 1llap WJPO5 1Allocation Reference No. I__________

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

2.(1) Legally compliant Yes I X No I I
2.(2)Sound Yes I x 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 Hi Nol I Justified Yes H 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.

My client is satisfied that the plan is sound and that the site details are correct. My client supports the plan as
drafted.

Details were requested as to the access to the site and a response has been submitted confirming a right of
access.

Landfill and recycling of inert waste from construction industry (p9144)

(continue on a separate sheeUexpand 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.

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.

Signature; DateHr(1(L(IG

Official Use Only Refprenbe Number

_______________ _____________________

iii NETI ENI II IN till

(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 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.



mwjoi ntpla n

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Attachments:

WRS Secretary <wrssec@stephenson.co.uk>
12 December 2016 14:45
mwjointplan
Re: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan
re MJPS2.pdf; re WJPOS.pdf

Dear Miss Pillar

Re: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

I enclose herewith two ‘Publication Stage — Response Forms’, on behalf of our client , in respect of the

WJPO5 and MJPS2 part of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. I have also sent a hard copy.

I trust that you have all that you require, but if you have any queries please contact me.

Yours sincerely

Bill Smith BSc FRICS FAAV
RICS REGISTERED VALUER

Stephenson & Son, York Auction Centre, Murton. York Y019 5GF

T 01904 489 731 M 07894 697759 Connect on Linkedln vCard

DISCLAIMER
This email and any attachment is sent from Stephenson & Son and is for authorised use by the intended recipient(s) only. It may
contain proprietary material, confidential information and/or be subject to legal privilege. It should not be copied. disclosed to.
retained or used by, any other party. If you are not the intended recipient then please promptly delete this e-mail and any
attachment and all copies and inform the sender either via email or phone 0 I 504 48973 I.
We also make every effort to keep our network virus free. However, you do need to scan this e-mail and any attachments to it

for viruses as we can take no responsibility for any computer virus which might be transferred by way of this email.
Thank you.

Stephenson & Son, York Auction Centre, Murton, York, Y0l9 5GF. VAT Reg. No. 170571571 ;j;i (RICs

RURAL PROPERTY
SERVICES

Stephenson
I” •a’ & SOfl

SALES LETTINGS AUCTIONS
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CITY OF
North Yorkshire

YORK County Council
COUNCIL 1

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan
I Publication Stage- Response F&m

Part A - Contact details

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

Organisation (if applicable):

r z
! 4r Ak%Ui.W

I ri Al

_______

Yiz - 6(11
Telephone: 01 — ti Cc
Email:

- tt-ni&%’t wi t. c.- u.

Name; Title: Initi9

Surname: —

Organisation (if applicab3/

Address:

/

Post Code:/
Telephonç(
Email: /

I I
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.

- . 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 2Vt December 2016. Please note that
representations cannot be received after this deadline.

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

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 end

responses will only be retained for the preparation of the Minerals ad 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

Plait Your response will be made aaflbJe La view on the website and as part of the examination. -

Forofficialuseonly -

:.Po9flt Number :.u- Date received Date entered Date admcwfedged......

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team
Planning Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
DlJ BAH

.-ddress:



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

[iiie or Organisation:

Please tick as appropriate

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

Paragraph NoJ Sije Ic - ‘._cJ; Policy No. .4 Poljdes Map
Allocation Reference No. V jj1’ j I itt

__________

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 respresentaion relate to? (please only tick one
element of soundness per response form).

Positively Prepared Yes No fl Justified Yes U No U

Effective Yes U No fl Consitent with National Policy Yes U No

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

3. Please giv. 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. P)ease 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.

fi lett ‘e cd%rcoItc/ j%4ciiz.

V-4 jk4h.
y4

&> *

,c IV

4 Iiy4v6oC4i&7c .e3(tv?cc1t1cy34.

-

- (iaiueai a sepamte slwellexpand box if



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 lotonnation, evidence and
supporting information necessary to suppod4ustffy 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 J/Yes, I wish to parlicipate

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:

1 j c2ü(JVité 6c-vtøcd

U-c- iA’yr

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

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

I Official Use Only Reference Number
I I I IJ\f
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North Yorkshire County Council, York City Council, North Yorkshire

Moors

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Reprrsentations of Councillor Paul Andrews in reard to the section

entitled “Hydrocarbons (oil and gas)” set out in pages 75 - 99

The draft plan is unsound for the following reasons:

The Legal and Policy Basis of the Plan is flawed for the following reasons:

• The Policies relied on have not been taken through due process, particularly in regard to
public consultation, and should therefore be given very little weight; and

• The Plan does not take into account, as a material planning consideration, policy SPI3 of the
Adopted Ryedale Plan in the context of the duty to co-operate set out in paras 178— 181 of
the NPPF, particularly bearing in mind Policy SPI3 of the Ryedale Plan and other material
policies and the geographical context of the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds areas
shown in the Key Diagram of the Ryedale Plan as Landscape of Local Value and Areas of
High Landscape Value, and the River Derwent SSSI which flows through the Vale of
Pickering.

As regards due process:
It would appear from para 5.1 06 that the plan is written so as to meet the requirements of the
following:

• A government announcement in Autumn 2012 announcing a new strategy for gas;

• Online planning guidance published in 2014 entitled “planning for hydrocarbon extraction”
which contains a passage expressing a pressing need to establish whether or not there are
sufficient recoverable quantities of unconventional hydrocarbons to facilitate
economically viable full scale production”;

• A ministerial written statement issued in 2015 indicating a national need to explore and
develop shale gas in a safe, sustainable, and timely way

The statements of 2012 and 2015 are not serious planning documents. They contain political rhetoric,
factual errors and disputed statements. An example of this is contained in the attached email, setting
out the 2015 statement by Amber Rudd and, in red, the matters subject to dispute and the reasons for
disagreement (EXHIBIT I).

There is a process which should have been followed in regard to any major change or development of
planning policy, but this has not been followed. This process usually includes (as happened in the case
of the NPPF) following up ministerial statements with the issue of proper departmental circulars and
planning guidance in draft, public consultation and formal adoption. The Brexit case establishes that
at law national government cannot rule by decree or edict, but that their decisions must go through
due process. No circulars have been issued following the government announcements which the draft

1



plan relics on and there has been no public consultation. Due process has not therefore been followed.
It is therefore clear that either these ministerial statements should not be relied on at all, or they should
be given very little weight.

The planning guidance published in 2014 is guidance and was not published in draft for public
consultation. Such guidance cannot set national planning policies. It can only provide guidance on
existing natinal policies. As regards unconventional gas and oil extracticn, it states that there is “a
pressing need to establish whether or not there are sufficient recoverable quantities of unconventional
hydrocarbons to facilitate economically viable flaIl scale production”; It provides no
evidence for the alleged “pressing need”, and sets out extensive instructions on how councils and
statutory bodies should deal with applications for “exploratory wells”. It does not address how
councils should deal with applications for the full scale production of unconventional gas and oil.

As appears from above, there are no national policies on hydraulic fracturing which should be given
more than very little weight. In any event, the guidance did little more than purport to establish the
need to explore and see if there are sufficient recoverable quantities of unconventional hydrocarbons
to make production worthwhile. This document does not make any conclusion in regard to the large
scale production of shale gas.

Thejoint plan gives undue weight to the two statements in the House of Commons referred to above
and is therefore legally unsound and could be Legally challenged on this ground alone, if it remains in
its current form. Rule by government decree is alien to our democratic traditions built upon the Rule
of Law and is deceitful and unacceptable.

The Plan fails to comply with the NPPF in that it fails to take into account

the material policies and considerations of the adopted Ryedale Plan

My second reason for contending that the draft plan is unsound is that, in any event it is inconsistent
with government policy as set out in the NPPF. The Vale Of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds are
shown as Landscape of Local Value and areas of High Landscape Value in the Key Diagram of
the Ryedale Plan. As such they are governed and protected by the policies of the Ryedale
Plan, especially Policy SP 13. The Joint Waste and Minerals Plan cannot exist in isolation
from all other plans, as it is required to take into consideration (in terms of the duty to
cooperate) the adopted policies of district plans for which it covers. (para, 156 157 & 178 -

181 NPP9ra 178 of the NPPF requires public bodies to co-operate on planning issues
which cross administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to the Strategic
Priorities set out in Para 156. Paw 156 includes “climate change, mitigation and adaptation,
conservation and enhancement of the natural and historic environment, including landscape.

As regards the duty to co-operate, County are not able to resort to previous statements of
the District Council in response to consultation requests by the County Mineral Authority
unless the District Council has gone through due process so as to be fully authorised.

The District Council has resolved not to support the development of unconventional
hydrocarbon development in Ryedale until the full implications of the effects of the process
involved are more readily understood and there would be no unacceptable impacts,
cumulative or otherwise. To date Ryedale has not expressed satisfaction on any of these
matters.
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It is appreciated that Ryedale’s said resolution is not a statement of planning policy and is
not a material consideration which can be taken into account in the determination of any
planning application. However it is a material consideration which does have to be taken into
account in the consideration of the preparation and consultation processes in regard to the
joint waste and minerals plan. As far as I can see there is no reasoned explanation of how
this resoluion has been taken into account in any of the response provided to County by
Ryedale. lii effect it has been ignored, and therefore due process has not been followed . A
mere statement of the resolution without more cannot be taken as due process.

Further the nature and impact of unconventional gas extraction is addressed in the next
section which follows entitled “The Impact of Fracking on the landscape and environment”. It
should be self-evident that there is no way that a developer can maximise the
unconventional extraction of gas without being in conflict with Policy SP1 3 of the Ryedale
Plan and other policies.

