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Introduction 

Section 110 of the Localism Act 2011 sets out a statutory Duty to Cooperate in 

planning for sustainable development.  Under the Duty, planning authorities are 

required to engage constructively, actively and on a continuing basis where important 

cross-boundary issues (ie issues of relevance to more than one planning authority) 

arise. Planning for minerals and waste can, as a result of the operation of markets and 

the specialised provision sometimes required, give rise to strategic planning 

considerations beyond the boundary of an individual local planning authority. 

Addressing the requirements of the Duty is therefore necessary as part of preparation 

of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. 

Identification of significant cross boundary minerals and waste issues 

1.0 This paper summarises how potentially significant cross boundary minerals supply 

and waste management issues have been identified and addressed during preparation 

of the Plan. It is intended primarily as a narrative document to accompany other 

information on how the Duty to Cooperate has been addressed. 

1.1 In addition to the key specific issues identified in the Paper, it should be noted that 

the decision to prepare the Plan on a joint basis was itself in part a response to known 

issues of cross boundary significance between the three authorities.  These include in 

particular the existence of a joint arrangement between North Yorkshire County 

Council (NYCC) and City of York Council (CYC) for the management of local authority 

collected waste through the North Yorkshire and York Waste Partnership; known 

cross-boundary issues relating to the development of onshore gas resources between 

NYCC and the North York Moors National Park Authority (NYMNPA) area, and; 

potential cross boundary issues relating to the proposed development of potash 

resources in the NYMNPA area. A further consideration was the fact that York 

represents substantially the largest centre of population in the North Yorkshire sub-

region yet has very limited minerals resources and is therefore largely dependent on 

imports from elsewhere. 

1.3 Although this Paper is intended to provide summary evidence on how activity 

relevant to the statutory Duty to Cooperate has been used to help consider cross-

boundary minerals supply and waste management issues, it does not constitute a 

record of all the activity undertaken by the three Councils, relevant to the Duty 

Cooperate, during preparation of the Joint Plan. Further information on how 

cooperation has informed the development of the Plan is contained elsewhere in the 

evidence base and supporting documents. 

1.4 A range of work has taken place on a cooperative or collaborative basis to help 

prepare the Plan.  Examples of this include the joint preparation (led by NYCC) and 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 3 
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subsequent updating of a Local Aggregates Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub-

region1; the production, also led by NYCC, of a Regional Waste Position Statement for 

Yorkshire and Humber and the establishment of a Yorkshire and Humber Technical 

Advisory Body for waste, and, the commissioning of a joint study of waste arisings and 

capacity requirements for the North Yorkshire Sub-region.  Engagement has taken 

place with other minerals and waste planning authorities, both within and beyond the 

Yorkshire and Humber area, throughout preparation of the Plan and via a range of 

mechanisms, including; surveys, correspondence, meetings and formal consultation on 

emerging plans. A draft Memorandum of Understanding on cooperation in waste 

planning has been agreed at Heads of Planning level by the waste planning authorities 

in the North Yorkshire, West Yorkshire, South Yorkshire and Humber sub-regions. 

Alongside this, contact has been maintained through meetings and/or correspondence 

with other statutory bodies relevant to the Duty to Cooperate, particularly the District 

and Borough Councils in the NYCC area, Environment Agency, English Heritage, 

Natural England, Highways Agency, Local Highways Authority, the Local Enterprise 

Partnership and Local Nature Partnerships. 

1.5 In some cases, for example work on cross boundary movements of minerals and 

waste, the above activity has built on work carried out on these matters by NYCC and 

other relevant minerals and waste planning authorities prior to a decision to prepare a 

Joint Plan. Although such work is not referred to specifically in this Paper it has 

nevertheless contributed to the overall process of engagement in the identification and 

resolution of issues. 

1.6 In order to guide identification, consideration and where necessary resolution of 

cross boundary issues, the following general approach has been, or is intended to be, 

followed by the three authorities; 

Stage Comments 
Scoping of potentially relevant issues Carried out at Issues and Options stage and through 

development and updating of the evidence base. 
Kept under review during preparation of the Plan 

Communication with relevant DtC 
bodies (may be iterative process) 

Carried out as part of an ongoing process throughout 
Issues and Options stage 

Identification of priorities for further 
review 

Identified through review of information and views 
obtained during contact with relevant bodies 

Identification of relevant issues 
requiring specific actions under DtC 

Undertaken during development of and consultation 
on preferred options 

Formalisation of agreed position where 
necessary 

Undertaken between Preferred Options and pre-
submission stages where necessary 

Incorporation into Plan where relevant Undertaken at pre-submission publication stage 

1 
Ie covering the four mineral planning authorities areas comprising North Yorkshire County Council, City of York 

Council, Yorkshire Dales National Park and North York Moors National Park Authorities 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 4 
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A) Waste Issues 

2.0 Initial scoping consultation on the Plan, together with further work commissioned 

specifically for the Plan in relation to waste arisings and capacity2, suggested that 

movements of waste for management take place across the boundaries of the Plan 

area. This was further indicated by work undertaken by North Yorkshire County 

Council in 2014 on preparation of a joint Waste Position Statement for Yorkshire and 

Humber3. 

Stage 1 

2.1 The Environment Agency’s waste data interrogators (WDI) were utilised to obtain 

data on movements of waste from North Yorkshire.  Initially this data was used to 

identify those other Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs) which appeared to receive 

significant amounts of waste from North Yorkshire. In order to identify relevant WPAs 

for the purpose of this correspondence and in order to focus on movements that are 

more likely to be of strategic relevance, initial threshold criteria were used. These were 

a minimum of 5000tpa total imports (non hazardous waste) or 1000tpa (hazardous 

waste) in any of the years 2009, 2010 or 2011. Correspondence took place with these 

authorities in November 2013 in order to help verify information, particularly in relation 

to any current or expected future issues relating to availability of waste management 

capacity in those WPA areas. In total 23 other WPAs were contacted. A list of WPAs 

contacted, an example letter and summary of the responses received are available in 

Appendix 1a, b and c. 

Stage 2 

2.2 The WDIs were reviewed in more detail to identify specific facilities in other WPA 

areas which receive significant quantities of waste from North Yorkshire. The WDIs for 

2010, 2011 and 2012 were reviewed for this task, in order to help gain an indication of 

any trends and to help offset the effects of any short term variability in waste 

movements. Initially, facilities were scoped in using a threshold of a minimum of 1000 

tonnes input in any of the 3 years.  Facilities initially scoped in at this stage are shown 

in Table 1 in Appendix 1d. Further criteria were then developed to help identify those 

specific facilities in other areas which were receiving waste from North Yorkshire and 

where the scale of input appeared to be of higher potential significance. The criteria 

used at this stage were: 

1) Input of at least 10,000t in any of past three years (ie reflects facilities of all 

types and which receive, or have recently received, substantial tonnages of waste). 

2 
Waste arisings and Capacity study, Urban Vision and 4Resources October 2013 and 2015 Addendum report 

3 
Yorkshire and Humber Waste Position Statement July 2014 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 5 
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2) Input of at least 5000t in any of past three years and is not for transfer or inert 

landfill (ie reflects facilities which receive smaller tonnages but which may be of more 

strategic significance or more difficult to deliver). 

3) Input of at least 1000t in each of past three years and is not for transfer or inert 

landfill (ie reflects facilities which have played a continuing role in recent years in 

managing waste arising in North Yorkshire, even where tonnages involved are 

relatively low). 

4) Input of at least 1000t in a single year and is a facility which receives hazardous 

waste (ie reflects the relative scarcity of facilities for the management of hazardous 

waste). 

2.3 Following application of the above criteria a further Table (Table 2) was produced 

identifying those facilities meeting the criteria, grouped by WPA4 (see Appendix 1d). 

These 15 WPAs (see Appendix 1e) were then contacted in writing in May 2014 to seek 

their views on the information obtained, particularly with a view to identifying any issues 

which may suggest that the previous movements of waste may not be able to continue 

in future, if necessary. Letters were tailored to specific WPAs (and in some cases also 

sought information on cross-boundary movements of minerals).  An example letter is 

provided in Appendix 1f. Reminder letters were sent to non-respondents.  Responses 

were ultimately received from 13 WPAs (non-respondents on waste issues were 

Hartlepool MBC and Wakefield MDC). 

2.4 A summary of responses is provided in Appendix 1g. For the two non-responding 

WPAs, information was drawn from previous correspondence (ie responses to 

correspondence in November 2013) with those WPAs on cross-boundary matters to 

help gain an adequate understanding of the current position. This earlier 

correspondence did not reveal any issues considered to be of strategic significance. 

2.5 In parallel with Stage 2, specific discussion took place via meetings with Redcar 

and Cleveland Borough Council and the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority on the 

relationship between those organisations and the management of waste arising in the 

area. This was to reflect the particular administrative circumstances of the Plan area. 

2.6 A relatively small part of the North York Moors National Park Authority area falls 

within Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council which, as a unitary authority, has 

responsibility for waste collection and management within that part of the NYMNPA 

located within Redcar and Cleveland, whilst the NYMNPA remains the WPA. As a 

result of this discussion, a draft Memorandum of Understanding was reached between 

the Joint Plan authorities and Redcar and Cleveland to the effect that the North York 

Moors National Park Authority, North Yorkshire County Council and the City of York 

Council should not plan for those waste streams generated within the Redcar and 

4 
An additional site, not originally carried forward from Table 1, was subsequently included in Table 3 following 

correspondence with the recipient WPA indicating that the waste received in 2012 was hazardous and at a 
tonnage exceeding criterion 4 set out above. 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 6 
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Cleveland part of the National Park as this waste is already planned for within the Tees 

Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Plan. In reality, the issue is of limited relevance as the 

amount of waste generated within the Redcar and Cleveland part of the Park is not 

significant and whether it is or is not included within the figures is unlikely to have any 

effect on the deliverability of the Plan. A copy of the draft MoU is included in Appendix 

1h. 

2.7 The Yorkshire Dales National Park is the WPA for its’ area but waste management 

functions for those parts of the National Park falling within North Yorkshire (ie excluding 

those areas located within Cumbria) are a responsibility of North Yorkshire County 

Council.  In practice the majority of waste arising in the Park (excluding mining and 

quarrying waste) is managed outside the Park and this situation is expected to 

continue as a result of policy constraints in the National Park.  A draft Memorandum of 

Understanding has therefore been agreed between the Joint Plan authorities and the 

YDNPA to the effect that the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan will seek to make provision 

for waste arising in the Park, apart from mining and quarrying waste and other waste 

which can be dealt with locally, for example small scale recycling activity and local 

agricultural waste management.  A copy of the draft MoU is included in Appendix 1i. 

Stage 3 

2.8 Responses received during Stage 2 were reviewed to identify any residual issues 

which may require further consideration, in order to ensure that they are addressed 

adequately in the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. In practice, only very limited issues 

of potential significance were identified. These are: 

2.9 The potential impact of the expected closure of Peckfield landfill in Leeds, possibly 

around 2019. Non-hazardous waste exported from the Plan area for landfill in this 

facility declined from over 30kt in 2010 to less than 10kt in 2012. The reason for this 

decline is not known but is likely to be a result of increasing costs of landfill combined 

with increasing availability of opportunities for diversion of waste from landfill.  If the 

reduction in export to this facility continues then the expected closure of Peckfield 

landfill may not be of any practical significance for the management of waste arising in 

North Yorkshire.  If substantial volumes of waste form the Plan area continue to be 

landfilled there up until closure, then the waste arisings and capacity study for North 

Yorkshire suggests that there is in any event likely to be adequate biodegradeable 

landfill capacity within the Plan area in the longer term (subject to extensions of time 

being granted at existing time limited landfills where necessary). 

2.10 The impact of the cessation of receipt of biodegradeable waste at Cowpen Bewley 

landfill site in Stockton on Tees in summer 2014. From 2014 until 2023 the site is now 

only permitted for the deposit of non-hazardous, non-biodegradable waste.  Non-

hazardous waste exported from the Plan area to the site in 2010 just exceeded the 5kt 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 7 
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input criteria. No waste was recorded as being exported to this site from North 

Yorkshire in 2011 or 2012. It is therefore considered unlikely that, in practice, the 

change in status of this site will have any significant adverse impact on the 

management of waste arising in the Plan area. 

Stage 4 

Further considerations relating to hazardous waste, low level radioactive waste and 

reprocessing capacity 

2.11 Particular consideration was given to hazardous waste exports.  This waste 

stream requires management at specialist facilities owning to its potential to harm 

health and the environment. As hazardous waste arises only in relatively limited 

quantities in the area it may be less likely that any capacity required will be delivered in 

the plan area for economies of scale reasons.  It is therefore correspondingly more 

likely that reliance will be required on capacity elsewhere, particularly for landfill, 

recovery and treatment. This principle is likely to apply also to LLR waste, which only 

arises in extremely limited quantities in the area. There are no specialist facilities just 

for LLR in the area and it is considered unlikely that proposals for such development 

will come forward given the very low level of arisings, meaning that reliance on co-

disposal of LLR with other waste at suitable facilities in the Plan area, or export to 

facilities outside the area, will be likely to continue, in line with likely current 

arrangements. 

2.12 For hazardous waste, for which specific data is available from the EAs Hazardous 

Waste Interrogator, information was also gathered on all known export destinations for 

2011. This indicated that Hazardous waste was exported to 23 WPAs for management 

via a range of methods including transfer, recovery, other treatment, incineration and 

landfill. Many of these export movements were of very small quantities (of the order of 

a few 10s or 100s of tonnes per annum).  However, exports to a number of WPAs 

approached or exceeded a threshold of 1000 tonnes (this relates to all exports of 

hazardous waste to a WPA, not necessarily a single facility within that WPA). The 

Table in Appendix 1j summarises these movements.  Exports to Leeds, Derbyshire, 

Wakefield and Flintshire were most significant, exceeding 2000 tonnes.  Exports to 

Kirklees, Redcar and Cleveland, Rotherham and Stockton on Tees were between 1000 

and 2000 tonnes. Exports to Sheffield and Hartlepool were below but near to the 1000 

tonne level.  Specific exports for landfill of hazardous waste were given consideration. 

This is because hazardous landfill capacity is limited in availability in general but 

particularly in Yorkshire and Humber. Hazardous waste exported for landfill was sent to 

9 WPAs but mainly to Kirklees, Redcar and Cleveland, Hartlepool and Stockton on 

Tees. 

2.13 Correspondence with WPAs to which hazardous waste is exported was reviewed 

to identify any potentially significant factors which could limit the potential for similar 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 8 
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movements to occur in future if necessary.  Relevant correspondence was received 

from all WPAs. Two potentially significant issues arose from this correspondence: 

2.14 The expected expiry of two time limited permissions for hazardous waste 

management in Kirklees if time extensions are not granted. However, examination of 

the data indicates that input of waste from North Yorkshire into these facilities is very 

small (a total of 247t in 2011) and Kirklees agreed in correspondence in May 2014 that 

the quantities imported are not considered to be of strategic significance). 

2.15 The potential significance of the export of waste to Sheffield from North Yorkshire 

(data suggests that both non-hazardous and hazardous wastes are exported).  

Sheffield City Council indicated that, whilst they saw no planning reason why import 

movements from North Yorkshire to Sheffield may not continue, they considered the 

level of imports to be significant and requested that this issue be addressed in the 

Plan. They also supported the need for wider consideration, at a Yorkshire and 

Humber level, of infrastructure requirements to support the movement of waste 

between Y&H sub-regions.  In response to a request for clarification Sheffield City 

Council provided the following further comments: 

We would expect the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan to have regard 

to the export of waste to the Sheffield area both in terms of the volumes of waste 

exported for treatment, particularly of hazardous waste and in terms of the impacts 

associated with the handling / movement of waste in order to secure protection of the 

environment and human health. 

I would suggest you could take account of this in the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 

firstly through the revised waste hierarchy in the WFD which encourages options that 

deliver the best overall environmental outcome for the management of waste produced 

in your area.  The Hazardous Waste Strategy for England aims to encourage policies 

which lead to reductions in hazardous waste arisings and the wider application of the 

waste hierarchy to the management of hazardous waste. 

Secondly, I would suggest the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan has regard to the 

proximity principle by ascertaining where the nearest appropriate installations are in 

order to secure the recovery or disposal of waste while ensuring a high level of 

protection to the environment and public health.  If appropriate the planning framework 

should identify sites and areas suitable for new or enhanced facilities to meet the waste 

management needs of your areas.  This principle is in line with PPS10 which requires 

communities to take more responsibility for managing their own waste and enable 

sufficient and timely provision of waste management facilities to meet the needs of 

their communities. 

Thirdly, I would suggest that the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan takes account of 

infrastructure needs in planning for sustainable waste management to ensure 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 9 
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protection of the environment and human health. We welcome a more integrated 

approach to infrastructure planning towards low carbon transport solutions that 

minimise environmental impacts and secure protection of human health, particularly 

impacts on air quality and congestion. A strategic approach to infrastructure and waste 

planning that minimises unnecessary vehicle movements within the Sheffield 

boundary, particularly through the city centre or motorway corridor would be a welcome 

outcome of our cooperation. 

2.16 Although waste is exported from the Joint Plan area to Sheffield, the quantities 

are considered to be relatively small in the context of total arisngs/deposits in the 

respective areas. Waste exported to Sheffield is both hazardous and non-hazardous 

waste, mainly for transfer and treatment. The essential point within the response from 

Sheffield is their preference for waste arising in the Plan area to be managed in line 

with national policy principles relating to the waste hierarchy, community responsibility 

and the protection of the environment and human health. These are all principles to be 

addressed in the Joint Plan, for example through Preferred Options draft policies W01, 

W02 and the draft waste stream specific polices and development management 

policies. For reasons of economies of scale and the operation of the market it is 

expected that export of waste, particularly hazardous waste which requires more 

specialist facilities, will continue.  Exports of hazardous waste to Sheffield in 2013 of 

922 tonnes equates to approximately 50 loads per year or around one lorry load per 

week.  However, it is clearly preferable for waste to be managed as near as possible to 

its point of arising.  It is therefore considered appropriate that the Joint Plan should 

include a supportive policy framework to allow the development of additional 

hazardous waste management capacity in the Joint Plan area in order to help increase 

the potential for delivery of additional internal capacity. This is addressed in draft 

Policies W04 and W05. 

2.17 For LLR waste, less specific information is available. A survey of potential 

producers of LLR waste in the Plan area was undertaken in 2013 as part of work taking 

place on the Waste Arisings and Capacity Study (Urban Vision and 4resources).  

Twenty-one organisations were contacted and provided with a survey response form 

(see Appendix 1k).  A list of organisations contacted is provided in Appendix 1l.  LLR 

waste arising in the area is thought to arise mainly from the health care sector.  

Although responses to the survey were limited it suggests that LLR from the area is 

mainly managed at the Knostrop incinerator facility in Leeds, which is permitted to 

accept clinical waste. Correspondence with Leeds CC on this issue does not suggest 

any factors which would be expected to preclude these exports in future. The Knostrop 

facility is also likely to represent the nearest appropriate location for the disposal of this 

waste. 