Further, please refer to the attached letter dated 7th July 2015 from Amber Rudd MP, Greg
Clark MP, Liz Truss MP to George Osborne MP, which is labelled “Official — Sensitive, but
nevertheless sets out government plans for the rolling out of the fracking industry. (EXHIBIT
2). This document was leaked and was evidently not intended to be made public as it
blatantly demonstrates their deliberate planned deception in the sinister words which appear
at the bottom of the third para on Page 3 which states: “However, we need to think carefully
about whether to slow this approach until a number of exploration sites are underway in
order to avoid delaying current and prospective exploration applications or undermining
public support for exploration sites”.(my underlining)

The same paragraph contains the following statement: “We are therefore minded to bring
commercial shale production within the “Nationally Significant Infrastructure Regime”, and to
be ready to move from early 2016 for large scale applications”. (my underlining)

The implications of this statement, when taken together with the policies in the draft joint
plan, should be clearly understood. All those areas not excluded by Policy M16 of the Joint
Plan will be available for fracking. It will be in the interest of PEDL licence holders to carry
out exploratory drilling. Once the commercial viability of an entire area has been established
through exploratory drilling, it will be possible for the PEDL licence holder to make a “large
scale application” which could cover more than one PEDL licence area. Such an application
would then be referred to the “Nationally Significant Infrastructure Regime” in London for
determination. There will be very little that either County or Ryedale will be able to do about
this.

So, how would this fit in with Policy SP1 3 and other relevant policies of the Ryedale Plan?
The Vale of Pickering through which runs the River Derwent 5551 could end up with 10
production plants every three miles in every direction (if spaced evenly apart) (Para 5.137) —

or they could be in clusters (there is nothing to prevent clustering in the joint plan), each
production plant with an estimated area of two hectares (para. 5.134), each with at least one
drill rig approximately 35m tall (para.5.128), and each with a life of between 20-25 years. It
is understood (but not accepted) that the drilling and operation of the production sites will be
regulated by other statutory bodies which are controlled from London, and that therefore
County say the possible environmental impacts are not material to the joint plan. However,
the impact on the amenities of fracking, even if safe and well-regulated, is material to the

3



joint plan. Whether well regulated or not, there will be continuous drilling at different levels
with laterals extending in every direction like the spokes of a wheel. This means noise and at
night the sites and the rigs will be lit up like Christmas trees. Where there are no pipes, each
bore will have to be flared 100%. The Vale of Pickering, in particulañr, is surrounded by the
Howardian Hills AONB, and the North York Moors National Park. No matter how much
landscapin9 is carried out, it will be impossible to screen out so mqch industrial development
from views from higher ground within the AONB and National Park1. To demonstrate this, I
attach a copy of a photograph taken from the lop of the road in the AONB above
Amotherby.The large tower in the distance is a Flamingoland ride. Although this tower is not
as high as a 35m drill rig, one can get an idea of how the Vale of Pickering might look from
above if production sites are built all over the Vale, spaced apart at intervals of 3 miles in
every direction or in clusters.(EXHIBIT 3)

It is difficult to see how development on such an industrial scale can possibly be in
conformity with the policies of the Ryedale Plan set out below, as it is bound to have an
adverse impact on the amenities tourism, equestrian businesses and agriculture of the Vale
of Pickering and Yorkshire Wolds which the policies of the Ryedale Plan protect. It follows
that the Ryedale Plan will be severely undermined if the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire
Wolds are not excluded from the areas where fracking is allowed. It follows that Ryedale
have no authority to accept the section of the joint plan in regard to hydrocarbons unless
they go out to consultation on an amendment of the Ryedale Plan. If Ryedale fails to do so, it
has no authority to act otherwise than to object to the joint plan on grounds of unsoundness.
If Ryedale accepts that the joint plan is sound, Ryedale is acting unlawfully. It is therefore up
to the three parties to the joint plan and Ryedale officers to co-operate and find a way of
making the joint plan sound without prejudicing or undermining the policies of the Ryedale
Plan. Otherwise, at law, there has been no compliance with the duty to co-operate under the
NPPF.

In other words, at law, the effect of the duty to co-operate is to ensure that, where there are
two plans in regard to the same area, they must be in line with each other. The joint plan is
not in line with the relevant policies of the Ryedale Plan. So it is unsound. To make it sound,
either the Ryedale Plan must be amended by going through the appropriate, formal, due
processes to bring it into line with the joint plan, or the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire
Wolds must be excluded from the joint plan.

It is suggested that County take legal advice before determining this issue.

It is accepted that the Ryedale Plan is not a minerals plan. However, by their very nature the words,
spirit and intention of any local plan are material planning matters which have to be taken into
account when drawing a minerals plan. These are material planning matters, and it is disappointing to
find that there is no direct reference to the Ryedale Plan in this section of the draft plan at all, or any
explanation on how the Ryedale Plan might link in or be affected by the draft plan if it is adopted.

The Ryedale Plan

The following policies of the Ryedale Plan and of the documents which formed the evidence base for
the Ryedale Plan are relevant as follows:
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Para. 7.12 states: “Rycdale has five distinctive landscape character areas, which
are: Centrally and to the East—the Vale of Pickering, a flat relatively
open landscape which is the relic of a large glacial lake. Together with the rising land of the
Fringe of the Moors and the Wolds, this area contains internationally important and
exceptionally rare archaeological remains dating from the Mesolithic period, providing a
continuous record of human settlement to the present day

Policy SPI3 states: “The quality, character and value of Ryedale’s diverse landscapes will be
protected and enhanced by encouraging new development and land management practices
which reinforce the distinctive elements of landscape character within the District’s broad
landscape character areas of Vale of Pickering (and) protecting the
special qualities, scenic and natural beauty of the Howardian Hills AONB, the setting of the
AONB and the setting of the North York Moors National Park.”

NB The Vale of Pickering is part of the setting for both the National Park and the AONB.

“Development proposals should contribute to the protection and enhancement of distinctive
elements of landscape character that are the result of historical and cultural influences, natural
features and aesthetic qualities includin&

The pattern and presence of distinctive landscape features and natural elements (including
field boundaries, woodland, habitat types, landforms, topography and watercourses)
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

Outside of the AONB and National Park “the Council will carefully consider the impact of
development proposals on the following broad areas of landscape which are valued
locally

The Vale of Pickering

The Vale of Pickering are of significant historic landscape value and loss or
degradation of the elements that are integral to their historic landscape character make these
landscapes particularly sensitive to change.”

Para 5.30 states: “Tourism is an integral and valuable part of the District’s economy with
visitors contributing £390M to the local economy each year and generating a value
equivalent to 8,500 jobs. Approximately 15 million visitors are attracted to Ryedale annually
(Yorkshire Economic Impact model). This is a significant contribution and it is essential that
the District’s tourism industry can continue to develop it is important
that a balance is struck and that new tourist accommodation, attractions and locations and
facilities are located in places where the scale,nature of activity and visual intrusion can be
accommodated, for example, in terms of the character and sensitivities of the locality, wider
landscape and road network”

Para 5.32 states: “Whilst Ryedale experiences approximately 1.9 million day trips each year,
over haifa million trips each year are made by people who stay in the District for a short
break or holiday. The provision of a wide range and choice of tourist accommodation in a
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choice of locations is an important way in which staying visitors can be attracted to Ryedale
throughout the year”

Para 5.33 tates: “This strategy supports the provision of a range of tourist accommodation
across the district

Policy SP8 states: “Tourism in Ryedale will contribute to a sustainible and diverse economy.
The Council will seek to encourage sustainable tourism which minimises its environmental
impact on the district. This will be achieved by supporting: the provision of a range and
choice of quality tourist accommodation, the business plans and operational requirements of
existing tourist and visitor attractions and event arenas where appropriate, encouraging all
year round tourism subject to occupancy conditions set out in policy SP2 I, cultural and
creative businesses in Ryedale inspired by Ryedale’s unique
environment And by maximising the opportunities to further develop
tourism, outdoor education and recreation using the District’s natural, cultural and historic
assets as an economic driver, including the potential provided by: the archaeological
landscapes of the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds Malton and
Norton’s longstanding association with horse racing, local food production, farm and rural
diversification and biodiversity and the development of nature tourism”

Policy SP8 also prescribes the types of accommodation which will be supported in service
villages and other settlements. These include tourist caravan and camping sites and static
caravan and chalet self-catering accommodation of an appropriate scale and in appropriate
location on the edge of settlements.

Policy 5.34 of the adopted Ryedale Plan states: “Land-based economic activity is integral to
the District’s economy, cultural heritage and identity. Farming, forestry and the equine
industry, in particular horse racing, have all been longstanding and traditional components of
economic activity. Many of these activities have helped to ensure that Ryedale’s valued
landscapes are carefully and sensitively managed

NB. At present farms can sell their produce as “local produce” to local shops and many
people will prefer to buy local produce which is in season to centrally purchased produce sold
in supermarkets. The risk of contamination to crops and meat obtained from fracking areas is
well-known, and this will probably make “locally grown” produce less attractive than food
marketed centrally.

Policy 5.14 of the Ryedale Plan (which deals with employment land) states: “There may be a
demand for major industrial processes in the open countryside due to their need to be sited
close to the natural materials or assets that the operation is related to. These processes can
include food production, raw materials for renewable energy generation and mineral
extraction and can be significant employment generators. New major uses in the open
countryside can be sensitive in terms of landscape impact, visual impact and the amenity of
neighbouring occupants. It is essential that these proposals, where they are required, take into
account these potential impacts. Where possible, the most suitable site for this use should be
considered which results in the lowest overall impact and the greatest economic benefit.”
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Planning Documents which inform both the emerging County Minerals Plan and the
adopted Ryedale Plan

In determining the weight to be attached to the provisions of the emerging plan regard must
be had to he evidence base.

It is understood that the following documents (which informed the Ryedale Plan) are also
included in the evidence base which informs the draft minerals plan:

The Landscapes of Northern Ryedale (an assessment of the Vale of Pickering and the
Fringe of the North York Moors National Park with management guidelines for the
future) prepared by Gillespies August 1999;

• Vale of Pickering: Statement of Significance prepared by English Heritage (date not
stated but after 2011)

• National Character Area Profile: 26. Vale of Pickering prepared by Natural England

• North Yorkshire and York Landscape and Characterisation Project prepared by Chris
Blandford Associates dated May2011.

All of the above documents have been included in the evidence base of the Ryedale Plan,
which was adopted in 2013 following examination in public. So, although the Ryedale Plan is
not concerned with mineral matters, considerable weight should be given to the above
documents, by virtue of their acceptance as part of the evidence base of the Ryedale Plan.

According to English Heritage, essential to an understanding of significance are the following
matters:

• The topography, shape and form of the Vale of Pickering — the integrity of its physical
form allows an understanding and visualisation of its geological sequence and
development;

• The distinctive topography is essential in understanding how people interact with the
landscape, with parish and estate morphology linked to transects through the multiple
environments and habitats, from wetland to dryland, to valley edges;

• The remarkable and complete sequence of human activity identified within the Vale
of Pickering from the late Palaeolithic period, to human presence in the landscape in
all subsequent periods up to the present day;

• The distinct human, natural and cultural interface that makes the Vale of Pickering
“special” is a quality that chimes well with the UNESCO description of a “cultural
landscape— as distinct geographical area” representing the combined work of nature
and of man.
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• One of the key sites is Star Car, which has remains from the Mesolithic period which
have been fortuitously preserved as a result of the high water table, and which will be
destroyed if the water table is lowered. This may also apply to many other
archaeological sites.

Landscap4 of Northern Ryedale recommends that development wuld be generally
detrimental to the character of the area.

The area profile of the Vale of Pickering identifies five opportunities for the Vale:

• SEQ I: Enhance the network of wetland habitats in the Vale to provide public benefits
in improved flood mitigation and water quality and to reduce habitat fragmentation
and increase the resilience of habitats and species to environmental change;

• SEQ 2: Protect and enhance the historic landscape and geodiversity of the Vale,
promoting greater understanding of this to inform current and ffiture decisions on
how the landscape is used;

• SEQ3: manage the agricultural landscape to enhance the sustainable ffiture of
farming, strengthen landscape character, protect soils and water, and enhance
biodiversity through improved connectivity of semi-natural habitats, creating
ecological networks that are resilient to environmental change;

• SEQ 4: Ensure that developments are successfully integrated into the landscape,
making a contribution to biodiversity and habitat networks, and that they do not
compromise the sense of tranquillity and openness of the rural landscape, or delivery
of other important ecosystem services, including mitigating and adapting to climate
change;

• Protect and enhance the natural and cultural environment of the Vale of Pickering and
the understanding and enjoyment of the area.

It is very difficult to understand how development which will industrialise the countryside can
possibly be consistent with the policies of the adopted Ryedale plan, particularly in so far as the
Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds are concerned. The fact that the boreholes are
underground does not diminish the visual impact on amenity of the surface workings, flaring etc,
the associated movement of I-WV’s etc., the noise nuisance from drilling and the associated light
pollution etc. The impact of industrialisation on the Council’s policies in regard to the
encouragement of tourism would be catastrophic.

The Impact of unconventional gas extraction on the landscape and the environment

I understand each PDL licence will require franchisees to maximise gas extraction throughout
the gas field. This would seem to require a franchisee to frack at intervals close enough to
ensure the extraction of the maximum amount of gas from all the gas bearing rock. Clearly, if
the range includes the depth of the bore, and the franchisee can expect to extract gas at 1 km
from the vertical bore, there would have to be a fracking pad at intervals of at least every two
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km., whereas if the range is to be measured from the bottom of the vertical bore, the range
will be 2.5 km, and there will have to be a grid of fracking pads at intervals of about 5km
(just under 3 miles).

So the range of each bore needs to be established in the planning application, so as to
establish the impact on the landscape and on the amenities of local residents, and there is an
issue of cijimulative impact. This is acknowledged in the draft wate and minerals plan
(Policy Ml 7(2)). However, para 5.137 of the draft plan accepts a density of 10 production
sites within an area of”lOOkm2”. It is not clear whether this means “a hundred square
kilometres” or “a hundred kilometres squared”. However, it is understood that the area
described is a hundred square kilometres, which equates to about 38 square miles. This means
one production site every 3 miles in every direction (if equally spaced out).

It is also noted that there is no requirement for the developers to space the 10 production sites
at equal distances. All of them could be crowded into a small area. So, for example, if there is
a PDL licence which includes part of the York Green Belt, there is nothing in the plan to stop
the developer squeezing all ten of his production sites into the area which is not Green Belt,
thus concentrating the area of industrialisation.

It will be seen that this policy hardly limits the development — it simply provides the
developers with everything they want to maximise extraction without any restriction which
would ameliorate the impact on the community, agriculture, equestrian businesses or tourism.

A photograph is attached (EXHIBIT 3 ) which shows a view from the Howardian Hills
across the Vale of Pickering. The tower which is visible in the centre of the photograph is a
feature of the Flamingoland adventure park and zoo. It can be clearly seen, and the view
stretches into the distance as far as the North York Moors National Park. The tower may not
be quite as high as a drilling rig, but imagine how the Vale of Pickering would look if there
were production sites with drilling rigs 35m high every 3 miles in every direction. No amount
of screening would conceal the production pads from views from the AONB and National
Park. They would have to be lit up at night and the wells would have to be flared.

I understand it takes about one hundred days, drilling day and night, to drill each borehole.
The drilling is noisy and the rig is let up like a Christmas tree at night. Once started, the
operation cannot stop until the bore is completed. If there is going to be only one drilling rig
on each pad, and the pad is to have 50 boreholes, the drilling could go on continuously for as
many as fifteen years without stopping. In fact, there are statements made by the fracking
industry which make it clear they expect each production site to have a life of 20—25 years.

However, that is not the end of the process. I understand that the drilling rig would have to be
in place during the fracking operation, and again this will be noisy. Further, during
production there will have to be compressors in operation. These too are noisy.

The process of production is not a single frack for each bore. It is a succession of fracks. The
first frack takes place at the ffirthest end of the bore. It is an underground explosion followed
by the injection of fluid containing toxic chemicals under extreme pressure. Once the gas has
been extracted, there has to be another frack further back along the bore and the process is
repeated all the way back to where the bore becomes vertical etc. I am not sure of the
distance between fracks, but I’ve heard from some sources that the frack has to be repeated
every 60 feet and from other sources that the fracks have to be repeated every 200 feet.
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The fracking industry constantly tell us that fracking does not cause earthquakes which
register significantly on the Richter Scale. This may be correct, but there is plenty of
evidence of the impact of the vibrations of fracking through the rock substrate on the
foundations of buildings. Further the vibrations carry along the borehole pipes and can
weaken the concrete housing which is supposed to prevent frackin liquid and gas from
getting int the aquifers, making the whole process unsafe. The vibrations will not only
impact on the bore which is being fracked, but also on the pipes and cement casings of bores
which will radiate out from each production site like the spokes of a wheel.

Then there is the matter of the makeup of the borehole pipes, and of the chemicals which
will be injected through them. Clearly, one has to be satisfied that the chemicals injected will
not rot the pipe. The chemicals include diluted acids. Chemicals will be taken onto site in
concentrated form with consequent increased risk of spillage of toxic materials during
transport and contamination of the land and aquifers under the machinery where storage and
dilution with water takes place — as happens on most industrial sites where there is use of
toxic chemicals. It should be emphasised that the fact that the Environment Agency may have
defined chemicals as “non-hazardous” does not mean that they are not toxic.

Further, it is unclear what substance the pipes will be made of. If the pipes are made of steel,
it cannot be stainless steel, as stainless steel is soft, and would not take the pressure of the
fracking operation. So the pipe (if made of non-stainless steel) would rust from the
combination of water, air, gas and chemicals which will pass through it. As mentioned, this
issue is linked to the issue ofseismicity: granted that the earthquakes so far generated by
fracking may have been relatively minor, the tremors would nevertheless be strong enough to
damage or fracture the rusting steel pipes and concrete casing, with risk of pollution and
contamination of any aquifers which the bore passes through.

Indeed in the USA 5% of wells fail in the first year of operation, 25% will leak within
five years and 50% will leak within 15 years , and eventually all wells will fail. Granted
that there will be three casements where the bore passes through the aquifer, but my
understanding of the laws of physics is that, if there’s going to be a fracture, the most
likely place will be either just above or just below the three casements. This would put
at risk the water supply of the farmers and zoo keepers (at Flamingoland) who use
artesian wells for water for their cattle and crops as well as for their own use. As
industry standards will apply, I can see no reason why wells should not fail in the UK,
just as they have in the USA and other countries.

This is linked to the issue of insurance. It would seem that no insurer will indemnitS’
farmers (or anybody else) against damage caused by hydraulic fracturing. So damage to
animals or crops, for example, is not covered. I suggested your department contacts some
insurers and finds out why they are not prepared to cover the risk.

Then there is the issue of the disposal of waste, I believe there are only four depots where
there is a suitable liquid waste disposal facility and the nearest of these is at “Nostrop” in
Leeds.. The amount of HGV movements which this will entail hardly bears thinking about.
Not only will country roads be cluttered with huge vehicles which were not designed for
them, but they will also contribute considerably to the congestion which happens regularly in
Summer on the A64 and other prime County roads.
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Then there is the issue of the flaring of gas. I understand from EA that all test fracks are
flared one hundred percent, as without flaring, there is no other way of disposing of the gas.

I understand that the level of radiation is likely to be above the threshold where a consent
for disposal of radioactive substances would not be required.

There is lso the issue of restoration and maintenance after abndonment. Once an
operator’s lease or licence expires and the pad ceases to be unviable, the company owning it
can go into liquidation. Unless there is a bond, the responsibility for any contamination will
fall onto the landowner under the Rule in Rylands v Fletcher (for allowing a dangerous
substance to escape). This could bankrupt the landowner and make the land unsaleable. This
issue could be resolved if County were to require the operator to obtain a bond to cover the
ftiture of the site afler it has been abandoned. However, it is clear from the ICM8 case that this
is something County are not prepared to even consider.

Finally, the geology: North Yorkshire’s rock formations are heavily fractured. If this is the
case, there are risks of earthquakes at worst, or of smaller tremors which could cause the
steel/concrete borehole pipe and its casement to snap, could result in the release of quantities
of fluid into the aquifer.

CONCLUSION

Taking all these matters together. it is clear that hydraulic fracturing is not a development process
which accords with Policy SPl3of the Ryedale Plan or other policies in relation to the Areas shown
as areas of Landscape of Local Value and Areas of High Landscape Value in the Key Diagram on
Page 42 of the Ryedale Plan. The Ryedale Plan is an adopted local plan and therefore has statutory
force. It follows that the areas designated as Landscape of Local Value and Areas of High Landscape
Value should be given the same or similar protection as is afforded to statutory green belts, AONB’S
and National Parks - as has been the case in regard to housing and all other employment development
within Ryedale. This is particularly important as these areas form the setting of the North York Moors
National Park and the Howardian Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. As the draft Minerals
and Waste Plan does not even refer to the policies of the Ryedale Plan, it is unsound.