2.18 Reprocessing capacity for waste which is separated for recycling, particularly 

substances such as glass, metal, paper and plastic, generally requires large volumes 

of waste in order to make the operation economically viable. As a result such capacity 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 10 
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tends to be delivered as part of a strategic network of facilities operating at a regional 

or national level.  The Yorkshire and Humber Waste Position Statement (May 2014) 

indicates that the Y&H area has the highest concentration of specialist glass and metal 

processing facilities in the UK, as well as a number of plastics and paper reprocessing 

facilities. The success of these businesses relies on import of wastes for processing. 

Given the proximity of these reprocessing activities to the Plan area it is expected that 

such movements will continue and that the capacity within Y&H will continue to play a 

role in the final stages of the management of certain waste types arising in the Plan 

area. Owing to the wider strategic role played by this capacity it has not been 

addressed specifically in correspondence with individual WPAs. 

Stage 5 

2.19 Following production by the EA of updated Waste Data Interrogator information in 

Autumn 2014, and review of thresholds used by some other WPAs in relation to 

consultation on cross boundary movements, a decision was taken to carry out a further 

round of contact with other WPAs receiving exports from NY. This enabled use of 

more up to date information on waste exports (for the calendar year 2013), as well as 

time series data for the 3 year period 2011 to 2013 to help provide a more robust 

evidence base.  A lowered consultation threshold of 1000tpa (averaged over the three 

year period) was also applied in order to scope in more WPAs for contact on cross 

boundary movements. This resulted in correspondence being sent in November 2014 

to 40 WPAs, including 18 additional WPAs5 who had not received previous 

correspondence (November 2013) from the Joint Plan authorities in relation to cross-

boundary movements of waste. A copy of the letter is provided in Appendix 1m. A 

summary of the results of this contact is provided in Appendix 1n. Reminder emails 

were sent in January 2015 to non-respondents. 

2.20 Responses were received from 34 WPAs (non-respondents were Doncaster, 

Kirklees, North Lincolnshire, Wakefield, Sunderland and Walsall WPAs). However, it 

should be noted that engagement with the four of these WPAs located in the Yorkshire 

and Humber area has been continuing through the Y&H Waste Technical Advisory 

Body Group, on which they are all represented. 

2.21 A very large majority of respondents to this consultation agreed with the 

information presented and indicated that no significant strategic cross-boundary issues 

were raised by the movements in question, particularly taking into account the need for 

operation of the market. No significant new cross-boundary issues were raised that 

had not been raised in previous correspondence during preparation of the Plan. One 

WPA (Stockton BC) indicated that the Council has recently approved schemes for the 

treatment or recovery of waste arising from outside the Tees Valley and that it is 

5 
Additional WPAs contacted were Bury, Barnsley, Central Bedfordshire, Cheshire West and Chester, Essex, 

Gateshead, Hull, Knowlsley, Liverpool, Newcastle, Newport, North Tyneside, Sefton, Stoke on Trent, Suffolk 
County, Sunderland, Wolverhampton 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 11 
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expected that Stockton BC will continue to import waste from outside the area and that 

there is future potential for an increase in this capacity. North East Lincolnshire 

Council identified a trend for an increase in the tonnage received from North Yorkshire 

and that it would be preferable for this waste to be managed closer to North Yorkshire, 

in line with the proximity principle, although also noted that waste moves for 

commercial reasons and that facilities in North East Lincolnshire may represent the 

closest appropriate facility. A number of respondents suggested that a net self-

sufficiency approach could help reduce, but not eliminate, cross boundary movements 

of waste. This is consistent with the draft preferred options policy approach (eg draft 

Policy W02). 

2.22 A further step taken at this stage was the production of a short Evidence Paper6 

reviewing policy approaches to net self-sufficiency in authorities exporting significant 

amounts of waste to North Yorkshire. 

2.23 All waste policies within adopted and/or emerging Local Plans of WPAs adjoining 

the Plan area, or those which are ‘significant’ exporters of waste to the Plan area, were 

reviewed as part of this research. The plans’ approach to the import and export of 

waste was assessed, including any potential reference to attaining net self-sufficiency. 

For the purposes of this research a threshold for a ‘significant’ exporter was set at 

5,000 tonnes per annum and the relevant information was sourced from Environment 

Agency’s Waste Interrogator (2012 data). 

2.24 The objective of attaining net self-sufficiency in a WPA area relates to the 

intention to provide adequate waste management capacity, within the WPA area, to 

meet the arisings of waste originating within the WPA. However, the principle of net 

self-sufficiency allows for continued import and export of waste by making provision to 

manage the equivalent of 100% of waste arisings within the WPA, allowing for any 

imports of waste to match exports. Therefore, this approach would not support 

increased imports of waste (relative to exports) but would help ensure that there is 

sufficient capacity overall to manage the waste arising within the WPA area. 

2.25 A net self-sufficiency approach is a potentially appropriate means of aiming to 

reduce the amount and distance that waste is transported to be managed, whilst 

reflecting the realities of the waste management market which does not necessarily 

respect WPA boundaries. Restricting the catchment of waste facilities through the 

planning system has generally proved to be an unrealistic objective, as proven by case 

law. 

2.26 The main purpose of this Paper was therefore to review the extent to which 

adjacent and/or significant exporter authorities to the Plan area are aiming for a net 

6 
Waste Net Self-Sufficiency Paper (Oct 2014) 
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self-sufficiency approach, as this may provide an indication of the extent to which 

increased exports to the Plan area may be anticipated in future. 

2.27 The Paper reviewed the existing or emerging plans of 18 WPAs7 and concluded 

that the large majority were aiming explicitly to adopt an approach of net self-

sufficiency, meaning that over time increased exports to the Joint Plan area from other 

WPA areas is an unlikely scenario. 

2.28 The Net Self-Sufficiency Paper (October 2014) was considered at a meeting of 

the Yorkshire and Humber Technical Advisory Body for waste on 4 March 2015, with 

no specific concerns about the approach being raised. 

Stage 6 

2.29 In April 2015 further information became available (through liaison with a site 

operator) on the potential future availability of landfill capacity for non-hazardous 

biodegradeable waste in the Plan area. This information suggested that a key landfill 

site with substantial remaining void space, currently subject of a time limited 

permission expiring during the early part of the plan period, may not be subject of 

proposals for an extension of time. In view of the potential implications of this for 

available capacity over the remainder of the plan period, discussion was initiated with 

relevant WPAs in the Tees Valley area in order to further clarify the position with regard 

to the potential for import of waste from North Yorkshire for landfill purposes, if 

necessary. It is emphasised that this potential need is hypothetical and dependent on 

a number of factors, including progress with diversion of waste from landfill as a result 

of the development of alternative forms of treatment capacity. In particular, the 

expected commissioning of the Allerton Waste Recovery Park in North Yorkshire in 

2017 is expected to lead to a major reduction in the rate of landfilling of LACW and 

some C&I waste, and further capacity8 has been permitted in the North Yorkshire sub-

region for recovery of energy from C&I waste. 

2.30 A confidential Discussion Paper reviewing the current and expected future 

position with regard to biodegradeable landfill capacity in the North Yorkshire and Tees 

Valley areas was prepared and circulated to relevant WPAs in the Tees Valley area 

(Stockton Borough Council, Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council and Hartlepool 

Borough Council) in May 2015. 

2.31 In May 2015 a meeting also took place with the West Yorkshire Lead for Minerals 

and Waste Planning for the West Yorkshire Combined Authority. Discussion took 

7 
East Riding of Yorkshire, Hull, North Lincolnshire, Lincolnshire County, Doncaster, Rotherham, Barnsley, Leeds, 

Wakefield, Bradford, Lancashire County, Durham County, Tees Valley Authorities, Yorkshire Dales National Park 
8 

Southmoor Energy Centre and the former Arbre Power Station site, both located in Selby District, as well as 
anaerobic digestion capacity at the former North Selby Mine site (City of York) 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 13 
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place on the issue of strategic landfill capacity in Yorkshire and Humber and the need 

for further consideration of this via the Waste Technical Advisory Body for Yorkshire 

and Humber.  An outcome of the meeting was a decision in principle to take an 

updated version of the Regional Waste Position Paper, including a supplementary 

paper on landfill capacity, to a future meeting of the Leeds City Region portfolio holders 

group, to help ensure an appropriate level of coordination. 

2.32 The outcome of this activity will be summarised in future updates to this Paper. 

B) Minerals issues 

3.0 Early consultation on the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan led to the identification of 

aggregates minerals supply as being the key cross-boundary minerals issue to 

address, and this was confirmed through other work, including preparation of a first 

Local Aggregates Assessment (LAA) for the North Yorkshire sub-region9 in January 

2013 (subsequently updated in draft in 2014 with a full update in March 2015) and 

consultation on the Joint Plan at Issues and Options stage. Important cross-boundary 

movements of aggregate have also been indicated by survey work by the Aggregates 

Working Party for Yorkshire and Humber. A further cross-boundary mineral supply 

issue identified related to import of silica sand into the Plan area from a site in Norfolk 

in order to supply a major glass manufacturing facility in Selby District. 

Stage 1 

3.1 Initial correspondence took place in March 2013 with mineral planning authorities 

where potentially significant import/export movements had been identified, based on 

the LAA and other information obtained through initial consultation on the Plan. 

Contact was made via email with the 7 Mineral Planning Authorities identified in para. 

125 of the first LAA (2013)10 as being potentially significant in the supply of aggregate 

minerals into the NY Sub-region. An example email is contained in Appendix 2a. 

Reminder emails were sent to non-respondents. Responses were received from all 7 

authorities and are summarised in the Table in Appendix 2b. 

3.2 In June 2013 an Aggregates Supply Options Discussion Paper was produced by 

the Joint Plan Authorities and subject to consultation with aggregates industry 

representatives. The Paper built on some of the matters contained in the first LAA and 

asked a number of strategic questions about aggregates supply issues.  It represented 

an intermediate step on the way towards production of the Issues and Options 

consultation in early 2014. Only a limited response to the Paper was received and an 

9 
Local Aggregates Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub-region January 2013 

10 
These were Stockton on Tees BC, South Tyneside MBC, East Riding Council, Durham Council, Derbyshire and 

Cumbria County Councils and Wakefield MDC 
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intended follow up workshop was cancelled due to a lack of interest from the minerals 

industry. 

Stage 2 

3.3 Following further work on the development of Issues and Options for the Plan, an 

additional round of correspondence with relevant mineral planning authorities took 

place in November 2013. In this correspondence 12 MPAs were contacted (see 

Appendix 2c), with responses being received from all. Whilst the main focus of this 

correspondence was again on aggregate minerals, correspondence  at this stage also 

included contact with Norfolk County Council in relation to supply of silica sand. An 

example letter is contained in Appendix 2d and a summary of responses is in Appendix 

2e. 

Stage 3 

3.4 A third round of correspondence took place in May 2014. 12 MPAs were 

contacted at this stage (see Appendix 2f), mainly to confirm information already 

provided during previous correspondence and/or to seek their views on assumptions 

that may be made in relation to minerals supply in the Joint Plan.  An example letter is 

contained in Appendix 2g. Reminder emails were sent where necessary.  Responses 

were received from 10 MPAs. Where relevant this further correspondence also 

reflected information contained in the draft updated LAA for North Yorkshire (submitted 

to the AWP in May 2014) as well as other on going work on preparation of the draft 

Plan and work taking place on LAAs within or adjacent to Yorkshire and the Humber. 

A summary of responses received at this stage is included within Appendix 1g, which 

covers both minerals and waste matters. 

3.5 As for waste, responses received during the above process were reviewed in order 

to identify any residual issues which may require further consideration, in order to 

ensure that they are addressed adequately in the Minerals and Waste joint Plan. 

3.6 In practice the Plan area is a substantial exporter of minerals, particularly 

aggregates, with correspondingly low imports.  There is therefore likely to be a 

correspondingly low degree of dependence on imports from elsewhere (although these 

may sometimes occur in any event for commercial reasons). The most significant 

imports in volume terms are likely to be crushed rock from the Yorkshire Dales National 

Park (understood to be mainly high psv gritstone for road surfacing, a rock type which 

does not exist in the Plan area), and limestone from Cumbria and Derbyshire.  Neither 

Cumbria nor Derbyshire have indicated concern in correspondence about the potential 

for supply from those locations to continue over the time frame of the Plan.  

Correspondence and discussions (including a meeting in July 2014) with the YDNPA 

have confirmed that the YDNPA intend to include a degree of flexibility in new local 

policy for crushed rock working and that it is not expected that shortfall in supply of 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 15 
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crushed rock from the YDNP area will impact on the wider supply position in the period 

to 2030. A draft Memorandum of Understanding with the YDNPA has been agreed to 

reflect this (See Appendix 1i). 

3.7 Import of sand and gravel from East Riding. For sand and gravel, imports are 

generally very low, with the most significant source being East Riding.  In 

correspondence East Riding confirmed an expectation that such movements can 

continue, although they flagged up a potential longer term issue (post 2025) when a 

planning consent at a key site is due to expire and either an extension or new 

alternative site found. The potential implications, if any, of this for the Joint Plan area 

are not yet clear and it is understood that East Riding is planning to maintain supply of 

sand and gravel in its’ own minerals and waste plan, currently under preparation jointly 

with Hull City Council. A draft Local Aggregates Assessment for the Humber 

authorities area, produced in 2015, indicates an expectation that supply can be 

maintained. It is not therefore considered at this stage that further specific action to 

address this issue is required. 

3.8 Import of sand and gravel from Doncaster. Whilst imports of sand and gravel from 

Doncaster are very low, that Authority has indicated that such supply may not be able 

to be maintained beyond the short-term and that, as supply shortages in Doncaster 

become more significant, there may be a an increased call on North Yorkshire’s sand 
and gravel resources later in the plan period.  The potential for this to impact on 

demand for North Yorkshire sand and gravel is considered in more detail in a 

discussion paper 11 produced by the Joint Plan authorities in July 2014 and in the Local 

Aggregates Assessment (March 2015). Consultation on this paper and the LAA has 

taken place with relevant mineral planning authorities as well as the minerals industry. 

The outcome of this consultation is that the intended methodology for forecasting sand 

and gravel requirements for the Plan area has included an additional allowance to 

offset any potential shortfall in future imports from the Doncaster area. 

3.9 Import of silica sand from Norfolk.  This issue was initially identified through early 

work on development of the evidence base for the Plan. In particular it was 

established that silica sand is imported into North Yorkshire from Norfolk as a raw 

material for a major glass manufacturing facility in the southern part of the Plan area. 

As silica sand is a nationally scare resource it was considered that this could represent 

a significant cross-boundary minerals supply issue which required further assessment 

during preparation of the Plan. 

3.10 Correspondence took place with Norfolk County Council MPA in order to establish 

the expected future supply situation. Norfolk County Council have confirmed (see 

correspondence in Appendix 2h) that in order to meet the expected production 

requirement for silica sand identified in the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy, 

11 
Forecasting demand for aggregate minerals Discussion Paper, July 2014 
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there is a need for an allocated site or sites for a further 6.4mt of silica sand. The 

Minerals Site Specific Allocations DPD adopted by Norfolk in October 2013 contains an 

allocation for 3mt.  However a modification to the DPD, brought forward in response to 

issues raised at EiP, has introduced a requirement for an early single issue review, by 

2016, relating to silica sand. Norfolk CC have stated that they consider that suitable 

areas of silica sand resource exist which can be brought forward to allow extraction to 

continue until at least 2030. Taking this information into account it is therefore 

concluded that there is a reasonable expectation of this import movement being able to 

continue over the life of the Joint Plan. 

Stage 4 

3.11 Whilst imports of sand and gravel are low, exports of concreting sand and gravel 

from the Joint Plan area are important in a regional context. As a major exporter of 

aggregate, regard also needs to be had to the impact of factors such as resource 

constraints or changes in scale or pattern of demand in areas receiving significant 

quantities of aggregate from the Joint Plan area. These issues have been identified or 

considered in the preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment for the North 

Yorkshire Sub-region, though review of the LAAs or draft LAAs of other relevant 

areas 12 and through the production of a technical discussion paper (July 2014) on 

forecasting demand for aggregate.  The issue was also raised in responses to 

consultation at Issues and Options stage and has been discussed at meetings of the 

Aggregates Working Party (AWP) for Yorkshire and Humber, of which NYCC is a 

member and holds the chair. 

3.12 Through this liaison a number of areas, specifically West Yorkshire, South 

Yorkshire and authorities in the Tees Valley area, have indicated that they are likely to 

have to rely on continuing exports from the Joint Plan area in order to meet their own 

needs for aggregate. An approach to reflecting ongoing demand on the Plan area 

arising from cross-boundary supply factors in these areas is contained in the demand 

forecasting discussion paper and has been incorporated in the approach to forecasting 

requirements for sand and gravel contained in the LAA (March 2015), which has been 

subject of consultation with relevant MPAs and the aggregates industry during 

December 2014-January 2015. The key cross-boundary factors that may lead to some 

upward pressure on demand for sand and gravel worked in the Joint Plan area were 

identified as: 

Potential increase in demand arising in West Yorkshire as a result of growth pressures 

and constraints on indigenous aggregates resources. This is considered to be a factor 

relating particularly to concreting sand and gravel. 

12 
Particularly those for West Yorkshire, Doncaster, Humber area, Derbyshire and the Peak District, 

Nottinghamshire, Cumbria, Durham, Northumberland and Tyne and Wear joint LAA and the draft LAA for the Tees 
Valley authorities. 
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Potential increase in demand arising in South Yorkshire as a result of increasing 

constraints on the availability of concreting quality sand and gravel in Doncaster. 

3.13 The LAA (March 2015) incorporates a means of allowing for both these factors in 

a forecast of demand for the Joint Plan area. As noted above, the LAA has been 

subject of consultation with both relevant MPAs and the aggregates industry and is 

expected to be subject to ratification by the AWP for Yorkshire and Humber in due 

course. The forecast of future requirements contained in the LAA forms the basis for 

the level of provision for aggregate to be made in the Joint Plan. 

3.14 In May 2015 a meeting took place with the West Yorkshire Lead for Minerals and 

Waste Planning for the West Yorkshire Combined Authority. Discussion took place on 

the issue of coordination in planning for aggregates supply.  An outcome of the 

meeting was a decision in principle to take a Paper on the connectivity between the 

West Yorkshire and North Yorkshire Local Aggregates Assessment to a future meeting 

of Leeds City Region planning portfolio holders board to help ensure an appropriate 

level of engagement on the issue. This meeting subsequently took place on 18 

September 2015, when the approach was endorsed. 

3.15 The outcome of any further activity will be summarised in future updates to this 

Paper. 

Stage 5 

3.16 Two further issues relating to supply of minerals were considered in terms of 

cross-boundary implications. These were supply of building stone and the 

safeguarding of minerals resources.  These issues were identified through consultation 

on the Joint Plan at either scoping or Issues and Options stage. 

Cross boundary movements of building stone 

3.17 Although building stone is only worked in small quantities in the Plan area it is 

known that movements across the border of the Plan area take place. Specific 

information on the scale of these movements is not available but evidence suggests 

that the market for building stone, particularly high quality dimension stone, is 

geographically diverse (for example is known that building stone from the Plan area 

has been exported to Scotland). In response to representations made at Issues and 

Option stage further correspondence has taken place with known producers of building 

stone, with all immediately adjacent MPAs, and with district council conservation 

officers in the two-tier part of the Plan area, in order to help identify any particular 

factors which may be expected to impact on availability of, or demand for, stone from 

the area. Example letters are provided in Appendix 2i, j and k. Responses were 
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received from 10 adjacent MPAs, 3 district council conservation officers and 3 mineral 

site operators. 

3.18 Responses were reviewed to identify any particular issues which may be of 

significance for identifying future demand for building stone.  Responses from adjacent 

MPAs indicated that, in general terms, either supply difficulties in MPA areas outside 

but adjacent to the Joint Plan area are not envisaged, or supply of building stone is not 

specifically constrained through current or emerging local plans in adjacent areas.  This 

suggests that an increased call on building stone resources in the Plan area, as a 

result of supply or policy constraints outside it, is unlikely.  Responses from district 

conservation officers suggested, however, that there may be issues associated with 

localised availability of stone, including stone slate for roofing, particularly for repair 

work where a close match with original materials is needed. A similar view was 

expressed by industry respondents. This suggests there may be a need for a 

supportive local policy context in the Joint Plan to help address this. This is addressed 

in Preferred Options draft policy M15. 

Cross-boundary safeguarding of minerals resources 

3.19 Safeguarding of minerals resources is a requirement of national planning policy. 

Good practice guidance on safeguarding13 suggests that some consideration should be 

given to the cross-boundary implications of safeguarding, in order to help ensure a 

consistency of approach and to help prevent sterilisation of minerals resources through 

development taking place near to but outside a plan boundary. 

3.20 Existing or emerging minerals safeguarding area maps for adjacent MPAs were 

reviewed in 2013 and updated in 2014 and included in a Joint Plan evidence paper: 

Minerals Safeguarding Cross Boundary Issues (May 2014). The Paper compares 

current or proposed safeguarding areas outside but near to the Plan area boundary 

with those outside but near to the boundary, to identify any potential inconsistencies. 

This document was circulated in August 2014 to all MPAs which lie immediately 

adjacent to the Joint Plan area (see Appendix 2l). Reminders were sent where 

necessary. Responses were received from all Authorities except Wakefield. Three 

adjacent authorities suggested minor amendments to safeguarding zones in the vicinity 

of the Plan area boundary and newly identified draft safeguarding areas for the 

Yorkshire Dales National Park area were provided.  These changes or additions have 

been incorporated in the proposed safeguarding areas in the Preferred Options Joint 

Plan. 

3.21 Information acquired during the study suggests that there is generally a good 

degree of consistency between areas safeguarded, or proposed for safeguarding, 

13 
Mineral Safeguarding in England: Good practice advice (BGS 2011) 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 19 



                                                           

 
 

   
 
 

  

   

 

    

   

  

 

     

 

 

      

 

 

   

   

   

   

 

     

   

 

   

  

  

 

    

      

     

   

 

  

    

 

      

   

   

      

  

  

      

 

 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

outside but near to the Joint Plan boundary, with areas currently under consideration 

for safeguarding within the Joint Plan area. 

3.22 The most significant potential discrepancy in approach is in relation to the 

safeguarding of underground deposits of gypsum.  Gypsum resources are 

safeguarded, in the Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Development Plan, along a 

substantial length of the boundary between the Joint Plan area and the Tees Valley 

area.  However, gypsum has not been identified by BGS as a mineral resource in North 

Yorkshire because of its association with water-bearing strata, (see BGS 

Commissioned Report CR/04/228N Mineral Resource Information in Support of 

National, Regional and Local Planning: North Yorkshire (comprising North Yorkshire, 

Yorkshire Dales and North York Moors National Parks and City of York, 2006).  For this 

reason gypsum has not been proposed for safeguarding in the 2011 BGS study 

Minerals Safeguarding Areas for North Yorkshire County Council. 

3.23 A further round of consultation with all adjacent MPAs on cross-boundary 

safeguarding took place in December 2014, alongside consultation on the revised 

Local Aggregates Assessment for North Yorkshire (See Appendix 2m).  An updated 

paper on Minerals Safeguarding Cross Boundary Issues was circulated. Three 

responses were received (from Durham CC, East Riding Council and Doncaster MBC) 

leading to some further relatively minor changes to proposed safeguarding boundaries 

within the Joint Plan area. 

3.24 Following Issues and Options consultation in February to April 2014, discussion 

also took place with all seven district/borough councils in the two-tier part of the Plan 

area. This was to ensure that district council planners were aware of safeguarding as 

an issue and of the potential implications for the LPAs in implementing safeguarding 

through a consultation area mechanism. These discussions took place via separate 

meetings with officers from each LPA during June 2014. Each LPA was provided with 

a draft minerals safeguarding/consultation area map as part of this round of meetings. 

Other relevant matters relating to the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan were also 

discussed at these meetings, including aggregates supply, oil and gas development 

and waste sites identification, as well as other issues raised in previous consultation 

between the Joint Plan authorities and the district/borough councils. 

3.25 On 12 May 2015 a presentation on minerals and waste safeguarding, in the 

context of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, was given by a representative of NYCC 

to a meeting of the North Yorkshire Development Plans Forum.  The Forum includes 

representatives of all North Yorkshire District and Borough Councils. The presentation 

summarised the intended approach in the Plan to safeguarding and invited further input 

on this, including through responses to consultation at preferred options stage, in order 

to help ensure a coordinated approach (see Appendix 2n for copy of agenda). 
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C) Other activity relevant to identification and resolution of cross-boundary issues 

and addressing the Duty to Cooperate 

4.0 In addition to the specific matters summarised above, a range of other activity has 

contributed to the understanding of strategic cross-boundary minerals and waste 

planning issues during preparation of the Plan. Key relevant activity includes: 

1) Active participation in the Yorkshire and Humber Aggregates Working Party (AWP), 

which includes representatives from all the MPAs in Yorkshire and Humber, as well as 

a representative from the North East and East Midlands AWPs.  NYCC holds the 

position of chair of the AWP. Meetings have taken place in July 2013, February 2014 

and October 2014. (Appendix 2o contains agendas of meetings). 

2) Joint working on preparation and review of a Local Aggregates Assessment for the 

North Yorkshire Sub-region (NYCC, CYC, NYMNP together with the Yorkshire Dales 

National Park Authority).  This work has been led by NYCC. 

3) Convening of a waste technical advisory group for the Yorkshire and Humber area, 

to which representatives from all WPAs are invited.  A first meeting was arranged and 

hosted by NYCC in April 2014.  Representatives from the Tees Valley authorities and 

Durham Council are also included. A memorandum of understanding on cooperation 

in waste planning has been agreed between all WPAs in Yorkshire and Humber 

relating to data sharing and liaison, including regular meetings of the Waste Technical 

Advisory group, currently chaired by NYCC (see Appendix 2p). A second meeting of 

the Group took place in November 2014, with a third in March 2015 and a fourth in 

June 2015 (Minutes are available in Appendix 2q). 

4) Preparation of a Regional Waste Position Statement in July 2014. This Statement 

emerged as an action from the April 2014 waste officers meeting and was led by 

NYCC. An update of the statement was commenced in Autumn 2015. 

5) Commissioning of a joint waste arisings and capacity study for the North Yorkshire 

sub-region. 

6) Participation in (with NYCC as a principal funder of) a joint evidence base study on 

the potential future contribution of marine aggregates to aggregates supply across the 

Yorkshire and Humber area. The study was commissioned by Leeds City Council but 

funded by all mineral planning authorities in Yorkshire and Humber). NYCC were 

represented on the project steering group. A report of the study was published in 

201414. 

7) Representation by the Joint Plan authorities (NYCC and NYMNPA) at meetings of 

the Tees Valley Duty to Cooperate group (including meetings in May and September 

2013, May and September 2014 and January and July 2015) (copies of agendas are 

available in Appendix 2r). 

14 
Marine Aggregates Study Final Report (URS January 2014) 
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8) One to one stakeholder meetings in June 2014 with District Councils within the 

NYCC area and with statutory bodies (including Highways Agency, Local Highways 

Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, English Heritage and the Local 

Enterprise Partnership). A request for dialogue with the two Local Nature Partnerships 

was made in writing on September 2014 (an example of one of the letters to the Local 

Nature Partnerships is in Appendix 2s). 

9) Input into draft Local Aggregates Assessments prepared for adjacent MPA areas or 

Sub-regions. 

10) Responding to consultation by adjacent minerals and waste planning authorities on 

emerging minerals and waste plans. 

11) Liaison with statutory bodies including Historic England, Natural England, the 

Environment Agency and District/Borough Councils in February and March 2015 

through a series of workshops relating to assessment of potential site allocations. A 

list of organisations who were invited and also a list of those organisations who 

attended is available in Appendix 2t. 

12) Joint working with the North Yorkshire Highways Authority and Highways England 

(formerly Highways Agency) on a transport assessment for proposed site allocations, 

being undertaken by Jacobs UK on behalf of the Joint Plan authorities (study in 

progress at the date of preparation of this Paper). A meeting with the consultant and 

Highways England took place in July 2015 to help ensure that the output will meet 

Highways England’s requirements. 

Summary Table of key strategic cross-boundary issues relevant to the Plan 

Issue Comment 
Joint waste management arrangements 
for LACW between NYCC and CYC 

Influential in decision to prepare joint plan and 
reflected in proposed approach to provision of 
waste management capacity (eg see paras. 6.14-
6.15 of the Preferred Options draft Plan) 

Minerals resource imbalance between 
NYCC and CYC areas 

Influential in decision to prepare joint plan and 
reflected in proposed policy approach (eg draft 
Policy M01) 

Potential for further cross boundary 
issues between NYCC and NYMNPA 
relating to onshore gas development 
(including shale gas) 

Influential in decision to prepare joint plan and 
reflected in proposed policy approach (eg draft 
Policies M16, 17 and 18) 

Potential for further cross boundary 
issues relating to development of potash 
resources within NYMNPA 

Influential in decision to prepare joint plan and 
reflected in proposed policy approach (eg draft 
Policy M23) 

Overlap in waste planning and 
management roles between NYMNPA 
area and Redcar and Cleveland Borough 
Council 

Addressed via draft memorandum of understanding 
and reflected in the Plan (eg see para. 6.24 of the 
Preferred Options draft Plan) 

Relationship between Yorkshire Dales 
National Park Authority and NYCC in the 
management of waste 

Addressed via draft memorandum of understanding 
and reflected in the Plan and in the evidence base 
via a joint waste arisings and capacity study for the 
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North Yorkshire sub-region (eg draft Policy W02) 

Export of waste from the Plan area to 
other WPAs 

Addressed through review of available evidence 
including liaison with relevant WPAs and reflected 
in the Plan, particularly via policy approach 
supporting increased capacity within the Plan area 
(eg draft Polices W02 to W08) 

Import of aggregate from other MPAs Addressed through review of available evidence, 
including liaison with relevant MPAs and a sub-
regional Local Aggregates Assessment and 
reflected in a draft memorandum of understanding 
with the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority 

Potential for increased export of 
aggregate to other MPAs 

Addressed through review of available evidence 
including liaison with relevant MPAs, preparation of 
a sub-regional Local Aggregates Assessment and a 
discussion paper on demand forecasting. 
Reflected in the scale of provision to be made in 
the Plan (eg draft Policies M07, M08 and M09) 

Import of silica sand from Norfolk Addressed though correspondence with Norfolk CC 
and confirmation of the expected future position 

Supply of building stone Addressed through liaison with relevant parties 
including adjacent MPAs, lower tier LPAs in North 
Yorkshire and industry. Reflected in proposed 
policy approach to building stone (eg draft Policy 
M15) 

Safeguarding of minerals resources Addressed through evidence (cross-boundary 
safeguarding paper) and in liaison with adjacent 
MPAs and lower tier LPAs in NYCC area and 
reflected in policy approach to safeguarding and 
consultation (eg draft Policies S01 and S06) 

Brief summary of key activity at each major stage of plan preparation 

A. Pre-commencement stage 

5.0 As a strategic planning authority for minerals and waste, NYCC was involved in 

discussions on cross-boundary matters prior to commencement of work on the 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. This included participation in Yorkshire and Humber 

area minerals officers meetings on aggregates in June and July 2012. The agenda for 

these meetings included ‘identification of cross boundary issues for aggregates’ and 
‘potential approaches to coordinated working on Local Aggregates Assessments’ as 

well as joint local authority cooperation in the undertaking of a study on marine 

aggregates supply into Yorkshire and Humber.  Agreement was reached on a 

coordinated approach to preparation of Local Aggregates Assessments in Yorkshire 

and Humber and on joint mineral planning authority and minerals industry participation 

in a marine aggregates supply evidence study. 

5.1 Discussions with a range of individual organisations on matters relevant to the Duty 

to Cooperate were also held during this period. 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

5.2 Discussions also took place on the potential to prepare a sub-regional minerals and 

waste plan for the North Yorkshire sub-region (ie the four minerals and waste planning 

authorities of NYCC, City of York, North York Moors National Park and the Yorkshire 

Dales National Park). These discussions were successfully concluded during 2012 

with confirmation from City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park 

Authority with regard to preparation of a Joint Plan. The Yorkshire Dales National Park 

Authority confirmed in December 2012 that they did not intend to participate in 

production of Joint Plan but would nevertheless be willing to cooperate positively in 

production of minerals and waste plans relevant to both areas. 

B. Plan scoping stage 

5.3 Initial consultation on the Joint Plan was undertaken in May-June 2013 in the form 

of a consultation leaflet and accompanying background paper. A number of evidence 

papers were also prepared to support the Scoping consultation. These presented 

initial information on cross boundary movements of minerals and waste, where 

available. The Scoping consultation also identified a number of key issues it was 

expected the Plan would need to address, including cross-boundary movements of 

minerals and waste.  It also sought views on any other issues that the Plan should 

cover.  

5.4 Further evidence to support preparation of the Plan was obtained in between 

scoping and commencement of an Issues and Options consultation in February 2014. 

In particular this included information needed for a review of the first Local Aggregates 

Assessment (Jan 2013) for the North Yorkshire Sub-region and the commissioning of a 

sub-regional waste needs assessment, which was finalised in November 2013 (and 

subsequently updated in 2015). These documents were made available on the 

website and the Local Aggregates Assessment was subject to specific consultation in 

line with national guidance. The LAA identified a number of potentially significant cross 

boundary movements of aggregates and initial consultation with the relevant authorities 

identified took place. 

C. Issues and Options stage 

5.5 An Issues and Options consultation document was published in February 2014. 

The consultation identified a number of cross-boundary matters that may need to be 

addressed in the Plan.  Background information about these were presented in the 

Context chapter (Chapter 2) and in Chapter 3 (Issues and Challenges).  Issues 

identified included ‘Ensuring a continuity of supply of minerals, particularly once the 

economy begins to grow, reflecting the likely levels of growth and future requirements 

for minerals’ and ‘Developing an appropriate locational strategy for minerals supply, 

taking account of cross-boundary supply issues where relevant’.  For waste, issues 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

identified included ‘Developing an appropriate locational strategy for new waste 
management facilities, taking account of cross-boundary movements where relevant’. 

Further discussion of cross-boundary issues was contained in sections dealing with 

specific mineral types and waste streams, in particular the sections dealing with the 

spatial approach to aggregates supply, sand and gravel provision, overall distribution of 

sand and gravel provision, overall provision of crushed rock, silica sand, strategic role 

of the plan area in the management of waste, Local Authority Collected Waste, 

Commercial and Industrial Waste, and Low level radioactive waste. 

5.6 Further work took place during Issues and Options stage to help clarify and discuss 

cross-boundary movements of minerals and waste, as discussed elsewhere in this 

Paper. Issues raised were considered during development of the Preferred Options 

stage for the Plan and where relevant have fed into the content of the proposed 

preferred policies. 

D. Preferred Options stage 

5.7 Work towards preparation of Preferred Options focussed on further developing 

evidence in relation to relevant matters identified at Issues and Options stage.  This 

included preparation of an updated Local Aggregates Assessment, including a revised 

approach to demand forecasting for sand and gravel, which in turn has informed the 

preferred scale of provision for the Plan.  Other work included liaison with relevant 

WPAs to obtain updated information and views on cross-boundary movements of 

waste, and the refinement of the approach to safeguarding of minerals resources in 

proximity to the Plan area boundary, based on consultation with adjacent MPAs. 

Dialogue also took place with District/Borough Councils in the NYCC area in order to 

help refine the approach to development of minerals safeguarding and consultation 

areas. 

5.8 A new element of work undertaken at this stage included commissioning of a study 

on potential opportunity locations for waste management facilities in the Plan area. 

The main purpose of this work was to provide more evidence on the existence of 

locations potentially suitable for development of additional waste management 

capacity, in order to help address any possible capacity shortfalls identified in the Plan. 

The work was carried out by consultants in liaison with District and Borough planning 

authorities in the NYCC area, to ensure a coordinated approach. The study was 

completed in April 2015, with further work subsequently undertaken by NYCC on 

behalf of the Joint Plan authorities to consider the output of the study in relation to the 

Preferred Options draft Plan15. 

Identification of Potential Locations for Waste Management Facilities (NYCC July 2015) 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 
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Appendix 1 - waste 

1a) WPAs contacted with regard to waste movements in November 2013 

Bradford Metropolitan District Council 

Calderdale Council 

Durham County Council 

Darlington Borough Council 

Derbyshire County Council 

Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council 

East Riding of Yorkshire Council 

Flintshire County Council 

Hartlepool Borough Council 

Kirklees Council 

Lancashire County Council 

Leeds City Council 

Lincolnshire County Council 

North East Lincolnshire Council 

North Lincolnshire Council 

Nottinghamshire County Council 

Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council 

Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council 

Salford City Council 

Sheffield City Council 

Stockton on Tees Borough Council 

Wakefield Council 

Walsall Council 

1b) Example WPA letter November 2013 
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C I_T Y O F 

YORK 
C O UNC I L 

Minerals and Wast,e Joint Plan 

Ms Sihirtey Ross 

Prinoipal Planning Officer 

Slrafeg:ic Pla:mli111g 

East Ridi11g of Yorkshire OoL1ncil 

Dear M's !Ross, 

Minerals andl Waste Joimt Plan - Dirty to Coope:mte 

North 

Yorksh ire C,ounty C,ouncil 

22nd November 20r13 

North Yoirtshire Oou11ty Co1.1noil, the City of York Co1.1ncil and the Nm1h York Moors National Park 
Authority are pRJduci11g a Minerals am::I Waste Joint Plan (MWJP) covering all three planning a1.11tlm:11ity 
areas. Th.e three mineralis and waste pla11ni11gI autllolities have respcmsibHity for preparililg a l'olilg tem1 
plan contai11i11gI llalild use pr0rmi11g policfes to help take deoisions about matters s1.1cl1 as wilere, when a:11dl 
llow minerals andl W'aste devel'opmelilts sho1.1ldl take plaoe. 

In May 2013 tile First Co1i1s1.1litation OlilI tile MWJP was p1.1blished. Alli responses to the f irst Co11su1ta1ion 
llm1e been taken into aCT101.1nt am::I fed into the emeri_;f11g Joint plan. 