Further and alternatively, it is not appropriate to treat the areas designated in the Ryedale Plan as
Landscape of Local Value and Areas of High Landscape Value in the same way as areas which have
no special landscape designation. It follows that a plan which purports to limit the cumulative impact
of hydraulic fracturing, but in fact allows the construction of production sites at intervals of
approximately 3 miles in every direction, and makes little distinction between development in areas
affected by amenity designations and those not so affected must be unsound.

The remedy is either to ban hydraulic fracturing from the areas referred to in the Key Diagram.

I would therefore summarise and request the following changes to the draft plan to make it sound:

“The draft joint waste and minerals plan is unsound because in terms of the duty to consult, the
section on Hydrocarbons (paras 5.93—5.161) is inconsistent with National Policy in that it fails
to take into account policies such as Policy SP13 and other policies 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 Wolds under Policy M16
(b)(i) as one of the areas where hydraulic fracturing would not be permitted;
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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.

I therefore request:

a) tht insertion of the words ‘land shown on the Key Diagram f the Ryedale Plan as

landscape of local value and Areas of high landscape value, and the River Denvent SSI

and the 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) In relation to other areas, the modification of para 5.137 by substituting ‘10 well pads

per 1,300 square kilometers’ for ‘ten well pads per 100 square kilometers’

c) In relation to other areas, the insertion of a policy prohibiting fracking within a distance

of “one mile from any settlement”

OTHER POINTS

Page 80— para 5.109 refers to all chemicals used being “non-hazardous”. This is a technical term used
for certain chemicals. There are many toxic chemicals which are not included in this list. “non-
hazardous” does not mean “not toxic”.

Page 81 — para 5.115 refers to the requirement of an “independent well examiner”. This description is
misleading. The Well examiner is appointed by the fracking company and paid by them. He is not
independent, and examiners so appointed in the past have not exercised their powers in a timely way
when they ought to have.

Page 84— Policy M16 (b)Q) lists the areas where the construction of production sites is unlikely to be
permitted. These include areas which have special amenity value but are outside statutory designated
areas such as AONB’s Green Belts and National Parks. It is not understood why the areas shown as
“Landscape of Local Value and Areas of High Landscape Value” in the Key Diagram of the Ryedale
Plan and Listed in Policy SPI3 of the Ryedale Plan are treated differently. If there isa difference, this
should be explained in the draft plan. If there is no satisfactory explanation, the draft plan is unsound.

Page 90— Policy Ml (4)O) The separation distance from dwellings of 500m has been taken from
policies relating to wind turbines, which do not produce the same amount of noise, vibration and
nuisance as a fracking production site. It is therefore inappropriate and the separation distance should
be very much greater in the case of fracking production sites. Further, no fracking production site
should be permitted within 6 miles of any school or the boundary of any residential settlement.

Page 94 para 5.146 Ditto.

COUNCILLOR PAUL ANDREWS Date 19” December 2016
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J ‘7’?

Whole policy:
• Insular and disregards other options e.g. renewables, North Sea gas etc.
• Disregards public views on fracking — no social licence
• Does not take into account negative impacts of SGE on current economy
• Designed to overrule local democracy and force through shle development — against stated intent of

PM May - Where is ‘fairness, working for everyone’, ‘ being a force for good’, ‘everyone plays by same
rules’ (Tax and planning). ‘Government at Service of ordinary people’. ‘New laws we will not listen to
powerful but listen to you’, ‘supporting vital public services’

• Does not review ‘potential’ against ‘proven’ —this is key—where is the contingency planning?

Made by: Amber Rudd (Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change)
HCWS202

SHALE GAS AND OIL POLICY

My Rt Hon Friend Greg Clark (Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government) and I wish to set
out the Government’s view that there is a national need to explore and develop our shale gas and oil
resources in a safe, and sustainable and timely way, and the steps it is taking to support this. In laying this
statement before Parliament, it formally replaces the Shale Gas and Oil Policy Statement issued by DECC and
DCLG on 13 August 2015. This statement to Parliament should be taken into account in planning decisions
and plan-making.

The national need to explore our shale gas and oil resources

Exploring and developing our shale gas and oil resources could potentially bring substantial benefits and
help meet our objectives for secure energy supplies(renewables are proven not ‘potential’, economic
growth, (longer term and overall cost to economy, impact on existing economy e.g. tourism and agriculture
jobs, uncosted impacts to public purse, better alternatives-proven- e.g. North sea Gas, and renewables is a
sustainable industry whereas SGE is short term so we will still have the some problem if we don’t invest
heavily now in renewables Le. balance of trade if purchasing renewables tech from abroad etc. ) and lower
carbon emissions — (Now under question — see research).

Having access to clean, safe and secure supplies of natural gas for years to come is a key requirement (North
Sea Oil & Gas not an unproven SGE strategy) if the UK is to successfully transition in the longer term to a low-
carbon economy. The Government remains fully committed to the development and deployment of
renewable technologies (tax regimes, removal of subsidies — how is this evidenced? )for heat and electricity
generation and to driving up energy efficiency, but we need gpjj why not North Seo or from US, other
alternatives, cheaper from current suppliers)- the cleanest of all fossil fuels — to support our climate change
target by providing flexibility: (de-bunk new research re not the cleanest, time to deliver renewobles faster
and sustainable industry for economy of UK, and also health implications of SGE) while we do that and help
us to reduce the use of high-carbon coal.

Natural gas is absolutely vital to the economy. It provides around one third of our energy supply.

About one third of gas supply is used for industry and services, not just for power or heating but also as
feedstock, e.g. for chemicals; 33%

(Shale from US cheaper than UK Production and proven supply, also plastics trying to move away from — why
subsidise? Do a deal with current suppliers if want guaranteed supply? UKSGE not Guaranteed)

one quarter is used for electricity generation; and 25%

the remainder is used in domestic households for heating and cooking[1]. 42%

Show % of renewables in other countries in timescole and % SGE expected to deliver in same timescale —

again unproven supply against proven and sustainable supply



Since 2004, the UK has been a net importer of gas due to the rapid decline of production from the UK
Continental Shelf.

(Uplift 10% 2015 investment will uplift further with investment or a tax regime similar to SGE — would also
deliver significantly more UK and sustainable jobs)

Last year around 45% of UK gas supply was made up of net imports121. Our prolections (see issue re Europe
evalpation against actual use + wrong because UK domestic use fias increased) suggest that domestic
prochiction will continue to decline and, without any contributidn from shale (— rework or increase North
Sea also review with Bloomberg info on decline of gas and oil and increase in renewables) gas, net imports
could increase to 75% of the gas we consume by 2030[3J.

Domestic oil production has also declined since reaching a peak in 1999. Currently net imports comprise
around 40% of the oil we use and DECC projections suggest net imports could increase to 73% by 2030[41.

(again investment via tax regime N.S. + renewables — Bloamberg now saying in decline by 2027 latest, also
where is the onshore shale oil?)

Meanwhile events around the world show us how dangerous it can be to assume that we will always be able
to rely on existing sources of supply. Developing home-grown shale resources could reduce our (and wider
European) dependency on imports and improve our energy resilience.

(US ond Norway? Why danger? Also energy resilience is better funded by renewables as sustainable?)

There are also potential economic benefits in building a new industry for the country and for communities. —
Untrue see overall cost by roads,public costs etc. impact on current economies in the targeted areas —
tourism and agriculture, not a sustainable industry building a similar industry to coal i.e. will end when gas
becomes uneconomic in 2025 latest so how help country if have to recover from another decline offossilfuels
industry —just delays o decline and impacts growth in the areas as highlighted by the LEP and Local Plans —

particularly when our Tourism offering is growing above national trend and is internationally gaining
traction?, we at least need research ann that impact before these statements can be made and Govt canned
only research — also 64% of people wont buy a house so why would they holiday? doesn’t embed wealth in
local communities, impact on economies of SGE areas in comparison i.e. underlying economy has dropped in
comparison to other areas with no SGE when SGE pull out.

• Nationally, we will benefit from development of a new industrial sector, building on the experience and
skills developed here in 50 years of on- and offshore oil and gas development.

Business case taking into account all costs, migrant nature of work, and predominance of lift and shift and
Migrant workers.negatives renew industry — unconventional and implications of issues, against proven
industry e.g. offshore and renewables

Developing shale resources would deliver investment in key domestic energy infrastructure (So would
production of renewables & 120k UK jobs in NorthSea gas.) boosting the UK’s capital stock and leading to
increased productivity and growth.

- Short term left with industry no longer viable in overall global context of energy development and use
- business case?

Reducing imports would improve the balance of trade.

- Export renewable technology does same- and is a sustainable industry. Also is this a target or on
outcome?

Consultants EV (EV also say no to shale in latest research) estimated in 2014151 that a thriving shale industry
could mean cumulative investment of £33 billion and support 64,500 jobs in the gas, oil, construction,
engineering and chemical sectors at peak. Locally that might mean (research doesn’t now support this view
and offshore could give 120k jobs) new facilities and jobs for local companies no migrant workers.

We do not yet know the full scale of the UK’s shale resources nor how much can be extracted technically or
economically — could be none — (massive investment on a guess like Poland — Tax cost capital costs,
opportunity costs re other proven industries — should shale be a contingency approach not a lead?)



• The British Geological Survey estimates the shale gas resource in the Bowland-Hodder basin (what is their
lowest value) under Northern England could be 1300 trillion cubic feet (tcf)[6], compared to current UK
annual gas consumption of around 2.5 tcf[7]. The industry need to test how much of this gas in place can be
extracted technically and economically. Why the industry and allowing 1 test should not have a presumption
this policy is ‘all out for shale’ not a test scenario which should then go back to parliament and the impacted
communities for debate

• Ndtional Grid’s Future Energy Scenarios (2015) report[8] presnts a wide range for potential shale gas
production in the UK up to a peak of 32 bcm/year in 2030 (Demand shift also key will actually displace our
long-term security as not sustainable and takes investment awoy from whot is — invest in renewables, do a
long term deal and we achieve the same result with no risk of massive investment in unproven resources).
This would be around 40% of all the gas we are projected to consume and result in our import dependency
falling to 34%, compared to current projections that net imports could reach 75% in 2030.