In preparation for the publication of am Issues & Options stage of oons1.1[tation a11d as part of meefililg our 
Duty to Coqperate requ irements {as set 01.1t in the Natiolilall Plarnlil ing Policy Framework), the Joint Plan 
authoritfes are writililg to all wasite plarmingI autllmities which appear to have e)IJportect or imported 
siglilificant q1.1an1ilies of 1NaSte to or from tile North 'forkshire 31.11}-reg ion between 2009 and 2011 . I 11 
addHion to thiis, tile Joint Plan A/1.1thorities are also oontacling mineral planliling a1.1thortties wru::1 ilil1port or 
export sigrnifirant q,1.1anlilies of aggregates to the Joirnt Pla:rn Area, to fotrow up the Duty to Cooperate 
oomm1.1nicatfOllis c.mrtedl out ear1ier irn the year followirng tile publicatiorn of the 'North YorKS!lir;e Sub-region 
Local Aggregate Assessment ' 

Joililt Plarn area Waste Exports and Imports 

llle Joint Pllan A1.1thortties have reoently commissioned a report Worth Yomshire Sub-region: Waste 
Arisi~ and capacity Requirements' (Oct 20B) prepared by consultancy Urban Vision. This documelilt 
ldentifies the 11eect to 'work with relevant 1,,1,,PAs under the requirements otDuty to Cooperate to discuss 
ongoing arrangements tor exported waste'. Partco1.1llar waste managemernt 1r1eeds met plirncipal ~ by 
exports inolude tile recyclirngI o.f Commemial a11d lmfustrial waste and tile management of llazardouiS 
waste and Low Level Non-Nuolear Radloactive waste. 

Planning Services, North Yorkshire County Council, County Hall , illklrthallerton, North Ymkshire, 
DL7 8AH Tel: 0845 872Bl4 Email: mwjointplan@northyolik.s.gov.uk 

City of York North York Moors North Yorkshire 

Council National Park Authority County Council 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 
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Exports tmm North Yorkshire Sul>-fegion to East Riding of Yod<shtre Councif WPA 

TI7.e E11rvimrunent Agency's Waste Interrogator has ide11ti fied that the North Ymikshtre Sub-regocm exported 
12, 139 tonnes of waste to East Rid 11g m Yorkshire Council WPA in 2011 _ The table below ideinfifi.es the 
sites where this waste was m,;maged; 

Waste Waste Site Details Site Operator" Waste Management Waste Tonnes Site 
Destination Method stream Total 
-WPA 

East AUenswa,y Allensway Biological Trealment HIC 36,2 362 
Rliding ,of Recycling Recycling Ltd Faci lify 
Y,crtshire Treatmeflt Facifrlv 

Bridlingtoo Sludge Y,crtshire Water Biological Treabnerit HIC 1,6!16> 1,606 
Cooditionina Services Ltd Faci liw 
Bumby Lane Y,crtshire Water Inert Landlill HIC 7,662 7,662 
Laoofill, Services Ltd 
Poclllinaton 
Chrispin's Mr [1_8, Mr A._ Vehicle Depotlution Haz 34 34 

ChriS:Din Faoi litv 
Gallymoor landfill Integrated Waste ~ardous HIC 72' 166, 

Management Ltd (SNRHllll'), Landli I Inert!' 114 
C&[I 

Hensall Quany KMRWaste Inert Landlill Inert!' 740 740 
Ma:naaement Ltd C&[I 

Holderness Metal Holderness Metal Hazardous Waste Haz 20 2(11 
Co CoUd liram,fer Statioo 
Laoo Netwar1':. Land Netwar1':. Corr\posting HIC 141 141 
,(Hull), Ltd (Hull),ltd Biodegrada!Jle 

Waste 
Plots 1, 2 & 7 Credential Physical Treatment HIC 849 849 
Breig'.hton Airlietcl Bnvironmental Ltd Faoi litv 
Vellco T)llre Ve!lco Ltd Material Recycling HIC 516. 515, 
Coolrol lireatment Facil ity 

Total 12:, 139 

Source:. EA Waste lnterr~tor, 2011 [)ata (HIC: Hoosellold, Industrial & Commeroial Waste) 

In addition to the data above tll.e Envimnment Agencys Hazardous Waste Interrogator provides further 
s,peoific ·nronnalio:n oo the export of hazardous waste to East Riding of Yol"tshire Courncil WPA from the 
North Yol"tshire Sub-region frn 2011 , shown irn the tabl'.e below; 

Waste Destination - WPA WasteStream Waste Managetnef1t Method Tonnes 

East Riding of Yloriksh·re Hazardous Transfer (Disposal) 13 

Total 13 

Source: EA Hazardm.m Waste Interrogator, 2011 Data 

I woulid be graterull if you would consider the tables above a11d res,pornd to the follow'ing questioliliS; 

a) Do you collSid'.er the informati.on provided above to be accurate? If oot could you provide details of 

any other relevant informmro11 you are aware of? 
b,), Are you aware of any specific reasons wny waste movements deta□ed abov.e may oot be able to 
continue i11 the future? (tor exampl'.e as a result of know11 or expected plarnning1 ,a:mstrairrts. or policies) 

' .Slgrimca11i qua:i!Cless 01' wa~l e, flll" 111e piap05es or ,oor duty to eoopera:e Sct1Bij lo11s, has Dee ,11,2:111ell as over 5,.llll □ tonn:~ 01' e;,cportear 
lmpo.n:E<I wa,s1e In any ruigle rearloe,meeii 2□1}9a:id 2011 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 
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Imports from East Rir:iing ofYork:shire OoonCJJ WPA to North Yorkshire Suh-region 

The 1Envirorm1ent Age11cy's Waste Interrogator has ide11tified that the Nlorth Yol'l<.sllire Su'b-region imported 
502 ton11es of waste from East Riding1 of Yoltshire Ootmcill WPA in 2011. The table below identifies tile 
sites within the 91.1b-reg·on where this waste was ma11agedl; 

Waste Waste Site Details Site Operata Waste Waste TORleS Site Total 
Arising - Management stream 
WPA Method 

East Anytirne Waste Anytime Waste Treatment HJC 183 365 
Rliding ,of Trarmfer station Transrer Ltd lnet1fC8.D 182 
Yortshire 

TlleMmtin,gs TheMattirngs Treatment HJC 6,7 67 
Organ:ics Treabnem Organics Treatm.em 
Faciliru ltd 
Oleveland Carr l ar1e Harpers TranS:fer H22 32 56 

Environmental ltd HJC 24 
Gascoigne Wood Newgen Recycling Tremmerrt HJC 11 11 
Mine ltd 
l eading Solrent Derek Walker TranS:fer H.32 3 3 
Supplies 

Totm 502 

Source: EA Waste Interrogator, 2011 Data ,(HIC: Hoosellold, lndustrim & Commercial Waste} 

In aiddition to lhe data above tile Enviromnent Agency's 1-la:zardous Waste Interrogator provides rurther 
~peoific ·nfmmation on the import of 17:azardous waste to ttle North Yoltsllira SUb-fegion from East Riding 
o.f Yorksllire Co1.1ncil WPA in 20 11, shown in Ille table below; 

WasteAriKlg - WPA Waste Stream Waste Management Method Tonnes 

East Riding of Yiorksti" re Hazardous Recovery 27 
Transfer (Disposal) 13 
TranS:fer (Rew rery) 78 

Trealrnent 99 

Totm 217 

Source: EA Hazardous Waste Interrogator, 2011 Dala 

I would be grateful if you wou'ld consider fhe tables above a11d re~ond to the following q1.1estions; 

c) Do you oonsider tile information provided above to be accurate? lf not could you provide demils of 
any other relevant information you are aware of? 

d), Is tllere any information your are aware of whioh suggests. tllrat either tile volun-.e or paH:em of tllese 
movements of waste from yourWPA are likety to d-.ang:e irn the future? 

e) 111'11 relation to either the import or e>iport of waste, is there any other information you are aware of ttlat 
may have a substantial imtuernce on nnovements of waste in the area in the future? 

Joint Plan area Minerals Exports and Imports 

In Jan1.1ary 2013 the • North Yorkshire Sub-region Local Ag_gregafe Assessment' was publislledl, 
www.1111orthyorks.g0'il.11.1k/artrde/20068' Based on information in 1he Assessment mineral planning1 
authorities whi:oh ~ported agg reg-ate to the Nlorth Yol'l<.sll i.re su'b region were ,oontaoted and asked a 
number of initial questions abol.11: movements, A summary of the iresponse received from IEoot Rid ng 
Counoil is detailed i.n the box bellow. 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 29 



                                                           

 
 

   
 
 

 
 

 

 

nse received 1 August 2013 andl 30 October 2013 

Supply of minerals 

It is not expected that the omrarit potentiial for s1.1p;ply oti !a11d won sa:rid and gravel is li'keliy to be con­
strained con pared wtth the ,omrent position. East Rid ng appears to prnvid'.e the I1.ugest supply m sarid 
ancl gravell to North Yomshire area, besides tha wfl ich is 5t1pplied arid oonsumed internally • ~ithi11 tile 
North Yomshire area. This was equivalent · o 11/5 of sancl a11d gravel sales fmm East Rirlirig in 2011. 
Tile draft Humber Local Aggregate Assessment shows th.:it tllere is a landt>an'k of 16 years for sand 
ancl gravell. Figures.for Ille movermmt of sand arid ,g rm.rel fimn East Rf di rig to the North Yorkshire area 
were provid'.edl for between 2009 and 201 2. 

Safeguarding of aggregate s1.1ppliy infrastfil.lcture. 

Tile safegumding oti resources and mineraJs supply infrastmot1.1re is being considered duling1 tile pro­
duction1 of the Joint Minerals Local Ptim. 

Increase iri future suppliy capability 

Tllere is no expectatil:1111 of fu rther clevelopllnent m sa:11d andl gravell sup;pliy sources or imraetfil.lctll.J re that 
will increase tile supply capability i111 East Ridi11g1_ 

Tue Joint Pl0111 Ail.lthorffi.es are 1110w oc:mtacti11g tllese mineral pra11ni11g1 autflolities again, along with those 
mineraJ planni11g1 autllmi.ties to whi:oh Ille Joirit Rla11 Autlloliities export aggregate in order to seek a111 
11.1pdate on the position. Below are listed the maim ass1.1m.ptiorns we have obtained from the intormatio111 you 
have provided . 

• Tllere is no expectatio111 of a sig riificant •oolliStrairrt to s1.1ppl!J of sand and gravel i111 the foreseeal:Jle 
fu1t1.1re. 

• East Riding is an important sour,oe m exports of rand won sand and grave to North Yortshire and 
tll.ere is no current expectation tllat this may not be abr.e to continue. 

• Th.e su,pply capabillty for landl worn sand a:11d ,gravel iri East Riding is not expected to inorease. 

Questions 
1 ), Please can yo1.1 m nfinn iii the assumptions. we have listed are oorrect, and i1i so are these 

assumptions expected to rer11ai111 val'id? 
2), Are there .my expected major infrastfil.lcture projects wfl ich may impact on lhe demand for sancl 

and gravell and ,cruslled rock iri the East Rf.dirig area? 

We woul.d be grate,ful if you oould provide any responses to the q1,.1estions above by B th Decenibef 2013 
Responses cari be sent to lhe ,oontaot details piovid'ed ,on lhe bottom of tile front page m this letter. Ptease 
111ote tllat afli'{ response we receiw willl be utilised! as part of our evid'.ence t>ase tor tile plan. 

1/f yo1.1 wo1.1l'd li'ke to discuss any matteis relating to the infmmation ·11 tile l'e.tter or a:11y matters yo1.1 think 
may be relevant to plannr11g for minerals a11d waste in our area then please do not hesitate to ,oontaot us 
11.1si11g tile contact details 0111 tll is letter. 

Yours Faitllfulli'{, 

Rob,Sinith 

Pla:ris arid Technical Servioes TeaI11 Leader, North Yorkshire County Council 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 
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1c) Summary of responses to correspondence with importer WPAs November 

2013 

MPA DtC Response December 2013 
Association of Can confirm that the data sent is correct for waste movements in 2011 to Salford 
Greater Manchester City Council. 
Authorities (AGMA) Similar movements occurred in 2012, with a slight increase in volume to 711 

tonnes to Salford. As these movements are likely to be of a commercial nature 
they occur outside of the control of the WPA. As such there are no specific 
concerns with them continuing and there is no information from operators of 
facilities which treat such waste to indicate these operations are likely to cease 
over the plan period of the Greater Manchester Waste Plan. 
The information provided regarding the waste movements from Salford in 2011 is 
accurate. Waste movements from Greater Manchester to North Yorkshire in 
2012 were 180 tonnes, with 12 tonnes coming from Salford, showing a slight 
increase, however these movements are so low they cause no concern. 
The movement of waste from Greater Manchester are out of the control of the 
WPA and so cannot comment on whether or not they will continue. 
There are a number of facilities in Greater Manchester which are able to treat 
hazardous waste, and as such it is assumed that most waste of this kind will be 
managed locally, however we recognise that waste does not respect 
administrative boundaries and as such may continue to travel between the two 
planning areas. 
The level of waste moving between the 2 planning areas is relatively small and 
as such it could be seen as odd as to why such movements occur when it would 
be cheaper to treat waste closer to source. However, as these movements relate 
to hazardous waste, the facilities to which it is being taken are specialist 
treatment facilities and may only be available at the locations to which waste is 
currently managed. It is therefore considered that such facilities may not be 
available locally and that transportation of such waste will continue. 

Bradford Council Bradford agree with the data North Yorkshire have provided in relation to waste 
movements. The waste patterns between Bradford and North Yorkshire will 
remain the same in the near future. However, through the emerging Bradford 
District Waste Management Development Plan Document we are planning for 
more facilities and allocating land, we therefore expect exports from Bradford to 
drop in the long term. 

Darlington Council The data provided is regarded as accurate 
One waste transfer site which has recently opened does not appear on the list, 
this is operated by EMR and located at Albert Hill Industrial Estate, Forge Way 
Darlington, it handles ferrous, non-ferrous and precious metals as well as end of 
life vehicles before transfer to EMRs main site at Hartlepool. 

Doncaster Council The data supplied regarding the export of waste from North Yorkshire to licenced 
waste management sites in Doncaster borough matches Doncaster’s findings 
and is based on the most up to date information available. 
The Barnsley, Doncaster and Rotherham Joint Waste Plan sets out the overall 
approach to managing waste within the three boroughs over the period to 2026. 
Where it is preferable manage waste as close as possible to its source, it is 
recognised that there will continue to be cross boundary movements of waste 
between Doncaster and North Yorkshire over the plan period and beyond. 
One of the main objectives of the plan is to manage waste at the nearest 
appropriate location within the boundaries of the three boroughs. However, it 
allows waste to be imported or exported where this represents the most 
sustainable option. 
Future waste proposals will be assessed in terms of their ability to achieve 
sustainable waste management in line with the principles of the waste hierarchy. 
In Doncaster waste will be managed in the following order of priority: prevention, 
re-use, recycling, recovery and disposal. 
The quoted tonnages are relatively small. 
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Durham County Durham CC do not have any more information on the specific waste sites 
Council involved besides the information available from the Waste Data Interrogator and 

the Hazardous Waste Interrogator. 
We are not aware of any planning reasons why the current movements of waste 
should not continue. Movements of waste are controlled by the market and do 
not respect sub-regional, regional or often National boundaries. 
The data NYCC supplied appears to be accurate from our results on using the 
Hazardous Waste Interrogator (HWI). The HWI indicates that approximately 20 
tonnes of healthcare waste were transferred for disposal. The nature of the 
waste would suggest that it may have been managed at one of the clinical waste 
transfer stations in the County. There are 4 of these sites in the County. 
A further 211 tonnes were landfilled in County Durham and appear to be C&D 
waste and asbestos. 0.2 tonnes of Municipal and similar commercial wastes 
were transferred for disposal, 1.7 tonnes were incinerated without energy 
recovery, and 1 tonne was transferred for recovery. 
Your HWI data indicates that approximately 252 tonnes of hazardous waste were 
imported for treatment in North Yorkshire in 2011, with a further 110 tonnes 
transferred for recovery, 3 tonnes incineration with energy recovery and 1 tonne 
for recovery. 
County Durham is a net exporter of hazardous waste. The largest producer and 
manager (a net importer) of hazardous waste in the North East region is the 
Tees Valley. 
County Durham has a total hazardous treatment capacity of 10,000 tonnes 
annually (2010 figures) and some 34,000 tonnes of transfer capacity. 
All waste management sites in the County have been safeguarded with the 
exception of animal incinerators. 

Flintshire County 
Council 

No known planning reason why movements could not continue in future 

Hartlepool Council All of the information NYCC provided relating to exports and imports of waste to 
and from NYCC are accurate. 
There are no reasons why movement of waste may change, both imports and 
exports. 
Hartlepool are not aware of any other information which will affect the levels of 
import or export of waste 

Kirklees Council The data supplied is from the 2011 EA waste interrogator, this data is considered 
accurate but data from the 2012 interrogator would be more up to date. 
Waste exports from NYCC to Kirklees – the data is accurate, but 2012 data 
would be more up to date. Planning permissions at Foxhall Environmental 
Services Ltd and Demex Ltd are time limited. If they are not renewed the extant 
planning permissions allowing the sites to be used for waste transfer/disposal will 
expire before the end of the plan period. 
Waste Imports from Kirklees to NYCC – Information is accurate but more up to 
date information is available in the 2012 waste interrogator. Other than indicated 
the Council are unaware of any other significant reasons why either the volume 
or pattern of waste movements from Kirklees to NYCC are likely to change. 
There is no other information that would have a substantial influence of 
movement of waste either to or from the NYCC area. 

Lancashire Council Lancashire Council do not have any issues with the accuracy of information 
provided by North Yorkshire. The planning permission for Clifton Marsh Landfill 
contains condition 5, which limits the amount of low level nuclear waste that can 
be imported to the site from outside the north west to 4000 tonnes per annum, 

st
this planning permission is time limited by condition 1 to cease by 31 December 
2015. 

Lincolnshire County 
Council 

The information provided by NYCC on the sites identified as receiving waste is 
accurate. There are no planning reasons why these sites will not be able to 
function in the future. 
There is no evidence that the volume or pattern of movements of waste from 
Lincolnshire to North Yorkshire is likely to change in the future. 
Lincolnshire County Council has no additional information that would have a 
substantial influence on movements of waste in the area in future. 
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Leeds City Council Response provides information on the status of all waste sites listed as receiving 
waste from North Yorkshire, the majority of the facilities are safeguarded. 
Other than asbestos Leeds has a very limited capacity for dealing with 
hazardous waste. There is a clinical waste incinerator and an effluent treatment 
plant both of which accept hazardous waste and have a long life planning 
permission on safeguarded sites. The clinical waste incinerator at Knostrop deals 
with some hospital waste. 
It is not expected that the pattern of waste movements from Leeds will change. 
In theory there are enough opportunities for disposing of inert waste in Leeds but 
the industry are slow to bring these forward. 
There is concern that if the recently permitted Biffa commercial waste incinerator 
is not built then Leeds will have to export this waste when Skelton Landfill closes 
in 2017, as by then Peckfield landfill won’t be able to take up the slack without 
itself filling up quickly. Peckfield has many customers from outside Leeds. 

North East The Council considers the information provided relating to known exports from 
Lincolnshire North Yorkshire to North East Lincolnshire to be accurate. 

4664 tonnes of waste is known to have moved from North Yorkshire for 
management in facilities in North East Lincolnshire. 
495 tonnes of hazardous waste were recovered in North East Lincolnshire from 
North Yorkshire in 2011 which was managed by the recovery process, and small 
tonnages moved through transfer stations consisting of 0.0237 tonnes which was 
eventually managed by a recovery method and 0.0009 tonnes which was 
eventually managed by a disposal method. Our query also identified that North 
East Lincolnshire also received 2.2 tonnes of waste from City of York which 
entered a transfer facility before management via a recovery process. 
The Council is not aware of any specific reasons which will stop these sites 
receiving waste. The Ammonia recovery Facility operated by BOC Limited at 
Stallingborough is a commercial operation which relies on the importation of 
waste gases from a nationwide catchment area. 
The Council recently undertook a survey of the borough’s active waste 
operators; none of the respondents raised any concerns which may hinder their 
operations. 
The Council considers the data relating to known imports from North East 
Lincolnshire to North Yorkshire to be fairly accurate. The query run by the 
Council showed 1 tonne is managed via a recovery process and a further 7.62 
tonnes was received by transfer facilities which later on was managed through a 
recovery process. Additionally the query identified that the city of York received 
2.5 tonnes of waste from North East Lincolnshire which is managed via a 
treatment process. 
Waste movements occur owing to contractual arrangements between operators 
and waste is traded like any other commodity in the market. For these reasons, 
the Council is unable to provide an indication as to whether or not current 
contractual arrangements will continue. The tonnage involved is considered to be 
very small. 
The Council is not aware of any proposals which may influence the movement of 
waste between the Joint Plan area and North East Lincolnshire at the current 
time. 

Nottinghamshire The information provided by NYCC matches Nottinghamshire’s own assessment 
County Council of the available data. To the best of our knowledge all of the sites referred to 

have a current EA permit and are currently active. 
We are not aware of any operational or planning constraints that would limit a 
similar pattern and quantity of waste movements in the future. 
Nottinghamshire’s own Waste Core Strategy, prepared jointly with Nottingham 
City Council, is due to be adopted in December 2013 and seeks to ensure net 
self-sufficiency in waste management capacity whilst allowing for a reasonable 
level of waste movements between WPA areas where appropriate. 

Redcar & Cleveland 
Council 

There is no further information on waste movements which would suggest that 
information contained within the EA waste interrogator is incorrect. Redcar and 
Cleveland are unaware of any reasons why the future export of waste to Redcar 
and Cleveland would be unable to continue. No further updates on the capacity 
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of waste sites within the Tees Valley are currently available. 
The Council are not aware of any information which would suggest that these 
movements, including volume or pattern are likely to change. 
It is understood that the waste data used in the Tees valley Joint Minerals and 
Waste Core Strategy did not differentiate between waste from the North York 
Moors National Park area of Redcar and Cleveland and the remainder of the 
borough. We would welcome further discussion on how to account for the waste 
produced in that part of the National Park in the future. Please note that whilst 
Boulby Potash Mine is located within Redcar and Cleveland borough, it is within 
the North York Moors WPA. 

Rotherham Council The Council does not have any additional records on waste movements on the 
sites listed. There are no planning or waste management records to confirm or 
contradict the information supplied by the Environment Agency. The Council 
agree that the information supplied by the EA Waste Interrogator is likely to be 
the most accurate record of waste movements for all of the sites listed. 
The Barnsley Doncaster and Rotherham Joint Waste Plan DPD was adopted in 
March 2012 and does not place any policy restrictions on the listed sites. The 
more general sites and policies DPD is not likely to be adopted in the near future 
and there are no policy constraints from this aspect at the moment. 
Rotherham Council does not have any additional information to add to or 
contradict the EA hazardous waste interrogator. 
At a strategic level The Joint Waste Plan adopted by Barnsley, Doncaster and 
Rotherham Council’s aims to minimise the import/export of waste outside of the 
three boroughs, though this refers mainly to general waste streams rather than 
hazardous waste streams. 

Stockton Borough 
Council 

There is no reason why the information provided by the 2011 EA Waste or 
Hazardous Waste interrogators would be inaccurate, Stockton have no other 
relevant information relating to waste movements between Stockton and North 
Yorkshire. 
Information was provided about specific facilities and potential for future waste 
movements. 

Wakefield Council The information provided by the Environment Agency is regarded as a reliable 
reflection of currently available waste management facilities operating in the 
Wakefield area. Wakefield is not aware of any other information which would add 
to this. 
It is expected that the existing waste management facilities will be available for 
the foreseeable future to deal with local and regional waste. Some of the facilities 
are specialised such as glass recycling. We cannot pre-empt from a commercial 
point of view that all the facilities will continue in their present form as the market 
is dynamic and they may have to rationalise, relocate inwardly or outwardly to 
other areas in future to respond to market forces. 
We do not have any information which would make any assumptions that the 
cross boundary movements would not continue. There are two matters which 
may impact upon cross boundary movements. 
Wellbeck Landfill, Normanton is used by the North Yorkshire sub-region as a 
receptor for Household, Industrial and Commercial waste. The current planning 
permission is due to expire in May 2018 There is currently no planning 
application submitted to consider a renewal of the planning consent to extend the 
time for landfill, but one is expected in the near future. But with other 
considerations such as moving waste up the hierarchy we cannot pre-empt the 
outcome of any further application for landfill. The site is operated by FCC, who 
operate other landfill sites within the region. Any assumptions about future 
availability of landfill void space at the current Welbeck facility should reflect this 
position. 
South Kirby waste treatment facility collects around 165,000 tonnes waste per 
annum, approx. 39% is recycled and the remainder goes to landfill. The Council 
has entered into a 25 year management agreement to build an new waste 
management facility at South Kirby to accept the Council collection and 
commercial waste. The facility will enable more waste to be recycled, reused and 
recovered with less being sent to landfill. The facility is due to be completed in 
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2015 and will process approximately 200,000 tonnes per annum, helping to 
increase the authorities recycling rate to at least 52% per annum. 

Walsall Council Walsall Council do not think that checking the accuracy of the Environment 
Agency information and providing information about facilities is the best way to 
demonstrate that WPAs are ‘cooperating’ with each other. This data is useful in 
illustrating waste flows between different areas but WPAs cannot do much to 
influence the waste movements indicated, except where they show ‘capacity 
gaps’ in a particular area which should be addressed in local plans. 
Walsall will soon be setting up a web page where information will be posted 
regarding cross-boundary movements of waste in and out of Walsall Borough, 
and notify other WPAs when this is done. Walsall will then only reply to 
enquiries where there is evidence that waste exports from Walsall are having a 
‘significant impact’ on another area. 
The information NYCC provided regarding exports and imports of waste to/from 
Walsall in 2011 matches the information Walsall hold. 
The sites detailed are all still operating and not due to close, there are no 
planning conditions restricting imports from other areas. There is no guarantee 
that this will be the case throughout the life of the plan. 
Most of the Walsall waste contracts are due to be renewed in 2015/16. 
There is very little waste exported from North Yorkshire to Walsall, and there is 
no evidence that the amounts of waste being exported from Walsall to the North 
Yorkshire Sub-region are having a ‘significant impact’ on any of the authorities in 
that area. 
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1d) Identification of potentially significant individual facilities in importer WPAs 

Table 1 

Table identifying potentially significant export destinations for NY sub-region waste (by facility type and name). Data is 

derived from Environment Agency Waste Interrogators 2011, 2011, 2012 

Table shows exports to key facilities (excludes sites receiving less than 1000 tonnes) 

Highlighted in yellow = potentially more significant facilities. 

Criteria for significance = 
1) Input of at least 10,000t in any of past three years (ie reflects facilities of all types and which receive (or have recently received) 

substantial tonnages of waste) 
2) Input of at least 5000t in any of past three years and is not for transfer or inert landfill (ie reflects facilities which receive smaller 

tonnages but which may be of more strategic significance or more difficult to deliver) 
3) Input of at least 1000t in each of past three years and is not for transfer or inert landfill (ie reflects facilities which have played an 

on going role in recent years in managing waste arising in North Yorkshire, even where tonnages involved are relatively low) 
4) Input of at least 1000t in a single year and is a facility which receives hazardous waste (ie reflects the relative scarcity of 

facilities for the management of hazardous waste) 
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Exports Exports Exports 
from from from 
North North North 
Yorkshire Yorkshire Yorkshire 

Permit Type 2012 2011 2010 

36,515 11,265 19,439 

16,595 - -

16,413 11,616 11,915 

12,177 - -

12,058 - -

11,157 5,603 -

10,276 

Facility WPA Site Name Operator 

Knostrop Waste Treatment Facility 
Leeds WPA EA/EPR/MP3633GD/V002 FCC Recycling (UK) Limited A21 : Chemical Treatment Facility 

Central Ampthill Metal Co Ltd - Station Rd Ind A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed 
Bedfordshire WPA Est Ampthill Metal Co Ltd MRS's) 

A11 : Household, Commercial & 
Leeds WPA Wetherby Skip Services Wetherby Skip Services Ltd Industrial Waste T Stn 

SR2010 No12: Treatment of 
Kirklees WPA Newlay Concrete Ltd Newlay Concrete Ltd waste to produce soil <75,000 tpy 

S0906: Inert and excavation 
Wakefield WPA Fastsource Ltd, The Old Coal Yard Fastsource Ltd WTS with treatment 

Redcar and Bran Sands Effluent Treatment Works 
Cleveland WPA EPR/LP3439LK/V005 Northumbrian Water Ltd A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 

A14 : Transfer Station taking Non-
Doncaster WPA Armthorpe Quarry Butterley Aggregates Ltd Biodegradable Wastes 
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1,081 8,784 

Bradley Park Waste 
- -Management Limited L01 : Hazardous Merchant LF 10,183 

A11 : Household, Commercial & 
Niramax Group Ltd Industrial Waste T Stn 9,676 4,286 2,673 

Biffa Waste Services Ltd L04 : Non Hazardous LF - 8,371 -

Caird Peckfield Limited L04 : Non Hazardous LF 8,330 14,462 32,568 

Roy Hatfield Ltd A9 : Haz Waste Transfer Station 8,156 6,273 2,490 

A15 : Material Recycling 
Ward Recycling Ltd Treatment Facility 7,701 9,656 3,300 

A11 : Household, Commercial & 
United Utilities Water Ltd Industrial Waste T Stn - 7,168 4,892 

Kirklees WPA BRADLEY PARK LANDFILL SITE 

Hartlepool WPA Niramax Transfer Station 

North Lincolnshire 
WPA Roxby Landfill Site 

Leeds WPA PECKFIELD LANDFILL 

Rotherham WPA Roy Hatfield Ltd 

Redcar and 
Cleveland WPA Middlesbrough Container Sorting Line 

Lancashire WPA Stodday Remote Tanker Terminal 
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Calderdale WPA 

East Riding of 
Yorkshire WPA 

Doncaster WPA 

North Lincolnshire 
WPA 

East Riding of 
Yorkshire WPA 

East Riding of 
Yorkshire WPA 

Hartlepool WPA 

Stockton-on-Tees 
WPA 

Solar Works 

Wagstaff Auto Spares 

Morris & Co (Handlers) Ltd 

Tillertech Transfer Station 

Bridlington Sludge Conditioning 

Jerry Lane Landfill 

SEATON MEADOWS 

Cowpen Bewley Landfill Site 

C Heath & Son 

Mr Stewart Wagstaff 

Morris & Co (Handlers) Ltd 

Tillertech Ltd 

Yorkshire Water Services 
Limited 

Mytum & Selby Waste 
Recycling Ltd 

ALAB ENVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES LIMITED 

IMPETUS WASTE 
MANAGEMENT LTD 

A11 : Household, Commercial & 
Industrial Waste T Stn 

A19a : ELV Facility 

A19 : Metal Recycling Site 
(Vehicle Dismantler) 

A11 : Household, Commercial & 
Industrial Waste T Stn 

A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 

A15 : Material Recycling 
Treatment Facility 

L02 : Non Haz (SNRHW) LF 

L04 : Non Hazardous LF 

-

-

6,620 

6,562 

6,479 

6,188 

5,792 

1,937 

-

-

5,950 

1,608 

-

4,294 

6,885 

6,701 

-

-

-

-

2,049 

5,101 - -
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A11 : Household, Commercial & -
Leeds WPA Milners Road Site S B T Contracting Ltd Industrial Waste T Stn 4,500 1,500 

North East Freshney Cargo Services A11 : Household, Commercial & 
Lincolnshire WPA Shed No 7, Westside Road Ltd Industrial Waste T Stn 4,297 4,267 -

Newport WPA Newport Weee Facility (weee) Sims Group U K Ltd S0823 : WEEE treatment facility 4,242 - -

East Riding of Hallstone Developments A11 : Household, Commercial & 
- -Yorkshire WPA Breighton Airfield Ltd Industrial Waste T Stn 4,160 

A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed 
Leeds WPA T A Brotherton Brotherton T A MRS's) 3,681 2,588 -

East Riding of SR2010 No16: On-farm anaerobic 
- -Yorkshire WPA Melrose Pigs Ltd Melrose Pigs Ltd digestion <75,000 tpy 3,614 

- -Queensferry Sewage Treatment Tradebe North West 
Flintshire WPA Works Limited A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 3,090 

Redcar and Impetus Waste 
Cleveland WPA ICI NO 2 and 3 TEESPORT Management Limited L04 : Non Hazardous LF 2,438 2,949 -

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 40 



                                                           

 
 

   
 
 

 
        

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
   

   
  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
    

 
 

   
  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

     
   

  

 
 
 

 
 
 

   
   

  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

   
   

  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

   
  

    

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
        

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
        

 
 

 
 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Redcar and 
Cleveland WPA 

Bran Sands Regional Sludge Treatment 
Centre Northumbrian Water Ltd S0819 : Sewage sludge treatment 2,956 5,603 -

Nottingham City 
WPA Sims Metal Sims Group U K Ltd 

A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed 
MRS's) 2,884 3,470 1,665 

Kingston Upon Hull 
City WPA Humberside Reclamation Ltd 

Humberside Reclamation 
Ltd 

A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed 
MRS's) 2,879 - -

Leeds WPA Morley Waste Traders Morley Waste Traders Ltd 
A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed 
MRS's) 2,731 - -

Wakefield WPA Reuse Glass Uk Ltd* Reuse Glass U K Ltd 
A15 : Material Recycling 
Treatment Facility 2,621 9,044 11,294 

Hartlepool WPA Sims Group Windermere Road Sims Group U K Ltd 
A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed 
MRS's) 2,619 2,612 2,382 

Leeds WPA Arthington Quarry 
Nutramulch Yorkshire 
Limited 

A11 : Household, Commercial & 
Industrial Waste T Stn 2,340 4,193 5,089 

Cheshire West and 
Chester WPA Ellesmere Port Weee Facility Sims Group U K Ltd S0823 : WEEE treatment facility 2,107 - -

East Riding of 
Yorkshire WPA Plots 1,2 &7 Breighton Airfield 

Credential Environmental 
Ltd A16 : Physical Treatment Facility 1,785 
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- -

Stockton-on-Tees 
WPA 

Terramundo Port Clarence Treatment 
Facility Augean Treatment Ltd 

A17 : Physico-Chemical 
Treatment Facility 1,777 - -

Lancashire WPA A1 Supa Skips Ltd A1 Supa Skips Ltd 
A11 : Household, Commercial & 
Industrial Waste T Stn 1,745 - -

Redcar and 
Cleveland WPA 

Holden Close Waste Management 
Facility 

Cleansing Service Group 
Limited A16 : Physical Treatment Facility 1,736 

-
2,914 

Redcar and 
Cleveland WPA Hillside Autos 

J, M & D Garbutt T/a 
Garbutt Brothers 

A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed 
MRS's) 1,701 - -

Essex WPA O - I Glass Manufacturing Plant Reuse Glass U K Ltd 
A15 : Material Recycling 
Treatment Facility 1,643 2,388 2,386 

Hartlepool WPA Van Dalen Uk Ltd Van Dalen U K Ltd 
A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed 
MRS's) 1,591 - -

East Riding of 
Yorkshire WPA Allensway Recycling Limited Allensway Recycling Ltd A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 1,543 - -

Doncaster WPA Wharf Road Waste Transfer Station Saica Natur U K Limited 
A11 : Household, Commercial & 
Industrial Waste T Stn 1,439 - -
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Stoke-on-Trent City 
WPA 

Campbell Road Materials Recycling 
Facility Michelin Tyre Plc 

A15 : Material Recycling 
Treatment Facility 1,430 

-
2,482 

County Durham 
WPA Aycliffe Quarry Stonegrave Aggregates Ltd S0803 : HCI Waste TS + treatment 1,190 1,774 1,823 

Derbyshire WPA J & A Young ( Leicester ) Ltd J & A Young ( Leicester ) Ltd A16 : Physical Treatment Facility 1,190 - -

Nottinghamshire 
WPA Bilsthorpe Oil Treatment Plant Oakwood Fuels Ltd. 