Shale gas can create a bridge (new research challenges as bridge fuel — speed with which other countries
hove achiwed this?) while we develop renewable energy, improve energy efficiency and build new nuclear
generating capacity. Studies have shown that the carbon footprint of electricity from UK shale gas would be
likely to be significantly less than unabated coal and also lower than imported Liquefied Natural Gas[9].

The Government therefore considers that there is a clear need to seize the opportunity now to explore
and test our shale potential. (Why not North Sea and renewables? Also may be a need to explore and test
but further debate reproduction — also why the industry and not the Government as in Germany?)

Safety and environmental protection will be ensured through responsible development and robust
regulation — Not in place
(What does this mean? 3 new reports show this is nat possible in current position)

This must and can be done whilst maintaining the very highest safety and environmental standards, which
we have established with a world-leading framework for extracting oil and gas for over 50 years. — (Very
different destroys geology and longer term contamination degrading wells, impact in 10,20,50 years?
Leaking wells)

Reports by the Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering, Public Health England and others have
considered a wide range of evidence on hydraulic fracturing in the UK context, and concluded that risks
can be managed effectively if the industry follows best practice, enforced through regulation[10]111.

- Over what term did they review? 30—50 years timeframe of degrading wells ?A Iso challenge on
whether this can be done at all — some is just unable to be regulated, self-regulation not gold
standard — compare to Austra?

The Government is confident (but research isn’t and neither is the populations affected so need for further
review) we have the right protections in place now to explore shale safely (see Annex). Planning authorities
can also have confidence that the regulators will enforce safety, environmental and seismic regulation
effectively. But we are not complacent. We will continuously look to strengthen and improve regulation
where necessary as the industry develops.

Transparency and information for the public

It is also important that the public has objective information about shale and that communities where
shale development is proposed are effectively engaged, with the opportunity to hear from the expert
regulators at the Health and Safety Executive and the Environment Agency.

The Government allocated £5m for 2015-16 in the last Autumn Statement for this purpose (see Annex).

- Not happening and communities being overruled — no social licence and no information — being
stopped— where is the message ‘no reduction to bills?’

Planning

The Government is committed to ensuring that local communities are fully involved in planning decisions
that affect them. We are also making the planning system faster and fairer for all those affected by new



development. No one benefits from the uncertainty caused by delay. This is why we expect every planning
application or appeal, large or small, to be dealt with as quickly as possible.

- Hypocritical

There is a clear expectation that local planning authorities should ensure that decisions on planning
applications are made within statutory timeframes: 16 weeks where an application is subject to
Envtonmental Impact Assessment. This should be supported through an upfront timeline agreed with the
app icant including the anticipated decision date. I

To avoid unnecessary work causing delay, when determining planning applications, local planning
authorities should carefully consider which issues can be left to other regulatory regimes, taking full
account of the Government’s planning guidance on this issue.

- How do these engage local communities ensure transparency etc., - clear attempt to disenfranchise
an ‘prefer oil and gas lobby’

We also expect local planning authorities to make full use of the funding available for 2015/16 through the
£1.2m shale support programme. This will ensure there are adequate resources locally to enable the timely
determination locally of planning applications for shale gas. Local planning authorities should also agree to
Planning Performance Agreements where this is appropriate.

But we cannot be complacent. Therefore:

Appeals against any refusals of planning permission for exploring and developing shale gas, or against non-
determination, will be treated as a priority for urgent resolution. The Secretary of State for Communities and
Local Government may also want to give particular scrutiny to these appeals. To this end he will revise the
recovery criteria and will consider for recovery appeals for exploring and developing shale gas.

- Presumption of approval — how when there can be no presumption at local level?- legal challenge?

This new criterion will be added to the recovery policy issued on 30 June 2008 and will be applied for a
period of two years after which it will be reviewed.

The Secretary of State will also actively consider calling in shale applications. Each case will be considered
on its individual merits in line with his policy. Priority will be given to any called-in planning applications.

- Presumption of approval — how when there can be no presumption at local level?

The Government commits to identifying underperforming local planning authorities that repeatedly fail to
determine oil and gas applications within statutory timeframes. When such applications are made to
underperforming local planning authorities, the Secretary of State will consider whether he should
determine the application instead.

- Presumption of approval — how when there can be no presumption at local level?
- Legal appeal?
- Removal of local democracy how does this nowfit with PM May vision — appeal?

The Government has published its response to consultation and will take forward amending permitted
development rights to allow the drilling of boreholes for groundwater monitoring. The Government is also
inviting views on proposals for further rights to enable, as permitted development, the drilling of boreholes
for seismic investigation and to locate and appraise shallow mine workings. These proposals will speed up
the delivery of essential monitoring information for safety and environmental protection and free local
resources for where the express attention of the local planning authority is required.

- Removing totally democratic rights and views of local communities

My Rt Hon Friend Greg Clark (Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government) will be laying
before Parliament a written ministerial statement setting out more detail.

Sharing shale income with communities
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We also strongly believe that communities hosting - (why use hosting when the word is ‘over-ruling’) shale
gas developments should share in the financial returns they generate. The Government welcomes the shale
gas companies’ commitment to make set payments to these communities,

- Costs to communities much higher and not a requirement

which could be worth £5-lOm for a typical 10-well site, and we want to go further. As announced by the
Chpcellor in the 2014 Autumn Statement, and set out in our 9anifesto, we are determined to ensure that
locblcommunities share more of the proceeds and feel more othe benefits, using a proportion of the
revenues — tax revenues unlikely at all — initially just sleight of hand - that are recouped from shale gas
production. We will present our proposals later this year for how we intend to design the sovereign wealth
fund.

ANNEX

This Annex contains supporting material for the main statement.

Safety and environmental protection

Our regulatory system is robust — unproven far shale and reports show lacking, even UN see the difference
and recommend not in areas of population density or agriculture — how is this reflected?- and we are proven
world leaders, with a 50 year track record, in well-regulated, safe and environmentally sound oil and gas
developments. We have strict requirements through environmental permitting and DECC licencing for on-
site safety, to prevent water contamination, air pollution and mitigate seismic activity.

The Health and Safety Executive and the environmental regulators (the Environment Agency in England) are
independent and highly specialised regulators. They will enable the development of shale gas in a sate and
environmentally sound manner.

The Environment Agency assesses the potential use of chemicals used in hydraulic fracturing fluids on a
case-by-case basis. The use ot hazardous chemicals will not be permitted where there is a risk — always a
risk with fracking so how ensure? that they may enter groundwater and cause pollution.

- Too few and no shale gas experience also new research shows this can’t be done and time frame to
new horizon

The Health and Safety Executive scrutinise well design and require week by week written updates on
drilling progress.

- What about after decommissioning? Also look at what happened at Pease Hall and allowing gas
industry to ‘self-regulate’.

DECC has implemented a thorough system of rigorous checks before any drilling or fracking and a live traffic
light system during the actual operations, to ensure earth tremors will not occur — Unproven

To reinforce the existing regulatory regime further, the Infrastructure Act 2015 brought forward a range of
additional requirements and safeguards if an operator is to carry out hydraulic fracturing.

These include taking account of the environmental impact of development, baseline monitoring of
methane in groundwater in the 12 months preceding hydraulic fracturing operations, disclosure of all
chemicals, community benefits and the exclusion of protected areas. — Under is not exclusion, and what
about 551 etc.,

Draft regulations, laid on 16 July, defining the protected areas in which fracking will be prohibited as
specified areas of groundwater, National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the Broads and World
Heritage Sites. Fracking can only take place at depths below 1200 metres in these areas. — STILL AT RISK

- What about Amenityzones?

Ministers also set out their clear commitment to ensure that hydraulic fracturing cannot be conducted from
wells that are drilled at the surface of National Parks and other protected areas. This is not intended to
impact on conventional drilling operations.

Transparency and information for the public



Following the Autumn Statement announcement of £5m for 2015-16 to “provide independent evidence
directly to the public about the robustness of the existing [shale gas] regulatory regime”.

- What about ensuring public hear clear messages re health, environmental, cost impacts of shale —

Government controlling the message.

DECC received f1.7m to establish independent environmental monitoring and is working with a research
co9sortium led by the British Geological Survey to expand an exsting Lancashire-based programme for
gathering baseline environmental data to North Yorkshire, whee a planning application for a shale gas
project is being submitted. The data produced would be made available to the public — where is this?

In addition, DCLG announced in March a f1.2m fund to support Mineral Planning Authorities dealing with
shale planning applications. The Health & Safety Executive has received £0.5m to increase the availability of
inspectors for onshore oil and gas operations and to double its local engagement capacity. The Environment
Agency received £1.5m to undertake pro-active local engagement by deploying dedicated local officers. The
Government is also publishing factual material on shale, including web documents and videos.

- you are funding shale but taking subsidies from renewables —short-term thinking

[1] DECC, Digest Of UK Energy Statistics, July 2015

[2] DECC, Digest of UK Energy Statistics, July 2015

[3] DECC, UK Oil and Gas Production Projections, March 2015
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/414172/Production_prject
ions.pdf

[4]lbid

[5] EV, Getting Ready for UK Shale Gas, April 2014
http://www.ey.com/Publication/vwLUAssets/Getting_ready_for_UK_sh a le_gas/$ Fl LE/EY-Getting-ready-for
UK-shale-gas-April-2014.pdf

[6] BGS/DECC, Bowland Shale Gas Study, June 2013 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/bowland
shale-gas-study

[7] Based on DECC, Digest of UK Energy Statistics, July 2015

[8] National Grid, Future Energy Scenarios, 2015- CHASE

[9] Mackay-stone report (requested by DECC), Potential Greenhouse Gas Emissions Associated with Shale
Gas Extraction and Use, Sept 2013
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/237330/MacKay Ston
e shale study report 09092013.pdf - REVIEW

[10] The Royal Society and The Royal Academy of Engineers, Shale gas extraction in the UK: a review of
hydraulic fracturing, 2012
https://wwwgov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/256359/Publication R
oyalSocietv 2012-06-28-Shale-gaspdf - REVIEW

[11] Public Health England, Review of the Potential Public Health Impacts of Exposures to Chemical and
Radioactive Pollutants as a Result of the Shale Gas Extraction Process

impacts-of-exposures-to-chemical-and-radioactive-pollutants - REVIEW
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OFFICIAL — SENSITIVE

a,
Department
of Energy &
Climate Change

From:

The RI Hon Amber Rudd MP
Secretary of State for Energy and
Chmate Change

The Rt Hon Greg Clark MP
Secretary of State for Communities &
Local Government

The Rt Hon Liz Truss MP
Secretary of Stale for Environment, Food
and Rural Affairs

To:

The Rt Hon George Osborne MP
Chancellor of the Exchequer -

7 July 2015

Dear George,

You asked us to develop a Joint plan to develop the shale gas sector in the UK,
building on the work that has already been done in the last Parliament. This loller
proposes an ambitious strategy to enable the first exploration wells, demonstrate the
safety and potential of the sector, and ultimately move to production. We propose to
make a joint statement this summer to set out the Government’s agenda. Our
objectives are sfretchlng, but we propose setting the bar high to drive our ambition.

Objectives for our approach to shale development

We propose these stretching Government objectives for the UK shale sector.

• Within two years - exploration under way and first few sites hydraulic
fracturing;

• Within five years - production underway from the first converted sites
(assuming the gas flows and Is commercially recoverable);

• Within ten years - a maturing shale gas production kidustry.
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One of the hurdles to overcome to develop a more favourable public attitude is that

nobody in the UK has seen or experienced a shale hacking operation in their area,

aside from the limited operations at Preese Hall, abandoned in 2011. We need

some exploi’ation wells, to clearly demonstrate that shale exploration can be done

cleanly and safely here, So we must put our immediate efforts into securing some

early wins in exploration.

In this regard, as experences in Lancashire have shown, it is vital that we reach a

position where mineral planning authorities f€€1 able to take sound planning

dedsions within appropriate Umescales and at an appropriate cost.

With this in mind, we have identified a package of measures La speed up planning for

shale and are already testing the scope to support shale through city and county

deals. Qur officials continue to work together and with industry to understand the

barriers fadog emerging shale exploratIon projects.

We will continue to work with the regulators to improve the experience for operators,

buiWlng on existing positive developments such as the Environment Agency’s ‘one

stop shop’ pemiifling centre, its readiness to conduct pro-application discussions

with operators and its well-received drop-in sessions hr local residents. Enhanced

local engagement by the independent regulators, enabled this year by the add Wona!

Autumn Statement funding, is key to social acceptance and we ask that you look to

roll this funding forward in future years in order to maintain the benefits.

We will also need to prepare for our five year objedive. and the evolution of an

exploration sector into a nascent production sector. We propose to stafl work later

this year to develop comprehensive scenarios for what a production stage industry

might look Nice, including the need for further regulatory development as the industry

progresses (e.g. a single regulator for shale if needed).

As well as improving the current planning system, it is Important that we have a long-

term approach to planning Which is suitable for handling the large number of

applications that would be seen in a full production stage: We are therefore minded

to bring commercial shale production within the Nationally Significant lnfmstnicture

Planning regime, and to be ready to begin the move from early 2016 for large scale

applications. However, we need to think carefully about whether to slow this

approach until a number of exploration sites are underway in order to avoid delaying

current and prospective exploration applications or undermining public support for

exploration sites.

Mne A sets out an out$ne plan, addressing te poInts in your letter and some

additbnal actions. I

Proposed Government announcement

We support a Government announcement on shale gas policy this summer and

propose to make a joint statement to begin a concerted campaign of national

engagement. We see great value in arliculating the need for shale gas, in particular

for security of supply, followed by the economic benefits that come from hasting a

new industry. The statement would aLso show how the regulatory framework protects



pie and the efivironment and set ott actions to support timely decisions o
ining applications, capitalising on the Autumn Statement funding, including th
lgnatlon of mineral planning authorIties as underpedonning where they an
østently slow, arid pñoritising appeals and call-ins. It would conclude b
aining the accompanying national and local economic benefit. This could bi
Wed by a second announcement in the autumn, bed to the 14” licensing muni
ations. focused on be community benefits, Sovereign !iVeafth Fund and

nbal refreshed industry charter.

ax B sets out an outline narrative.

Departments will progress this work as a high priority, working with you and you
iats, as well as coilsagues at No 10, to realise the potential of this importan
or.

Yours sincerely,

Amber Rudd

Greg Clark

Liz Truss
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From: Paul Andrews <paul.pandrews@live.co.uk>
Sent: 19 December 2016 18:32
To: mwjointplan
Cc: Lindsay Burr; edjowitt@tiscali.co.uk; elizabethshields@btclick.com
Subject: Joint Minerals and Waste Plan
Attachments: Exhibit 1.docx; exhibit 2 aJPG; exhibit 2 b.JPG; ex[iibit 2 cJPG; exhibit 3 d.JPG;

exhibit 3JPG; Reswponse 1orm191216.pdf; Secodd submission on waste plan
revised 191216.docx

Dear sir/madam,

I attach response form, submission statement and three exhibits.

Please note I have only sent one response form, as all my points are inter-related. If this means that copies
have to be forwarded to different sections of your department, please just copy the form and the
attachments and send them out appropriately.

If there is any difficulty in this, please let me know.

Please acknowledge receipt.

Regards

Councillor Paul Andrews

I

1
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From: Paul Andrews <paul.p.andrews©live.co.uk>
Sent 21 December 2016 07:33
To: mwjointplan
Cc: edjowitt@tiscali.co.uk; Lindsay Burr
Subject: Fw: Joint Minerals and Waste Plan
Attachments: Exhibit 1.Flocx; exhibit 2 aJPG; exhibit 2 bJPG; exhibit 2 c.JPG; exhibit dJPG;

exhibit 3MPG; Reswponse forml9l2l6pdf; Second submission on wask plan
revised 191216.docx

I wish to make the following additional comment in regard to the joint plan.

In my representations (copies of all documents attached) I challenged the figure of 10 pads per 100 square

kilometers set out in in para 5.137 of the plan. It has been drawn to my attention that these figures were

not in the original draft plan, and were not made public until the current draft was published. If this is

correct, the plan is
clearly unsound for the following additional reasons:

1. The figures are a substantial element of the hydrocarbons section of the plan and have not been the
subject of any prior consultation;

2. The figures contained in para.5.137 allow cumulative development which will have a detrimental and
adverse impact on the landscape to an extent that it directly conflicts with and contradicts the
requirements of Policy M17.

Pleasse confirm receipt of these representations.

Regards

Councillor Paul Andrews
Malton Ward
Ryedale

From: Paul Andrews <paul.p.andrewscThIive.co.uk>
Sent: 19 December 2016 18:31
To: mwiointplannorthyorks.gov.uk
Cc: Lindsay Burr; ediowitt@tiscalhco.ujc elizabethshields@btclick.com
Subiect: Joint Minerals and Waste Plan

Dear sir/madam,

I attach response form, submission statement and three exhibits.

Please note 1 have only sent one response form, as all my points are inter-related. If this means that copies

have to be forwarded to different sections of your department, please just copy the form and the

attachments and send them out appropriately.

1





























































 

 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Part A - Contact details 
 

Your contact details 

Name: 
 

Title:  
Mr 

Initial(s): 
P J  

Surname: 
Rollings 

Organisation (if applicable):Rufforth with 
Knapton Neighbourhood Planning Group 
 

Address: 5, Church Farm Close 

Rufforth 
 

York 

Post Code:YO23 3RL 

Telephone: 01904 738704 

Email:peterrollings@btinternet.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: mwjointplan@northyorks.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 
 
 

 

Publication Stage- Response Form 

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. 

 



 

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

Rufforth with Knapton Neighbourhood Planning Group 

 

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.  
 
 
I  am chair of the Rufforth with Knapton Neighbourhood Planning Group delegated by the Parish council to produce a 
Neighbourhood Plan for the Parish and we expect our emerging Plan to go out for pre submission consultation early in the 
New Year . 
The particular section of the Joint Plan that interests us is the waste management site at Harewood Whin [ WJP11 ]referred 
to in Para 6:50 and 6:53 of the main plan and in Appendix 1 page 147.  We are pleased to report that a proper consultation 
was undertaken at the appropriate stage of the process and a drop in meeting held in the village of Rufforth focussing on 
the issues surrounding Harewood Whin. We are further please to note that concerns of residents expressed at that meeting 
and in comments to the consultation stage of the Joint Plan have been taken in to account in this latest draft publication 
which we fully support both in process and content terms. 
We recognise that Harewood Whin is a site of strategic importance for waste management but are pleased to note that the 
Joint Plan re-affirms it’s location in the Green Belt and that it will be designated as green belt in the forthcoming York Local 
plan. 
Importantly we confirm the site boundary as shown in the map [ Appendix 1 page 150 ] is correct and defines the current 
operational site boundary. Surrounding land remains in the Green Belt and is therefore not appropriate for development . 
On this basis we believe the Joint plan to be sound and support the Proposed policies as they relate to the Parish of 
Rufforth with Knapton . Consultation with residents indicates that they are very supportive of this stance 

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

6:50   

 X 

X  

X  

 

X 

X 

 

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. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                                    (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: 
18th Nov 2016 

 

x  
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James Whiteley

From: PETER ROLLINGS <peterrollings@btinternet.com>

Sent: 18 November 2016 15:59

To: mwjointplan

Subject: Response

Attachments: Publication_response_form_part_A1 (1).docx; Publication_response_form_part_B1 (1) 

(3).docx

Please find attached the response to the Joint plan Consultation from the Rufforth with Knapton 
Neighbourhood Planning group of which I am Chairman 
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GREATER MANCHESTER
PLANNING AND HOUSING TEAM P AGMA

?/ ASSOCIATION OF‘ GREATER MANCHESTER

0 AUTHORITIES

GMCA
GREATER MANCHESTER
COMBINED AUTHORITY

Planning and Housing
New Economy
Churchgate House,
56 Oxford Street
Manchester
Ml 6EU

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

9(h December 2016

Dear Rob,

RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan- Regulation 19 Publication Consultation

Thank you for consulting AGMA on the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. The Minerals and Waste
Planning unit represent AGMA on minerals and waste planning issues and I am preparing this
response on their behalf.