A17 : Physico-Chemical 
Treatment Facility 1,122 - -

Kirklees WPA West Yorkshire Treatment Centre Chemwaste Limited A21 : Chemical Treatment Facility 1,114 1,622 1,110 

Leeds WPA 
Knostrop Wastewater Treatment 
Works 

Yorkshire Water Services 
Ltd 

S0816 : Composting in open 
windrows 1,064 - -

Stockton-on-Tees 
WPA Tonks Recycling Centre J Tonks ( Transport ) Ltd A16 : Physical Treatment Facility 1,060 1,263 1,415 

North Tyneside 
WPA Dudley Pharmaceutical Site 

Shasun Pharma Solutions 
Ltd A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 1,010 2,698 -
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Table 2 - Summary list of sites which meet input criteria (see Table 1) - by Local Authority 

Site Name Operator Permit Type 

Exports 
from 
North 
Yorkshire 

2012 

Exports 
from 
North 

Yorkshire 
2011 

Exports 
from 
North 

Yorkshire 
2010 

Criteria 
met (see 
Table 1) 

Leeds WPA 

Knostrop Waste Treatment 
Facility 
EA/EPR/MP3633GD/V002 

FCC Recycling (UK) 
Limited 

A21 : Chemical Treatment 
Facility 36,515 11,265 19,439 1,2,3 

Leeds WPA Wetherby Skip Services 
Wetherby Skip Services 
Ltd 

A11 : Household, Commercial & 
Industrial Waste T Stn 16,413 11,616 11,915 1 

Leeds WPA PECKFIELD LANDFILL Caird Peckfield Limited L04 : Non Hazardous LF 8,330 14,462 32,568 1,2,3 

Kirklees WPA Newlay Concrete Ltd Newlay Concrete Ltd 

SR2010 No12: Treatment of 
waste to produce soil <75,000 
tpy 12,177 - - 1,2 

Kirklees WPA 
BRADLEY PARK LANDFILL 
SITE 

Bradley Park Waste 
Management Limited L01 : Hazardous Merchant LF 10,183 - - 1,2,4 
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Kirklees WPA 
West Yorkshire Treatment 
Centre Chemwaste Limited 

A21 : Chemical Treatment 
Facility 1,114 

1,622 1,110 3 

East Riding of 
Yorkshire WPA Wagstaff Auto Spares Mr Stewart Wagstaff A19a : ELV Facility - - 6,701 2 

East Riding of 
Yorkshire WPA 

Bridlington Sludge 
Conditioning 

Yorkshire Water Services 
Limited 

A23 : Biological Treatment 
Facility 6,479 1,608 - 2 

East Riding of 
Yorkshire WPA Jerry Lane Landfill 

Mytum & Selby Waste 
Recycling Ltd 

A15 : Material Recycling 
Treatment Facility 6,188 - - 2 

Redcar and 
Cleveland WPA 

Bran Sands Effluent 
Treatment Works 
EPR/LP3439LK/V005 Northumbrian Water Ltd 

A23 : Biological Treatment 
Facility 11,157 5,603 - 1,2 

Redcar and 
Cleveland WPA 

Middlesbrough Container 
Sorting Line Ward Recycling Ltd 

A15 : Material Recycling 
Treatment Facility 7,701 9,656 3,300 2,3 

Redcar and 
Cleveland WPA 

Bran Sands Regional Sludge 
Treatment Centre Northumbrian Water Ltd 

S0819 : Sewage sludge 
treatment 2,956 5,603 - 2 

Hartlepool WPA Niramax Transfer Station Niramax Group Ltd 
A11 : Household, Commercial & 
Industrial Waste T Stn 9,676 

Just 
below 

threshold 
for 

criterion 
1 but 
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4,286 2,673 

included 
at this 
stage 

Hartlepool WPA SEATON MEADOWS 
ALAB ENVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES LIMITED L02 : Non Haz (SNRHW) LF 5,792 4,294 2,049 2,3,4 

Hartlepool WPA 
Sims Group Windermere 
Road Sims Group U K Ltd 

A20 : Metal Recycling Site 
(mixed MRS's) 2,619 2,612 2,382 3 

Doncaster WPA Morris & Co (Handlers) Ltd 
Morris & Co (Handlers) 
Ltd 

A19 : Metal Recycling Site 
(Vehicle Dismantler) 6,620 - - 2 

Doncaster WPA Armthorpe Quarry Butterley Aggregates Ltd 
A14 : Transfer Station taking 
Non-Biodegradable Wastes 10,276 1,081 8,784 1 

Wakefield WPA Reuse Glass Uk Ltd* Reuse Glass U K Ltd 
A15 : Material Recycling 
Treatment Facility 2,621 9,044 11,294 1,2,3 

Wakefield WPA 
Fastsource Ltd, The Old Coal 
Yard Fastsource Ltd 

S0906: Inert and excavation 
WTS with treatment 12,058 - - 1,2 

Stockton-on-Tees 
WPA Cowpen Bewley Landfill Site 

IMPETUS WASTE 
MANAGEMENT LTD L04 : Non Hazardous LF - - 5,101 2 
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Stockton-on-Tees 
WPA Tonks Recycling Centre J Tonks ( Transport ) Ltd A16 : Physical Treatment Facility 1,060 1,263 1,415 3 

Stockton on Tees 
WPA 

Tearramundo Port 
Clarence16 Augean Hazardous waste treatment 1,753 

Central 
Bedfordshire WPA 

Ampthill Metal Co Ltd -
Station Rd Ind Est Ampthill Metal Co Ltd 

A20 : Metal Recycling Site 
(mixed MRS's) 16,595 - - 1,2 

Essex WPA 
O - I Glass Manufacturing 
Plant Reuse Glass U K Ltd 

A15 : Material Recycling 
Treatment Facility 1,643 2,388 2,386 3 

County Durham 
WPA Aycliffe Quarry 

Stonegrave Aggregates 
Ltd 

S0803 : HCI Waste TS + 
treatment 1,190 1,774 1,823 3 

Nottingham City 
WPA Sims Metal Sims Group U K Ltd 

A20 : Metal Recycling Site 
(mixed MRS's) 2,884 3,470 1,665 3 

North Lincolnshire 
WPA Roxby Landfill Site Biffa Waste Services Ltd L04 : Non Hazardous LF - 8,371 - 2 

Rotherham WPA Roy Hatfield Ltd Roy Hatfield Ltd A9 : Haz Waste Transfer Station 8,156 6,273 2,490 4 

16 
This facility is included in Table 2 following correspondence from Stockton Borough Council confirming that imports were of hazardous waste, therefore meeting the threshold 

criteria identified 
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1e) WPAs contacted in May 2014 

Central Bedfordshire Council 

Durham County Council 

Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council 

East Riding of Yorkshire Council 

Essex County Council 

Hartlepool Borough Council 

Kirklees Council 

Leeds City Council 

North Lincolnshire Council 

Nottingham City Council 

Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council 

Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council 

Stockton on Tees Borough Council 

Wakefield Council 

Yorkshire Dales National Park 

1f) Example letter to importer WPA May 2014 
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vORK 
~ CO•U NC IL 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 

James Barker 
Planner 
Plan ·ng Policy Group 
Investment & Regeneration Service 
KirtJlees Couooil 

Dear Mr Barker, 

Minero.ls andl Waste Jl!oint P lruri - lJ11.1fy to Cooperate 

North 

Yorkshire County C-ouncll 

121:h May 2014 

The 20111 Localism Act requires plan11ing authorities to ,co-operate witlli other ~pevified booies in the 
preparation of developnent plan docume11ts in ffilation to strateg ic rnnatters. Fdfowing on from letters sent 
in November 2013, fmwhi,ch we muM like to thank you frnryouir rasponse, tile Joint Plan A1.11hortlies 
(Nortlli Yoirkshlire Oou11ty Oo1.1noil, Oity of Yoirk Counoil and North Yott Moora National Park Autiloli'ly), are 
11ow specifically focusing on strategical!¥ signmra11t imports and e~mts of minerals and waste. Thie 
Authorities are tileffifore ,0011tading olher mil"leral\s and waste pll.mning1 autlloliti'.es where we cmsider ai 

strateg ic rer.ttionshl·p, may exilst with a view to 1 ), mnfim1ing tllie existing srnuaitlon, 2) clarifying !Mletl'leir the 
sit1.1ation iis I eEy to be abre to co11timie a:rnd 3} reacll ing ag reement that the po[icies in tll.e Joi11t Plan 
sh101.1ld reflect tll is situation. 

In iretation to waste the Joint Plan autllrnrities are now tocusing1 specifically 0111 those export moven1ents 
whi.ch may be of strateg ic sig11 ificanoe. "fll reshloltls have been i.de:nrlffied by wflichl to ascertain whetll.er or 
11m there are sites which may be of strategic significanoe for e~port of/ waste from tile Joint Pl:an area . Tile 
reason for i:denlifyirig thresholds iis to enable the exercise to focus upon faoilities wfl.ereby there may be 
implications foir the d'.elivery of/ the Plan shoulcl there be a change in cir,rumstanoes. These thresholds,,, 
which ralaite to waste e~ported to indiilllidual fac~ities, are as fol lows: 

a) Input of at least 10,0 0(!1, tonnes in any of the past three yearn (2010, 2011 , 2012); 
b) Input of at least S.,O00 tonnes in anv of tll.e past fl'lree years a11d is not for tra11iS:feir or inert landfill; 
c) Input of at least 1,000 tonnes in eaoh of/ the past three yearn a:nd is not for transfer or inert la:ndfi I 

(reffl.ects faci lties which play an on gOing role ·n management of waste tirom the Joi11t Pllan area); oir 
d) Input of at least 1,000 tonnes in a single year a11d is a facility whioh reoeiv,es h az.ardoUiS waste 

(reffl.ecting1 tile specialised nature of faoilities tor tile management of hlaza,mms waste),. 

Facilities to wt, iclli the above criteria apply have been identified thl1m1g'h the E1111im11rnent Age:ncys, Waste 
Dab Interrogator. Toe data relates to Yolk and Nortl:li Yoiikshlire waste n1ainagement autlloli'ly areas. 
(Please note this does not represent the same area as the Joint Plan area as the Interrogator does not 
present National Palk dlata separatety - lt will therefore inc,lude arisings in tile Yorkshire Dal'.es National 
Park part of North Yolkshire which is outside of the Joi:rnt Plan area and will exdude arisings from the part 
of the North Yor1< Moors in Redcar and ctevetand borough whtch is in the ,Jcfnt Plan area. These arisings 
are no tllim1gilt to fJ.e significant.), 

Planning Services, North Ymkshire County Council , County Hall , Northallertor1 , North Ymkshire ,. 
DL7 8AH Tel: 0845 8721374 Email: mwjoi11tplan@n.orthym1ks.gov.uk 

City of York North York Moors North Yorkshire 
Council National Park Authority County Council 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 
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table attadled ide11tifies the raoillties in thle Kirtlees Cmmoil areai wllich nneet orne or more of the 
above criteria . Wlthl referernce to the information co11tru11edl in Ille tallle, we wol.ll'd appreciate it if you could 
respond to tile q,L1estio11s set out below: 

1 ) Do yol.l amsider the ,oriteria for cfetermi11i11g whetller a faoility is. slr.rtegically sfgni'ficant are 
.-ppropriate? 

2) If 11ot, what tll resoolds do yoll consider sool.lldl ap;p!y? 
3) Are til.ere any additional facillties that you consider have ar strateg ic role rn managing waste fFOm 

the Yolt and Nmth Yoitsh[re-area? 
4) Is tllere likely to be any cllange in cirnmnstanoes lhart you earn foresee at any of tll.e faci ities Usted 

whiohl would llave an impaot orn thle abillty for tllese arnol.lnts of waste to be expontedl to tile 
Kfrklses Council area l-lP to 2030? 

5) Thie tlAio racmties nnentio11ecl irn yol.lr previous response, Folhall En\lironnnental Ser\lioes. Ltd andl 
Dernex Ltd, are not considered to be of strateg ic significance usirng the aiteriar above. Please 
ool.lld yol.l ,0011filllil whetll.er you agree with tllis assertion. 

In relatiorn to mi11erals, there is arn est.ablishedl export of aggregates fron1 North Yornshire to West 
Yorksllire, andl it is expected that this indudes exports to the Kirkl'ees CoL.111.cill area. "fhe-Local Aggregate 
Assessme11t for the• Norlh ¥orkshire Sub-Region iderntifies. thlat aroum::I 0.5rnt of aggregate (250kt cllliShed 
rock alld 240.kt sand and gravel) was. e)iJ)orted to West Yorkshire in 2009. Jin relatiorn to aggregates. we 
wol.llcl be gratefu1 if yol.l ,rol!lld answer tile following q,L1estiorns.: 

6) Are tllere any parttc:ul!ar projects, or l'evels of pla11ned future growth tllat may require a signi'ficarnt 
increase in aggregates cfeinand? 

7) If so, iS it likely that tll is delliilarndl can be met through sources 'Mthin Kirik'.lees or other sources 
ol.ltsicfe of North y;Oltsllire? 

8) Are you aware of arny sfgrnificarnt 0011straints on s._..pplry of aggregates with·rn or to the Kirklees. 
Courncil area? 

9) Is it appropriate to assume that. levels of aggregate sales tirom North Yorkshire sllol!Jld oontirnue 
alorng Ille ~mes of arn average of tile past te:rn years? 

Based upon yom response to the questions in thlis letter, it may be necessary to toll'.ow up th[s, exercise 
with furtller corntact arndl disol.lssiorns wi'lhl yourselves. It may also be appropriate tor a joirnt statement to be 
prod:Uced mere is'Sl.les are parttc:urarly pertinent to the delivery of the .Joi11t Plari . In tile meantime,, sllol!J1d 
you !Arisll1 to discuss arny of the issues raised ·n tile l'.e,tter pl'.ease d:o not 11.esitate to oorntact me. We woul'.d 
be gratetiul of a respornse by Friday 3011:1 May 201 4 .. 

Yours Sinoerely, 

RobSnlitll 

Plans. and Tecllntcall Services Team Leader, North Ymtsllire County Counoil 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

1g) Summary of responses to May 2014 correspondence 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response 

Central Bedfordshire 
Council 1) It is difficult to comment on the appropriateness of the proposed criteria to enable your authority to identify 

export movements of strategic significance without some indication of the overall waste volumes and whether or 
not, by using these criteria, the majority of the waste exported is 'caught' or if there is a significant proportion 
unaccounted for when these criteria are applied. 

Indeed, the significance of the volume of waste exported from North Yorkshire to Ampthill Metal Company Limited 
in 2012 cannot be estimated without having some indication of the overall volumes of waste within your area. 

You may be interested to know the criteria agreed by the East of England WTAB for Duty to Co-operate 
consultation purposes recently. 

These are: 
Non-hazardous waste: 2500 tonnes per annum 
Hazardous waste: 100 tonnes per annum 
Inert waste including excavation waste: 5000 tonnes per annum 

2) I have little to add other than the methodology seems relatively complicated to apply and something simpler 
may add clarity. 

3) The adopted Bedford Borough, Central Bedfordshire and Luton Borough Minerals and Waste Local Plan: 
Strategic Sites and Policies (2014) makes provision for recovery and disposal capacity to be provided equivalent 
to the local arisings of waste that will arise Within the Plan area as well as an apportionment of pre-treated 
residual waste from London. To this end a number of strategic waste sites have been identified. Waste 
management development on these strategic sites may have a catchment area restriction policy applied in certain 
circumstances to discourage the importation of waste from outside the Plan area. There are, of .course, some 
existing waste facilities within the Plan area most of which have no restriction on where they can source waste. 
Some of these facilities could have a strategic role in managing waste from York and the North. Yorkshire area but 
given the distance it is thought unlikely that this will be the case. .. 

4) Ampthill Metal Co. Ltd has a permanent permission which does not have any catchment area or throughput 
restrictions. I am not aware of any reason why it could not continue to take the volumes of waste identified as 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response 
being exported from your area in 2012. I did, however; contact the company to try to find out whether the waste 
identified as being imported in 2012 was a 'one off' or indicated an ongoing contract as it does seem quite unusual 
for such waste to be transported here when there are many similar facilities nearer to North Yorkshire. I was 
informed that whilst some scrap metal was taken to the steel works in Sheffield in 2012 they were not aware of 
any coming from the Yorkshire area. Indeed it was suggested that an administrative mistake had been made in 
compiling the figures and that it was in fact an error. 

Cumbria County 
Council It is difficult to gain more than an overview of minerals movements to their markets, as quarry operators prefer to 

keep the details confidential - we certainly do not have precise figures for exports of crushed rock from Cumbria to 
North Yorkshire. Furthermore, in the recent past, Cumbria County Council had not carried out the annual minerals 
survey for quarries in the county, but relied upon the NW Aggregates Working Party to undertake the survey and 
collate the responses. Since the duty to prepare a Local Aggregates Assessment was placed on the Council in 
2012, we have taken back the survey role and, for the calendar year 2013, have asked more in-depth questions of 
the operators, regarding markets and uses of their minerals. It is intended that the data gathered will form the 
basis of a much better understanding of local, regional and national markets. 

Based on 10-year average sales figures, the 2013 LAA (for calendar year 2012) shows that Cumbria has a 
landbank of 35 years for crushed rock. The majority of the hard rock resource lies in the south and west of the 
county, abutting the Yorkshire Dales National Park, where the resource continues. Obviously there are greater 
constraints on mineral extraction within the National Park, so it is unsurprising that exports of significance to North 
Yorkshire are made from Cumbria. 

There are no maximums for landbanks, so if the growth of the UK economy demands further aggregates, any 
applications submitted would not be refused solely for the reason that ‘the landbank is too large’, though obviously 
there are other material considerations. Maintenance of supply of crushed rock will depend on the grant of further 
permissions, and we consider that this will be market led. 

The Minerals & Waste Planning Policy Team is in the process of updating the current draft Cumbria Minerals & 
Waste Local Plan (http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/planning-
environment/policy/minerals_waste/MWLP/Consultation.asp), with a view to taking it out for public consultation 
later this year. There will be five Areas of Search in that Plan for existing hard rock quarries. These allocations 
are intended to provide further resources in the county to beyond the end of the Plan period of 2029. 
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Council Response 

The 2013 LAA discusses potential, major infrastructure projects in Cumbria, such as nuclear new build, 
regeneration schemes and transport links; the 2014 LAA will include potential projects identified by the Local 
Enterprise Partnership. There is no commitment to any of those developments at present. If any of these projects 
were to happen, it is considered that their implications could be anticipated in advance, through the lead-in time 
for consultations, permissions and construction, so there would be no interruption to the supply of crushed rock to 
existing markets. 

Therefore, your assumption that the supply of crushed rock from Cumbria to the North Yorkshire Sub-region will 
be able to continue, should the market require this, is considered correct. It is not considered at this time that 
there is any need to address this matter more formally under the Duty to Co-operate, whether through a 
Memorandum of Understanding or through any agreement reached at Member level within our respective 
Authorities. However, we will keep this under consideration and if you come to the conclusion that this is 
necessary, we will, of course, enter into more detailed dialogue with your Authority. 

Durham County 
Council 

1) The criteria would seem to be appropriate. The Environment Agency Position Statements on waste show 
movements over 1,000 tonnes and it is considered that this is an appropriate level. 

2) N/A 

3) Durham County Council do not have any more information on the specific waste or sites involved beside the 
information available from the Waste Data Interrogator and the Hazardous Waste Interrogator and the more 
general trends data from the Environment Agency. Therefore we are not aware of any further sites of strategic 
significance to the York and North Yorkshire area. It may be useful to consider sites coming forward (or extant) in 
the surrounding WPA areas with capacities which are of regional significance. This could be of say over 
50,000tpa. 

4) It is noted from your previous response that the facility will have been safeguarded. We are not aware of any 
planning reasons why these movements could not continue. As you are aware, movements of waste are 
controlled by the market and do not respect sub-regional; regional or often even national boundaries. We are not 
aware of any planning reasons why these movements would change. 

Joint Plan area Minerals Exports and Imports 
In relation to the import of minerals from County Durham to North Yorkshire, we are not aware of any specific 
reason why flows of aggregates from Durham to North Yorkshire cannot be sustained at 2009’s modest levels. It 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response 
should be noted however that one of the closest quarries to North Yorkshire in County Durham in 2009 has now 
ceased mineral extraction, as the winning and working of minerals ceased at Aycliffe Quarry in 2013. We would 
also wish to highlight that we have no control of the final destination of aggregate minerals extracted from County 
Durham’s quarries, which is of course a function of the market and mineral operator supply strategies. For further 
information you may wish to refer to my colleague’s email of 29 April 2013 (attached) as well as the Joint Local 
Aggregate Assessment for County Durham, Northumberland and Tyne and Wear (April 2013). 
We would welcome a position statement on whether you consider that the level of exports to the North East from 
the Yorkshire and Humber as identified in the Collation of the Aggregates Minerals 2009 Survey be sustained in 
the short, medium and long term. 