AGMA have no specific comments on the content of the Publication Plan but note that the Joint
LAA (September 2016) which includes the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority identifies
exports of crushed rock to the North West from the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority and
we welcome this recognition.

We would be grateful to continue contact regarding mineral and waste movements and attend
any meetings as required. If you have any queries, please contact Carolyn Williams, Group
Leader Minerals and Waste on 0161 604 7746, or email carolyn.williamsurbanvision.arg.uk

Yours sincerely

Anne Morgan (Planning Strategy Manager)

BOLTON BURY MANCHESTER OLDHAM ROCHOALE SALFORO STOCKPORT TAMESIDE TRAFFORD WIGAN
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From: Lane, Philippa <philippa.lane@urbanvision.org.uk>
Sent: 09 December 2016 14:53
To: mwjointplan
Cc: Williams, Carolyn
Subject: Regulation 19 Consultation Response
Attachments: AGMA Reg 19 Decembr2016.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Planning Team,

Please find attached response from GMCA regarding the current Keg 19 consultation.

Regards,
Philippa Lane

Philippa Lane
Principal Planner (Minerals and Waste)
Urban Vision Partnership Ltd

Please note my days of work are Wednesday, Thursday and Friday.

Tel: 0161 604 7652
Mob: 07736 494 637
E-mail: philippa.lane@urbanvision.org.uk
Web: www.urbanvision.org.uk
Emerson House, Albert Street, Eccles, Salford, M30 OTE
Registration Number: 5292634. Regi5tered in England

Commercial in Confidence

The information in this message is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is
intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed.
Access to this message by anyone else is unauthorised. If you are not the intended
recipient, you may not peruse, use, disseminate, distribute or copy this message.
Please immediately contact the sender, if you have received this message in error, and

delete the original e—mail from your system.

Urban Vision Partnership Ltd. Registered Office Emerson House, Albert Street, Eccies

M30 OTE,

Registered in England No. 5292634 Vat No. 618 1841 40
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North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Publication Stage- Response Form

Part A - Contact details

Name: [ Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
Email:

Name: Title: Miss Initial(s): J

Surname: Hadland

Organisation (if applicable): Savills (UK) Ltd

Address: 26 Coniscliffe Road

Darlington

Post Code: DL3 7JX
Telephone: 01325 370516
Email: jhadland@savills.com

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 submifting 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: mwiointplannofthyorks.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 DataProtection 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 Aqent contact details (if applicable)

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

ame or Organisation : Savills (UK) Ltd on behalf of the Settrington Estate

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 MJPO8 Policy No. Policy M09 Pilicies 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 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 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.

As set out in paragraph 5.46 of the Minerals and waste Joint Plan Publication Draft (November 2016), no specific
requirement has been identified for the release of further reserves of crushed rock (carboniferous Limestone and Jurassic
Limestone) in order to meet requirements over the period to 31 December 2030 and it is not considered that identifying
allocations for these is a priority for the Joint Plan. As such, our client strongly objects to the proposed allocations for the
allocation at Sellhngton Quarry, (Site MJPOB).

The proposed extension (Site MJPO8) to the existing quarry at Seftdngton lies in close proximity to a property within our
client’s family ownership. The current quarry causes significant disturbance to the neighbouring residents in many forms
and the proposed allocation for an extension to the quarry (which is not considered necessary during this plan period)
proposes to extend these disruptions for a further 20 — 25 years.

Our client’s family property in question is Settdngton Grange (and grounds), and is located immediately to the east of the
proposed allocation I extension. The property has been subject to disruptions for many years by the existing quarry works.
The close proximity can be seen on the location plan set out on page 61 of Appendix I — allocated sites document.

Whilst there is reference to the need to mitigate against several issues (e.g. ecology, landscape, land classification, access
and so on) there is a significant lack of information within the consultation document as to how this mitigation will occur.

As these issues are not being dealt with in a suitable manner as it stands, there is severe concern (and suspicion) that an
extension will only exacerbate the issues.

It is questioned as to whether the current spraying of the roadways and stockpiles is satisfactory to prevent a dusty
environment as required by the conditions set out on the planning permission associated with the existing quarry. As it
stands it is considered that more could be done to adhere to this condition.

Furthermore, it is questioned as to whether the correct precautions are being taken and maintained to ensure that all
vehicles leaving the site are in a clean condition as did I dust is left on the road; sometimes mud (as the lorries drive on the
grass verges), creating highway safety concerns.

Noise is a significant issue in respect of the quarry and its already established neighbouring uses. Residents nearby are
seriously shocked by blastings, and prior warning (albeit only, currently, of an hour or so) does nothing to diminish that.



There are also concerns over the impact the works have on the structural soundness of nearby properties (particularly
Settrington Grange).

Our client has been liaising with Fenstone about monitoring, by vibrographs, the effects of the blastings at Settrington
Grange. This has, as ever with Fenstone, proved to be a tortuous process, and one only marginally helped by NYCC’s
input. This strengthens concerns, in the first instance, about extending the site and, in the second, about regulation actually
working. It has been, frankly, deficient, over many years here — and yet the good people of Ryedale are being asked, by
NYCC, to believe that regulation of hydraulic fracturing (tracking’), for which planning permission was granted by NYCC for
a site nearby, will be of the highest possible standard.

Issues such as ecology, landscape, land classification, access etc. are identified within the Sustainability Appraisal,
however, it is considered the works will also have an adverse effect on health and wellbeing. Detailed mitigation measures
are excluded from the consultation document. This is not thought sufficient in respect of formally allocating a site where
there is currently no demand for further extraction of crushed rock during the Plan period.

Moreover, there is significant concern over the protection of any protected species in the area which may live I forage in the
area.

In addition, the land is classified as Grade 3 agricultural land and therefore is noted as being best and most versatile land
in national planning policy and should be afforded protection. It is therefore considered that the existing quarry should be
restored as soon as possible; not extended.

This leads to our client’s trepidation over the lack of restoration which has taken place on the existing quarry to date. As
restoration works have hardly started, our client questions whether an even bigger excavation area will ever be restored
and, if so, how long until it is. The longer it takes to restore the land, the longer it provides a danger (with perilously steep
sides) to local residents.

This leads on to the serious concern held over the health and safely associated with the rudimentary fencing recently
erected along the boundary of the quarry. It took nine years for this fence to be erected on the quarry side of the boundary
which adjoins our client’s estate, and the breached stand-off with said estate to be addressed. This raises concerns as to
future regulation, especially with health and safety issues etc. associated with the future use and extension of the site. A
site visit to the area surrounding the quarry is recommended.

In conclusion, we object to the proposed allocation to extend Settrington Quarry (MJPOS), particularly in respect of noise,
dust, dirt and impact on neighbouring properties / residents — including health, safety and wellbeing. These concerns
should be held in high regard when the extension is not even required as part of the Plan. Again, this refers to paragraph
5.46 of the consultation document.

As such, we respectfully request that the Council discounts site MJPO8 from the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan as an
allocation and wait for other proposals to come forward for extensions to other existing more suitable Carboniferous or
Jurassic Limestone sites, in due course. These would be assessed under the requirements of Policy M10 Unallocated
extensions to existing quarries and, if the site is located in an AONB, Policies MGI and 004. This will help meet any
outstanding needs post plan period without affecting neighbouring residents.

(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.

We respectfully request that the Council discounts site MJPO8 from the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan as there is no
specific requirement which has been identified for the release of further reserves of crushed rock (Carboniferous Limestone
and Jurassic Limestone) in order to meet requirements over the period to 31 December 2030 and it is not considered that
identi’ing allocations for these is a priority for the Joint Plan.

In addition to the lack of need, the proposal would adversely affect neighbouring residents and landowners in respect of
noise, dust, dirt and impact on neighbouring properties / residents — including health, safety and wellbeing.

Official Use Only Reference Number -
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From: Jennifer Hadland <JHadland@savills.com>
Sent 13 December 2016 13:12
To: mwjointplan
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage
Attachments: MWJP Publication - Response Form Part A.docx; MWJP Publication - Response

Form Part B.docx

Dear Sirs,

Please find attached a response to the above consultation on behalf of our client,

I would be pleased if these comments can be taken into account during the preparabon of the Minerals and Waste
Joint Plan and would ask that we are kept informed of all future consultations during the Joint Plan process.

I would very much appreciate if you could confirm receipt of this email and the attachment and, if you require any
further information, please do not hesitate to contact me. For information, my contact details are set out below.

Kind regards
Jennifer

Jen Hadland BA (Hens), MSc, MRTPI
Associate Planner
Rural

26 conisdiffe Road. Darhngton. DL3 TJX
Tel +44 (0)1325370516
Mobile :44 (0) 7917 616 048
Email JHadland(savills.com

savills
Before printing, think about the environment

_r ASPECTS
OF LAND

Read the ksbsnnMlntar edition fln .

From: mwjointplan [mailto:mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk]
Sent: 09 November 2016 13:39
To: mwjointplan <mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk>
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
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MINERAL AND WASTE JOINT PLAN (PUBLICATION STAGE) Consultation response

No, I do not want to attend the Oral Examination of the MWJP.

;62.t

I live in Harrogate and I am a keen walker, naturalist and lover of the North Yorkshire
countryside. Not only am I devoted to the wonderful countryside I have in my own area, but my
mother lives in Driffield so I am also familiar with the wealth of biodiversity and scenery of the
Yorkshire Wolds and the East Coast. I am very concerned about the devastating impact that the
fracking industry will have on rural areas in the county, destroying tourism, ruining landscape
and polluting the environment. With the world teetering on the brink of unstoppable climate
change, I expect NYCC to understand that we have a duty to ensure that all of our county’s fossil
fuels remain where they belong - in the ground. Can you please take the following points into
consideration when publishing the Mineral and Wast Joint Plan:

SCOPE OF THE CONSULTATION

Sections M16-M18 of the Minerals and Waste Plan (MWJP) has changed considerably in content
since the Preferred Options consultation (the previous version put out for consultation in
December 2015)
Since the last draft of the plan, much of North Yorkshire is now covered in Petroleum Exploration
and Development Ucences (PEDL5), which were announced in December 2016.
It is clear that much of the new policy has been developed in conjunction with the shale gas
industry by the wording and parameters included in the MWJP.
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.
There is no legal requirement to limit the scope of this consultation to just legality and soundness.
It is the NYCC who have made this decision.
The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England Regulations (2012) do not limit the scope
of consultation at the Regulation 19 (‘Publication’) consultation stage.
The consultation should therefore be opened up to wider public consultation on the content and
substance of the plan.