Doncaster 
Metropolitan Borough 
Council 

Minerals 

I can confirm in respect of minerals that the aggregate supplied from North Yorkshire may well continue to be 
required in line with the average exports as shown for the last 10 years. These levels may even increase later in 
the plan period due to the sand and gravel resource limitations in the Doncaster area. 

Evidence within the 2009 RAWP report and 2010 monitoring (including the draft Doncaster and Rotherham LAA) 
shows that Doncaster’s resources are predominantly soft sand. 

Given the above information it may well be unlikely that Doncaster will be able to continue to provide the 1 - 5% of 
sand and gravel to the sub-region (between 8 and 38kt) during your whole plan period up to 2030. In the short 
term supplies may well be maintained, however long term constraints have been identified in respect of sharp 
sand and gravel availability in our area. 

Waste 

1) Yes. The criteria appear to be useful as a proxy for determining what is “strategically significant” based on the 
information provided in the table. However, the quoted tonnages are still relatively modest compared to the 
quantities of waste that will require recycling or treatment across Doncaster and the overall licensed capacity of 
sites. 

2) The Barnsley, Doncaster and Rotherham Joint Waste Plan (adopted in 2012) allocates a site in the east of the 
borough to deal with up to 400,000 tonnes of municipal, commercial and industrial waste per annum over the 
period to 2026. It is envisaged that a link road will be constructed from junction 5 of the M18 motorway to serve 
this development within the power park which has planning permission and provisional funding in place. The site 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response 
also lies within a major rail freight corridor that serves both international and domestic markets, with direct access 
to the ports of Hull and Immingham and has been identified as a potential location to create a railhead 
terminal. This facility may have the potential to receive waste from North Yorkshire in large quantities. 

4) No. The Joint Waste Plan has recently been adopted and is based on up-to-date information. 

5) Your previous response refers to the Barnsley, Rotherham and Doncaster Joint Waste Plan which has a key 
objective to manage waste as close to its source as possible, but allows it to be imported or exported where this 
represents the most sustainable option. Whilst your response recognises that exports from the York and North 
Yorkshire area could continue and, based on current rates, are unlikely to be at odds with the Waste Plan, is there 
any reason to assume that exports may not continue at its current rate throughout the period to 2030? 
No. 

East Riding of 
Yorkshire Council 

1) Yes 

2) N/A 

3) No 

4) No, however, Wagstaff Auto Spares is in Great Heck, so in NYCC rather than ERYC. . 

In relation to aggregates we would be grateful if you could answer the following questions: 

5) Are there any particular projects or levels of planned future growth that may require a significant increase in 
aggregates demand? 
As the Local Plan has progressed to submission stage, far more building projects are coming forward. Many 
are housing schemes, but there are also many wind turbines and wind farms, which will need crushed rock for 
access roads. 

6) If so, is it likely that this demand can be met through sources within East Riding of Yorkshire or other sources 
outside of North Yorkshire? 
Yes 

7) Are you aware of any significant constraints on supply of aggregates within or to the East Riding of Yorkshire? 
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Council Response 
Not that I’m aware of 

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

Based upon data you have previously provided it is apparent that in 2009 significant movements of sand and 
gravel from the East Riding of Yorkshire to the Joint Plan area took place, in the range of 60-140kt over the period 
2009 to 2012. With this in mind, we would be grateful if you could inform us of any reason why this level of exports 
from the East Riding of Yorkshire may not be able to continue over the period to 2030. 
As far as I am aware this can continue, however one of the key consents expires in 2025, so either a new site 
would need to be found or an extension to the existing site sought in order to provide continuity of supply until 
2030. 

Kirklees Council Thank you for consulting Kirklees Council on your joint minerals and waste plan. I have carefully considered your 
questions and provide the following response: 

1. Yes 
2. N/A 
3. There are no facilities in addition to the ones already identified that are considered to have a strategic role 

in managing waste from York and the North Yorkshire area 
4. No. Each of the identified facilities have sufficient permitted capacity to continue receiving the levels of 

waste up to 2030 
5. Agreed. Kirklees does not consider the quantity of waste received by Foxhall Environmental Services Ltd 

and Demex Ltd from York and North Yorkshire to be of strategic significance 
6. I’m not aware of any projects large enough to significantly increase aggregates demand beyond the annual 

average 
7. N/A 
8. No 
9. Yes, it is considered that the use of the average from the past 10 years aggregates sales is appropriate 

and consistent with NPPF 

Leeds City Council 1) Thresholds of 1,000 tonnes seems low. 
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Council Response 
2) 5,000 
3) None known 
4) Yes. We expect Peckfield to be full at current rates of tipping ahead of 2022 – maybe 2019. 
5) We have no indication the Skelton efw is to go ahead. We have refused a 200K tonnes efw in March as 

contrary to the development plan. No appeal on refusal yet. Municipal efw under construction. Will take 
circa 70k tonnes commercial waste from late 2016. 

6) No change likely 

Nottingham City 
Council 

Thank you for your request for information concerning the identified waste movements between the Joint Plan 
Authorities and Nottingham City based on the Environment Agency data interrogators. We have analysed the data 
in respect of movements and can confirm that the information provided matches our own assessment of the 
available data and that we support the thresholds of ‘significant’ waste movements used in the assessment. 

At the present time we have not identified any significant planning issues resulting from this level of waste 
movements and do not anticipate any significant changes in our own provision that would affect the Joint Plan. 
Unless future monitoring evidence suggests significant changes in the future pattern of waste movements 
between our respective authorities, we are satisfied that the Joint Plan has taken appropriate steps in terms of the 
duty to cooperate and we do not wish to raise any issues. 

Nottingham City's own Waste Core Strategy, prepared jointly with Nottinghamshire County Council, was adopted 
in December 2013 and seeks to ensure net self-sufficiency in waste management capacity whilst allowing for a 
reasonable level of waste movements between Waste Planning Authority areas where appropriate. 

Redcar and Cleveland 
Borough Council We have no information to suggest that the existing export of waste to the identified sites in Redcar and Cleveland 

would be unable to continue. 

The Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD (2011) and Minerals and Waste Policies and Sites 
DPD (2011) contain information on specific sites and policies for waste management. There are currently no 
proposals for an uplift in the management of imported hazardous, or other, waste from outside areas. 

Rotherham 
Metropolitan Borough 

1) Yes I would agree that the criteria used would be appropriate. 
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Council Response 

Council 2) N/A 

3) There are no additional strategic sites that deal predominantly with hazardous waste that I am aware of. 
Victrex, Gin House Lane, Thornhill, Rotherham have a licence for the storage of some hazardous chemicals, 
though they mainly manufacture chemicals rather than dealing with waste. 

By way of more general commentary, a new waste facility, the PFI Bolton Road Scheme in Manvers is likely to 
come on stream in early 2015, and has a capacity of 265 000 per annum. However, this would primarily manage 
municipal waste from the BDR area (which will divert some of the existing waste streams). Only a small 
percentage of the waste will be commercial and industrial sources in the early years and there is no intention to 
manage hazardous waste. Permission was granted in May 2012 and construction is at an intermediate-advanced 
stage. 

4) Not that we are aware of at this stage. This site does not have any restrictive conditions regarding future 
operating dates, or origins or destinations of waste products. 

5) Your previous response refers to the Barnsley, Rotherham and Doncaster Joint Waste Plan as aiming to 
minimise the import and export of waste, although identifies that this may not be the case in relation to hazardous 
waste. Is there any reason to assume therefore that exports may not be able to continue at their current rate 
throughout the period to 2030? 

The plan aims to encourage a degree of self-sufficiency within the BDR area, however, there are no recent 
planning approvals within the Rotherham borough (that I am aware of) that have restrictive conditions regarding 
the origins of waste. Conditions primarily relate to the amount of throughput. 

6) Are there any particular projects or levels of planned future growth that may require a significant 
increase in aggregates demand? 

The Waverley site is in the south-eastern an area of the borough that is expected to have a significant amount 
growth in the near future. The site has recently had a number of recent applications approved, following an outline 

approval in 2011. 
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Council Response 

RB2008/1372 – Outline application with all matters reserved except for the means of access for a new 
community comprising residential (3890 units) commercial development (including office, live/work, 
retail, financial and professional services, restaurants, snack bars and cafes, drinking establishments, 
hot food takeaways, entertainment and leisure uses and a hotel) and open space (including parkland 
and public realm, sport and recreation facilities), together with 2 no. 2 form entry primary schools, health, 
cultural and community facilities, public transport routes, footpaths, cycleways and bridleways, 
landscaping, waste facilities and all related infrastructure (including roads, car and cycle parking, gas or 
biofuel combined heat and power generation plant and equipment, gas facilities, water supply, electricity, 
district heating, telecommunications, foul and surface water drainage systems and lighting) – granted . 

However, it is difficult to assess the amount of aggregates demand in the future. There are no other single large 
areas of growth of a similar magnitude in the borough. 

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

North Yorkshire? 

Unknown at this stage, as the Council does not have detailed records of aggregate imports or exports. 

8) Are you aware of any significant constraints on supply of aggregates within or to the Rotherham Council area? 

I am not aware if any existing aggregate producing facilities within the Rotherham borough are due to close 

9) Is it appropriate to assume that levels of aggregate sales from North Yorkshire should continue along the lines 
of an average of the past ten years? 

I would be of the opinion that this would be a reasonable assumption, since I have no evidence to indicate that this 
would not be the case. 

Stockton on Tees 
Borough Council 1 and 2) It is considered that the criteria for determining the strategic significance of waste 

management facilities is appropriate and no alternative thresholds are suggested. 
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Council Response 
3) The Waste Interrogator 2012 indicates that in total 1752.56 tonnes of hazardous waste were 
sent from North Yorkshire and York UA to Terramundo Port Clarence, which is a facility operated 
by Augean that provides waste treatment processes, including the remediation of contaminated 
soils. It is considered that the volume of hazardous waste received from the joint plan area in 2012 
would meet the criteria for strategic significance. 

4) In our previous correspondence we stated: 
The Cowpen Bewley Landfill site is currently operated by the Impetus Group and was granted permission to 
accept 15,5000,000 tonnes of waste in 1962. In 2002 it was estimated that the remaining capacity at the site 
was 1,500,000. It is considered that the site is nearing the end of its operational life and the Council is 
currently considering a planning application (13/2838/EIS) for the continuation and completion of the landfill 
site extending the date for completion until 31 December 2023. 

Application 13/2838/EIS has since been approved and the deposition of non-hazardous nonbiodegradable 
waste has been granted permission to continue until 31st December 2023. Nonhazardous 
biodegradable waste will cease to be accepted at Cowpen Bewley by Summer 2014. 

Thereafter, the site will only accept non-hazardous non-biodegradable waste to allow for previously 
agreed landforms to be achieved. 

The Terramundo Port Clarence Treatment Facility, operated by Augean, was granted planning 
permission in 2008 and had a predicted capacity of up to 542,000 tonnes per annum. The facility 
was granted permission without any time limiting conditions and we are not aware of any planning 
reasons why waste cannot continue to be received in the future. It should also be noted that we 
are not aware of any changes of circumstance with regards to the Tonks Recycling Facility. 

5) Whilst the Tees Valley Minerals and Waste DPD’s are primarily concerned with providing for 
waste arising within the Tees Valley, they do acknowledge the economic success of companies 
importing waste from outside of the plan area. It is expected that Stockton will continue to import 
waste from outside of the area and that there is future potential for an increase in this capacity. 
Stockton Council has recently approved schemes that would lead to the treatment or recovery of 
waste arising from outside of the Tees Valley. These proposals include an extension to a Material 
Recycling Facility to allow an additional 440,000 tonnes of non-hazardous waste to be processed 
per annum and a Thermal Desorption Unit which will treat up to 30,000 tonnes of hazardous waste 
per annum (13/3151/EIS). 
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Council Response 

In our previous correspondence we stated: 
The Port Clarence Landfill site, operated by Augean North Limited, has permission to handle both hazardous 
and non-hazardous waste for disposal in landfill. In 2011 28,712.2 tonnes of hazardous waste and 42,109.57 
tonnes of non hazardous waste were accepted at the site. The site was originally granted planning 
permission to accept 3.75 million cubic metres of waste plus soil and stone etc, in 1996. This permission was 
modified in 2003 and the site now has permission for the landfill of 8.5 million cubic metres (6.8 million 
tonnes) of waste in total. Conditions placed on the approval for the development, restricted the period of 
operation to 16 years from the date of commencement of the depositing of waste on the site, which was in 
2000. Therefore, under the current permission, the acceptance of waste for landfill at the site will cease in 
2016. 

However, the operators of the Port Clarence landfill site submitted a request for an EIA scoping opinion to 
the Council in November 2013 (13/2775/SOR), in relation to a future application to extend the life of the 
facility. The supporting information stated that the facility currently has 6million cubic metres of void space 
and will not be completed by 2016. Despite this information, it should be noted that a full planning application 
to extend the life of the facility has not yet been submitted to the Council. 

The scoping opinion request was determined in December 2013 and there have been no 
subsequent planning applications in relation to the site. The situation with regards to the Port 
Clarence Landfill site remains that the acceptance of waste for landfill at the site will cease in 2016 
unless an application to extend the life of the facility is submitted and approved. 

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

8) I can confirm that we are not currently aware of any constraints that would significantly affect the 
supply of aggregates into Stockton on Tees. 

Yorkshire Dales 
National Park 

Request a meeting to discuss minerals and waste issues (a meeting was subsequently held on 15 July 2014) 

Key matters agreed at the meeting were a need to enter into a memorandum of understanding relating to export of 
aggregate from YDNP to the remainder of north Yorkshire and in relation to the role of NYCC in managing waste 
arising in the YDNPA area (see Appendix 1i below). 
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1h) Memorandum of Understanding with Redcar and Cleveland Borough 

Council 
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1i)  Memorandum of Understanding with Yorkshire Dales National Park 

Authority 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 68 



                                                           

 
 

   
 
 

 

 

 

 

o th YlO: . PA and the Jiajnt IP n sutho • ies sc: now dge the ns ti::m s l po icy pos· io:n wh· h see - , 
so far as p.rsd!ic:slb , the ms· tenanoe of ndl:Jan~ of aggregate llililinera - outside Nsti::J.ns l P:alik5. 

w pafic:y for c:rushed m e: ·n lt'he YlO: PA ·- to l:Je oo:nt.sined ·n the Local P n fa · the m . PA. In 
its Loc:al IP 11 the mNPA intends to [Provic:le so:me ftle ~1blfrty fo.r the re s se of f u en ese:rves of 
crush ed roe: s t e~·- ting sites ,!m dlo.rthe g 11t o f extensk ms of ti:me at ex;" - ting ti:me 1mited 
pernniss.ia:ns , su l:J;jec:t to stool: emiro:nrnien t.sl criteria l:Jeing llililet. 

\, IPOficy fo.r crushed roe ·n lt'he l'frfCC, CYC a d .l'fll'"M . PA areas ·- to l:Je oontaiined ·n a 
Miners - and Waste Jo"nt P n. 111 the Joint P 11 the Joint P n autho · ies ·nte nd to m s pro ·-5::m 
fo:r c rush ed roe: · line , - h an sg eed fo:recsst of demsndl ro lbe deve ;ped fo.rttie P 11 . lt"­
·ntended that the s:cslle of pro .·s;ion to l:Je msde • II e ftlec:t the sea of isto· · · ss s from the area 
as • \ IE! 'll as e~pected future demand factors, · c ud·ng those a · 'ing oub--:ide the Jo"nt P n are,a , 
where e vant. 

111 · ,, of the cu rrent SU[P ;ply s'ituatio:n fo :r Calliboniferous [Limestone ·n the m . PA area , as \ -e as 
the · tended S[P;p.roach of the m •. PA ·n re tio.n to new [Policy e~pected to l:Je oo:nt.siined ·n its Local 
P n , • ·- not e~pected that , over the pe · d lto 2030 , add" io.nal allow.snoe \ I eed to l:Je made fo.r 
crush ed roe rl/iliiestone p.ro "s;ion ·n the Jo"nt P n area to efJec:t any emerging shortfa 1 · supply 
fmm the YD PA . 

Bo th [Parties eoogniise that ·n the nger temil, !beyond 2030 , SU[P[Ply rest · ions ,...ffl, ­

are Ii e'ly to !have an ·nc:reasjng ·rnpac:t on the \ooer avs~ lbility of crush ed oc ·n the 
Yo· sh · e sulb-'.reg ·□.n and that tti ii:- may equ fu er action in f uture re1i 'i\ 'S of [PO 

.rth Yo iShire outside the m • PA. 

lhe Yo -h ire [ls s Nstio.na! Palik ·- oovered lby ih,-o \\9ste msnsge:ment .sutho · ies - :rth 
Yo· sh · e Cou11ty Cou11c: ,(wh· h oovers the ms· my of the P:alik) s 11d Oumb · · County Council. e 

ti::Jnal IP:slik Authority ·- the so IP n11ing authority fo .r the Nsti::Jnal 1Pa , ljinc uding • \\9ste 
1J n11·ng), \\ITT - t • \\Sste oo c:tion ·- the rres;pon s b · . of the re vs 11t District s 11d Bo.rauglh Counc: -
and vacste msnage'.liliient the espo:ns b lity of the two County Cou11c - efeHed to s lbov.e . 

ilere are 110 sjg11iifi · nt • I \Bste msnage:ment facil" ies p.rese nt ·n the Yo sh ire [ls tians l Pa 
[Local Authority Co cted Waste a ·-mg \\ - hin ttie [PBrl o f the Nsti□.nal Pa in 1 • .rth Yo· -h - e ·-
currently ms11s ged \\ffll iin the :rth Yo -h ·re [PBrt of the Jo int P n a e,a . he destination of other 
fornns of • \\9ste a · l ng in the Yo ' -h ire [lg s tional Pa ·- u11 nm w, lbut · · oo.nsidered kely 
ttiat s 11 sm□u11t • · I lbe man sged iin tac: ies · ttie Jo'nt P n s rre,a . 