TITLE

INITIALS

SURNAME

ADDRESS

POSTCODE

TELEPHOE

EMAIL
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CLIMATE CHANGE

The Publication Draft of the MWJP does not conform to statutory requirements for legal
compliance and tests of soundness relating to Climate Change.
The MWJP does not conform with Segtion 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.
Sections M16-18 of the MWJP does not conform with Paragraph 94 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), Paragraph 94, which states that “Local planning authorities should adopt
proactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate change. “.

The Committee of Climate Change (CCC) report of March2016 concluded that the exploitation of
shale gas would not be compatible with UK carbon budgets, or the legally binding commitment in
the Climate Change Act to reduce emissions by at least 80% by 2050, unless three crucial tests are
met. The MWJP’s ability to meet these tests are not clearly defined.
Assumptions that shale gas could lead to carbon savings are unsupported, given that test 3 of the
CCC report states that “emission5 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.”
It is unclear how this can be achieved, given that the government has removed support for Carbon
Capture and Storage (CCS), drastically reduced subsidies for renewable energy and scrapped plans
to make all new homes zero carbon by 2016.
The MWJP is therefore unsound to claim that Policy MiG 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
- CO2 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 CO2 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 areas such as National Parks, AONB5 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 5P13 (Landscapes).
The Ryedale 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.
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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 MWJP.
Ryedale Policy 5P13 states that developments should contribute to the protection and
enhancement of distinctive elements of landscape character, including: “Visually sensitive skylines,
hi/land 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 wa’ 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 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 AONB 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 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 areas 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

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
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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 aw.
Paragraph 144 of the NPPF states tha 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 750m 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 NPPF.
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.

Air quality impacts

There is now clear evidence that the air quality impacts from fracking have been shown to pose
risks to health.
Evidence from the University of Colorado, among others, reveal a number of potentially toxic
hydrocarbons in the air near fracking wells, including benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene and xylene. A
number of chemicals routinely released during fracking, such as benzene, are known carcinogens.
http//www.ucdenver.edu/about/newsroom/newsreIea ses/Pages/heaIth-irnpacts-of-fracking.emissions.asx

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 fracking (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.
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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 how that a setback distance of 500m is not sufficient, and
research in Colorado has resulted in proposal for setback distances from fracking well sites to He
extended to ThOm from any place where people live.
https://ballotpedia.org/colorado Mandatory Setback from Oil and Gas Development Amendment (2016)

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 MP 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

Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006) places a duty on every
public authority in England and Wales to ‘c..hove regard, so far as is consistent with the proper
exercise ofthosefunctions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity”.
The inclusion of designated wildlife sites, such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI5), Special
Protection Areas, Special Areas of Conservation and Ramsar Sites, as protected areas in which
fracking is prohibited is welcomed.
However, fracking would still be allowed just outside the boundaries of, and underneath, these
areas from fracking well-sites situated on their borders.
Unconventional gas production is not just an underground activity. The above ground aspects of
fracking developments, such as clearing of local hedges, trees and vegetation, additional pipelines
and access roads, noise and light pollution (particularly at night) would all have a negative impact
on wildlife living nearby.
Planning Practice Guidance supports this viewpoint, stating that: “Porticular consideration should
be given to noisy development affecting designated sites.”
Policy D07 in the MWJP currently states that mineral developments which would have an
unacceptable impact on an SSSI - or a network of SSSls - will only be permitted ¶..where the
benefits of the development would clearly outweigh the impact or loss”
This wording appears to allow considerable impact or loss on a protected area, if the Planning
Authority felt that this was still outweighed by the benefits (i.e. by the production of gas).
Given that SSSls 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 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 SSSI.
As many SSSls 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
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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 of 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.
Biodiversity offsetting has been shown many times to be an unsatisfactory solution to problems
caused by development, and should not be offered as a solution to developers to get around the
damage they will cause to protected areas. The specific features of an 5551 cannot simply be
replaced by planting a new wood sodiewhere else. This approach is unsound and should be
removed from the MWJP guidance.

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 spill5 on the ground or under-surface
contamination.
In Pennsylvania, the Department of Water Protection has confirmed at least 279 cases of water
contamination due to fracking:
http://files.dep.state.pa.u s/OiIGas/8OG M/B0GM PartalFiles/OilcasReports/Determination_Letters/Regional_Determinati
on_Letterspdf

Fracking has also been proven to pollute groundwater in Wyoming:
https://www.scentificamerican.com/a rticle/f racking-ca n-contami nate-drinki ng-water/

It is therefore the Planning authorities’ legal duty to ensure that water contamination will not occur
in North Yorkshire.
The EU Water Framework Directive is part of the UK’s legal framework. This suggests the
precautionary principle should be considered in planning, mainly through the mechanism of
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA).
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 andfromflowback water which may
have a high content of saline formation water.” http://nora.nerc.ac.uk/16467/
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 far regulating the industry but there is
limited experience of their suitability far 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.”
Paragraph 94 of the NPPF states that local planning authorities should “adopt proactive strategies
to mitigate and adapt to climate change, taking full account of ...water supply”. Paragraph 99 later
states that “local plans should take account of climate change over the longer term, including
factors such as flood risk, coastal change, water supply.”
The MWJP should therefore incorporate the precautionary principle, meaning that unless it can be
proved that there will be groundwater contamination from a tracking well-site, it should not apply.
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
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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 tht local authorities should ensure that there: “are no
unacceptable adverse impacts on thb natural and historic environment, human health or aviatio
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

The NPPF states Planning Authorities should: ‘..take into account the cumulative effects of multiple
impacts from individual sites and/or a number of sites in a locality”
Planning practice guidance also states: “The local planning authorities should always have regard to
the possible cumulative effects arising from any existing or approved development.”
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 lOxiD 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
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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
operator5 may still be allowed to haJe lOwell-pads located in a much smaller surface area.
There is al5o 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

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 strong 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 potentialfor re-injected
water to act as a trigger for the activation of geologicalfault 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.
Oklahoma, for example, is now the earthquake capital of the USA due to re-injection of waste from
fracking operations. According to an article Scientific American, entitled Waste Water Injection
Caused Oklahoma Quakes, “More than 230 earthquakes with a magnitude greater than 3.0 have
shaken the state of Oklahoma already this year. Before 2008 the state averaged one such quake a
year.” https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/wastewater-injecuon-caused-oklahoma-earthquakes/

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,

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
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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.
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mwjointplan

From:
Sent: 11 December 2016 22:31

To: mwjointplan

Subject: MINERAL AND WASTE JOINT PLAN CONSULTATION SUBMISSION

Attachments: MINERAL-AND-WASTE-JOINT-PLAN-CONSULTATION-SUBMISSION .docx

Dear Sir/Madam

I attach a submission to the Mineral and Waste Joint Plan Consultation.

Yours Sincerely,

1



CITY OF

YORK
COUNCIL

North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Publipation Stage- Response Form

Part A - Contact details

Name: Title: Initial(s):

Surname:

Organisation (if applicable):

Address:

Post Code:
Telephone:
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.

MUST be produced for each separate representation you wish to make.
submissions will only be at the invitation of the inspector who will conduct an
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.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 Act31998. 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.

Your contact details Agent contact details (if applicable)

A separate Part B form
After this stage, further
Examination in Public of

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
Name or 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 Secti4n 3- Policy No. Policies Map Page 152
Allocation Reference No. Area of Serach

A

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

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

.‘
- .. 1

(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

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

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

Signature: Date: 12 December 2016

I Official Use Only Reference Number

Section 3 - Area of Search A

Please also consider an additional issue to be added, relating to loss of Public Rights of Way as this area is criss-crossed
by PROW and should restrict areas which are suitable for quarrying.

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.

I I F 1%..] I I l Ill 1111 I
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From:
Sent: 12 December 2016 15:51
To: mwjointplan
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage
Attachments: MWJP Publication - Response Form Part A.DOCX; MWJP Publication - Response

Fc1rm Part B.DDCX

Dear Sirs

Please find Response Forms A and Bin connection with the above Minerals and Waste Joint Plan — Publication Stage.
Please see paragraph 4 relates.

Kind regards

From: mwjointplan [mailto:mwjointplan©northyorks.gov.uk]
Sent: 09 November 2016 13:43
To: mwjointplan
Subject: Minerals and Waste Joint Plan - Publication Stage

Dear SirlMadam,

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 901 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 tb this email:

• Formal Publication Letter,
• Statement of Representations Procedure,
• Response Form (Part A & Part B) and
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North Yorkshire
County Council

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan

Part A - Contact details

Publication Stage- Response Form

Your contact details
Name; Title: Initial(s):
Josh Mr D
Surname:
Feakins
Organisation (if applicable):
Castle Howard Estate Limited

Address: Castle Howard

York

Post Code: Y060 7DA
Telephone: 01653 648609
Email:jfeakins@castlehoward.co.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 lnspectorate, 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: mwjolntplannorthyorks.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 SAH

Aqent contact details (if applicable)

a

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
Name or Organisation: Castle Howard Estate Limited

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 Policies Map
Allocation Reference No.

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

2.0) Legally compliant Yes I I No I I
2.(2)Sound Yes I I No I 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 I No_____ Justified Yes No

Effective Yes No x 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.

We believe that the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan should stipulate that a robust programme of baseline
moniloring should be completed in advance of the three stages of hydrocarbon development (exploration,
appraisal, production) being authorised. This programme of monitoring in advance of any exploration would
establish the environmental baseline against which the potential for development can be considered.

The monitoring should be conducted independently, be publicly available and should provide a scientific
evidence based assessment of the local environment. Monitoring should cover the following areas:

• water quality (groundwater and surface water)

• seismic activity

• ground motion

• air quality

• radon

• soil gas

* physical condition of heritage properties

• traffic volumes

• visual amenity and visual impact



All responses received will be considered and any information provided
4 o,flI I’n mndn n.,hlIn RAt, “‘°“-‘ is hereby confirmed.

Signature: Date:
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