Ne 'I' [POfic:y fo.r • vs ste ·n the m . PA · to lbe oont!i"ned ·n the Loc:al P 
P n the )r"U PA · tends to provide s1::1Jil1e su[Ppo.rt fo.r the pro ·-ion of sm a sea fac : s to nieet 
l□ c:sl ec:yc1ing a11d farnn 11Bste msnage'.liliient needs , sulbjec:t to st · environmental criite · · lbe · g 
niet. It ·- e~pected that most \\\9ste ansge:ment needs, [PB icu ily fo.r residual • \\9ste 
msnage:ment s nd d"-posal, n need to l:Je met outside the Yo· --h ire [ls s t·□:na l Pa 

2 A diso u.si ioo p;ip--=r t · w.s ~ ie=t~rl to =n.s · iin li'lr ~ 14. 
J '-! IEinv:" n ~!111: ~!!!llc/.S ~ o= •rr ~ :rto:r 00..~ at crii.m '-! "nfu(rm:rt" 

.iu t a'J"n)', 001 t; ~ n ~~rn~ ,nt ,au t 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 69 



                                                           

 
 

   
 
 

 

 

 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 70 



                                                           

 
 

   
 
 

 
 

ro ject· · s o f futull'e 'l,\SSte .s ·- '.ings .scross a I • 'l,\SSte st re.sll'itE lhave lbeen IP duced fo:r t:he INtutl, 
Yo ihire s1Jlb-regioJ1, in uding ii/he Yo ih"re Ila s ticmal IP.s . For some 'l,\SSte stre.sms 
separ.ste fi ll es • ,oe e Jm:iduced fo t:he tioJ1al P.s , m\'E!ve' · t:he Jo" t P n · oorpo .stes fii litres 
fur t:he 11'19t· n al IP.s in IP im, · g fo futuire • \\Bste m1B1n.sgement f.sc · · s as s'ho m · t:he talb 
lbe w : 

!,i\ ra sfe Stream 
Commercial and l1ndusmal 
Construct 
and Exc:a -
Local Au thority 
!/1,!'.aste 
Agric1J unll 'ilil.sste 

M!lilJP 
IM!lilJP 

P ·no uded ·n IM!lilJP 

'ly to eq1u· e off-s:ite dis;possl lh.ss 
. . Co:mliliiercial .s1nd l1ndustlisl 

Figu es lfe . · 1not .sv.s lb . Due 
to the 1n.stulfe o f s e1BsoJ1alb to 
e:xipeci t:ha t SJililS I :r tre.st liliient 
f.ac · ies · · e P.a oo'Uld lbe 
IPIO'Wded ded . 

By sian·ng t:h·- state'.liliient, t:he aut:hcr • · s .sc nm , dge the c.'ircumsta1nces s1Jm:i1J1nding IP n1ning fo:r 
miner.s - extr.sclilm .and \\\Bste .s ·-:ing \, - :hm t:he Yo ' -'hire Ila .s , tilm .al Pa ' . 

s· 1ned ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 

Pos· · J1 vit:hin Aut:ho · . . .. ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... llate ... ... ... ... ... ... . 
(gn lbe 'ha of Yoiksh·re Ila s t·:m al P.s Aut:homy) 

s· 1ned ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 

Pos· · J1 • vit:h" Co1J1nc] ... .... .... ... .... .... ... ... .... ... ... .... ... ... .... .... ... .... .. llate .... ... .... .... ... ... . 
w..n lbe 'ha of 1 □ 11 Yo -'hire Co1J1nty 0□1J1nc I l t:he Jo"nt IP 1n .sut:ho · ies) 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 71 



                                                           

 
 

   
 
 

 

 

 

 

    

  
 

 
 

    

 
 

  

        

        

        

        

        

        

         

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

 
 

       

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

 

 

   

 

   
    

    

 

 
 

   
 

   
 

 
 
 
 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

1j) Supplementary information on hazardous waste management 

Hazardous waste exports from 2011 Interrogator 

WPA Total 
Hazardous 
waste 
exports 
(tonnes) 

transfer recovery treatment Incineration 
(with or 
without 
energy 
recovery) 

landfill other 

Bradford MBC 242 207 1 35 

Calderdale MDC 191 191 

Durham Council 234 21 2 211 

Darlington MBC 161 161 

Derbyshire CC 2,107 2,023 81 

Doncaster MBC 76 46 20 8 2 

East Riding Council 13 13 

Flintshire cc 2,172 2,172 

Hartlepool 918 1 4 913 

Kirklees 1,718 80 33 176 1,428 

Lancashire 729 108 420 201 

Leeds 2,986 1,089 179 680 103 27 

Lincolnshire cc 37 5 33 

NE Lincs 497 2 495 

N Lincs 186 186 

Nottinghamshire 738 38 700 

Redcar and 
Cleveland BC 

1,582 174 13 4 4 1,388 

Rotherham 1,049 1,035 14 

Salford 8 6 2 

Sheffield 963 498 2 463 

Stockton on Tees 1,363 43 62 455 803 

Wakefield 2,148 372 1,205 425 183 

Walsall 723 575 148 

Total 20,841 4,498 7,530 1,729 871 5,314 27 

1k) LLRW producer survey form 2013 

North Yorkshire County Council 
Minerals and Waste Development Framework 

Low Level Radioactive Waste (LLRW) Survey 2013 

Contact  Details 

Organisation 

Contact 

Head Office Address 
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Telephone Number 

Email Address 

1. Please answer the following questions in relation to LLRW 

a) Does your organisation 
generate LLRW? (if yes, please 
provide estimated annual amount) 

b) If so, which establishments 
generate LLRW (please specify 
geographical location)?    

c) Is your LLRW waste segregated 
and dealt with separately from other 
types of waste you produce? 

d) Which organisation/s collect the 
LLRW waste from you? 

e) Do you know where and how 
your LLRW waste is managed or 
disposed of?  If so, please provide 
details 

Please return your completed survey by email to mwdf@northyorks.gov.uk ,or alternatively post it to: 

Minerals And Waste Development Framework Team 
Planning Services 
North Yorkshire County Council 
County Hall 
Northallerton 
DL7 8AH 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

1l) Organisations contacted in LLRW survey 2013 

Harrogate and District NHS Foundation Trust 

York Teaching Hospital NHS Foundation Trust 

Hambleton, Richmondshire & Whitby Clinical Commissioning Group 

St Helens Rehabilitation Hospital 

White Cross Court Rehabilitation Centre 

Archways Intermediate Care Unit 

York Nuffield Hospital 

Bootham Park Hospital 

Rainbow equine hospital 

Dales Pharmaceuticals 

White Rose Pharmaceuticals Ltd 

Harvey Scruton Ltd 

Smithers and Viscient 

Viking Gas 

UK Coal 

John Drury and Son 

Bayfords Fuel Dealers 

Emo Oil 

David Edgar – Solid Fuel and Haulage 

University of York 

York St John University 

1m) Example letter to importer WPAs November 2014 

Letter was sent to Barnsley, Bradford, Bury, Calderdale, Central Bedfordshire, 

Cheshire West and Chester, Darlington, Durham, Derbyshire County, Doncaster, 

East Riding of Yorkshire, Essex, Flintshire, Gateshead, Hartlepool, Hull,  Kirklees, 

Knowlesely, Lancashire, Leeds, Liverpool, North East Lincolnshire, Newcastle Upon 

Tyne, Newport, North Lincolnshire, North Tyneside, Nottingham City, 

Nottinghamshire County, Redcar and Cleveland, Rotherham, Salford, Stockton on 

Tees, Sefton, Sheffield, Stoke on Trent, Suffolk, Sunderland, Wakefield, Walsall and 

Wolverhampton Councils. 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

1n) Summary of responses to November 2014 correspondence on cross boundary waste movements 

Council Response received 

Central Bedfordshire 
Council 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan- Duty to Cooperate 
Thank you for your letter dated 7th November 2014. In response to question a) of your letter, I can confirm that the 
data provided in the Appendix is accurate. 

It appears that the significant imports to Ampthill Metal Co Ltd, Station Road Industrial Estate from North Yorkshire in 
2012 were unusual as North Yorkshire sent no waste to the facility in 2011 or 2013. This facility operates under a 
Lawful Use Certificate and as such there are no planning restrictions limiting the 
tonnage or source of waste it may receive. 

Please also be aware that the Bedford Borough, Central Bedfordshire and Luton Borough Councils Minerals and 
Waste Local Plan: Strategic Sites and Policies document (2014) guides the development of new waste facilities 
towards sustainable locations, away from landfill, towards material recovery. The Plan 
makes provision for the management of waste arising from within the Plan area and discourages large scale imports 
from other authorities. The Plan includes a catchment area restrictions policy which discourage the large scale 
importation of waste to the strategic waste sites from other areas. 

In response to your final question, Central Bedfordshire Council considers that whilst the waste movements that took 
place in 2012 may be considered to be of strategic importance, the general movements between the two authorities 
are not strategic. 

Thank you once again for the opportunity to comment on the waste movements which took place between North 
Yorkshire and Central Bedfordshire over the last three years. Please be aware that whilst this letter has been 
produced on behalf of Central Bedfordshire Council, a Minerals and Waste Planning Shared Service acts on behalf of 
Central Bedfordshire, Bedford Borough and Luton Borough Councils. 

Bradford In response to the questions set out in the letter: 

Metropolitan District 
Council a) Yes it is accurate 

b) No – we are not aware that any of the sites are intending to cease operation. We have granted a number of 
permissions since 2011 and although none of the large strategic facilities have yet been built in Bradford, it is apparent 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 
that the types and quantities of waste listed in your appendix are not reliant on these new strategic facilities, nor would 
these strategic facilities particularly impact upon the facilities you list in the appendix as they are primarily specialist 
and/or metal traders/WEEE. 
c) No 

Durham County 
Council Thank you for your letter of consultation in relation to the above matter following on from letters sent in May 2014. 

In relation to strategically significant imports and exports of minerals and waste, we would respond as follows. 

Joint Plan area Waste Exports and Imports 

We note the revised consultation criteria for strategic significance as follows: 

 Input of at least 1,000 tonnes of non-hazardous waste in any of the past three years (2011, 2012, and 
2013); 

 Input of at least 100 tonnes of hazardous waste in any of the past three years (2011, 2012, and 2013). 

In relation to your questions, we reply as follows: 

a) The figures would seem to be accurate (see c below however). Durham County Council do not have any more 
information on the specific waste or sites involved beside the information available from the Waste Data 
Interrogator and the Hazardous Waste Interrogator and the more general trends data from the Environment 
Agency. Therefore we are not aware of any further sites of strategic significance to the Joint Plan area. It may be 
useful to consider sites coming forward (or extant) in the surrounding WPA areas with capacities which are of 
regional significance. This could be of say over 50,000tpa. 

b) Durham County Council are not aware of any reasons why the waste movements detailed in the Appendix 
(2011-2013) could not continue. As you are aware, movements of waste are controlled by the market and do not 
respect sub-regional; regional or often even national boundaries. We are not aware of any planning reasons why 
these movements would change. 

c) We note that the figures have decreased from the high of 2011 and note that this was mostly inert landfill. We 
also note the importance of Aycliffe Quarry. We note a data anomaly that in 2013 a total of 4.2 tonnes of North 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 
Yorkshire’s waste went to the Potterhouse Lane Household Waste Recycling Centre (HWRC) in Durham City 
with a further 3.4 tonnes going to the Romanway HWRC in Bishop Auckland and a further 2 tonnes going to the 
Coxhoe HWRC. As discussed, we recommend discussion with the Environment Agency on this issue. 

We do not consider the amounts in the previous three years to be of fundamental importance to the delivery of 
the strategy in County Durham. 

We would welcome any further information you may have on similar movements from County Durham to the Joint 
Plan area. 

As you will be aware, Stage 1 of the Examination in Public into the County Durham Plan has recently finished. 
The evidence base for minerals and waste is available at the following link: http://durhamcc-
consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/planning/cdpev/. 

If you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact me or my colleague Jason Mckewon. 
We hope that you find this information useful. 

Doncaster 
Metropolitan Borough 
Council 

East Riding of Thank you for your consultation which was received on the 7'h November 2014. In response to the questions raised 

Yorkshire Council with regards the table in the appendix attached to the consult, the East Riding of Yorkshire Council has the following 
comments to make: 

a) It is noted that the Environment Agency's Waste Interrogator, or Hazardous Waste Interrogator in respect of 
hazardous waste, has been utilised as a data source for the information provided in the Appendix. This data source is 
supported by the East Riding of Yorkshire and on this basis the information provided is considered to be accurate. 
b)From the waste movements listed in 2013 their maybe a problem with the Allensway Recycling Ltd site due to the 
fact it is not currently licensed nor does it benefit from planning permission. However, the East Riding of Yorkshire 
Council are monitoring the situation and planning applications at this site, as well as the adjoining site known as 
Prospect House which is in the same ownership, are expected imminently. 
C) At this stage the East Riding of Yorkshire Council do not consider there to be any strategic planning issues that 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 
need to be resolved through further discussions. However, if issues arise in the future the East Riding of Yorkshire 
Council would be willing to cooperate and discuss further as and when required. 

Essex County 
Council 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

Thank you for your recent Duty to Co-operate request. The Essex response is as follows: 

a) The information is accurate so far as it relates to waste movements between the North Yorkshire sub-region 
and Essex WPA. However please note that the plan area for our emerging Waste Local Plan covers both the 
county of Essex and the unitary authority of Southend-on-Sea 

b) Whist the emerging Replacement Waste Local Plan is predicated on the basis of net self-sufficiency within the 
plan area, I am not aware of any specific reasons why waste movements as detailed cannot continue. 

c) It is not considered that the identified movements are of strategic importance that subsequently require further 
discussion between our two authorities. By way of information, Essex County Council are currently using the 
following thresholds upon which to base our DtC programme: 

 2,500 tpa for non-hazardous waste 

 5,000tpa for inert wastes 

 100 tpa for hazardous wastes 

Should you need any further information, please get back in contact with me. 

Hartlepool Borough 
Council a) Yes, HBC believe the information provided in appendix A to be accurate. 

b) No. the businesses operating in Appendix A are still in operation today. The waste transfer stations can continue to 
operate for many years as waste comes and then goes. The location of the businesses in on industrial land and there 
are no proposals to change the use of the land, so it is envisaged that these businesses will remain for many years. 
Furthermore the landfill site (Seaton Meadows) has had a recent extension and as a result the capacity has increased, 
this further confirms that this operation is likely to exist in the future (up until 2027) and that the waste movements are 
likely to continue. 

c) Yes the movements are of strategic importance, but this consultation is sufficient and no further discussion is 
required. HBC would assume that if anything significant changed we would consult North Yorkshire and vice versa. 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 

I trust the information is sufficient, however if you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact myself 
or a member of the team. 

Kirklees Council 

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

our local plan. 
c) Yes the total tonnage is of a strategic scale but only a few individual sites are of strategic importance, Knostrop, 

Wetherby Skip and Peckfield. Wetherby Skip because it is very close to the district boundary and collects north 
and east of Wetherby, in N Yorks 

North Lincolnshire 
Council 

Nottingham City Thank you for your email of 07/11/14 requesting information concerning the identified waste movements between 

Council North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority based on the 
Environment Agency data interrogators for 2011 - 2013. The City Council also uses/analyses the EA's interrogator 
and trusts that this information is correct. 

At the present time we have not identified any significant planning issues resulting from current levels of waste 
movements and do not anticipate any significant changes in our own provision that would affect the Plan. Unless 
future monitoring evidence suggests significant changes in the future pattern of waste movements between our 
respective authorities, we are satisfied that the Plan has taken appropriate steps in terms of the duty to cooperate and 
we do not wish to raise any issues. 

In terms of the sites identified in your correspondence, the Sims Group UK Ltd site, Harrimans Lane, Dunkirk, 
Nottingham NG7 2SD is a long established site, understood to have been operational since at least the 1970s. 

Redcar and 
Cleveland Borough 
Council 

Thank you for your letter on the Duty to Cooperate. In response to the questions raised: 
a) We have no further information on waste movements to Redcar and Cleveland beyond the information contained 
within the Environment Agency's Waste Interrogator. Therefore, although data should be treated with caution, we have 
nothing to suggest that the data is inaccurate. 

b) We are unaware of any planning reasons why the future export of waste to the facilities listed in Redcar and 
Cleveland would be unable to continue. 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 
c) The movements of waste to Redcar and Cleveland are considered to be of strategic importance, we would therefore 
welcome further discussion as part of the Plan process. 

I trust you find these comments helpful and we would welcome further discussions at the appropriate stage. Should 
you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact me on (01287) 612 348 or at 
strategic.planning@redcar-cleveland.gov.uk 

Rotherham 
Metropolitan Borough 
Council 

I refer to your letter and table originally submitted November 2014 regarding the above and apologise for the delay in 
my reply. 

a) I would consider the information supplied to be accurate and have no additional information to suggest 
otherwise. 

b) I have reviewed all of the sites identified within the appendix and I am not aware that there are any planning 
constraints in terms of restrictive conditions regarding future closure. Or future expected policy restraints. The 
only comment I would make is as follows – this site is currently the subject of a Public Inquiry regarding the 
breach of opening hours (currently has permission for hours 0800-2200 though there is some 24 use now 
occurring). If the appeal is dismissed, this may result in a slight reduction in capacity that has occurred in 
recent years: Universal Recycling Company, London Wiper Company Limited, Metal Recycling Site (mixed 
MRS's). 

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

Stockton on Tees 
Borough Council 

I refer to your enquiry relating to waste movements between the North Yorkshire sub-region and Stockton on Tees and 
provide answers to your questions as follows: 

A) I have no alternative information that would suggest that the information provided within the Appendix is inaccurate. 

B) In relation to question B, I will provide information on the operation of each of the facilities listed as receiving waste 
in 2013 in return. 

The Cowpen Bewley Open Windrow Composting Facility was granted planning permission in October 2011. 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 
Conditions were attached to this approval which limited the consent to a period of ten years. It is, therefore, expected 
that the facility will cease to operate by October 2021, unless a further planning application is submitted and approved. 

The Terramundo Port Clarence Treatment Facility, operated by Augean, was granted planning permission in 2008 and 
had a predicted capacity of up to 542,000 tonnes per annum. The facility was granted permission without any time 
limiting conditions and we are not aware of any planning reasons why waste from North Yorkshire cannot continue to 
be received in the future. 

The Cowpen Bewley Landfill was granted permission to accept 15,5000,000 tonnes of waste in 1962. In 2002 it was 
estimated that the remaining capacity at the site was 1,500,000. The site is nearing the end of its operational life and 
planning approval for the continuation and completion of Cowpen Bewley Landfill Site (13/2838/EIS) was granted until 
December 2023. The site ceased to accept non-hazardous biodegradable waste in 2014 and will only accept non-
hazardous non-biodegradable waste until the closure of the site. 

The Port Clarence Landfill site, operated by Augean North Limited, has permission to handle both hazardous and non-
hazardous waste for disposal in landfill. In 2011 28,712.2 tonnes of hazardous waste and 42,109.57 tonnes of non 
hazardous waste were accepted at the site. 

The site was originally granted planning permission to accept 3.75 million cubic metres of waste plus soil and stone 
etc, in 1996. This permission was modified in 2003 and the site now has permission for the landfill of 8.5 million cubic 
metres (6.8 million tonnes) of waste in total. Conditions placed on the approval for the development, restricted the 
period of operation to 16 years from the date of commencement of the depositing of waste on the site, which was in 
2000. Therefore, under the current permission, the acceptance of waste for landfill at the site is currently expected to 
cease in 2016. However, the operators of the Port Clarence landfill site submitted a request for an EIA scoping opinion 
to the Council in November 2013 (13/2775/SOR), in relation to a future application to extend the life of the facility. The 
supporting information stated that the facility currently has 6million cubic metres of void space and will not be 
completed by 2016. Despite this information, it should be noted that a full planning application to extend the life of the 
facility has not yet been submitted to the Council, although one is expected imminently. 

The recycling plant on Haverton Hill Road, which is operated by Tonks Transport Ltd, was granted planning approval 
in May 1996. This permission was granted without restrictions to the operating life of the facility and we have no 
information to suggest that the plant would not be able to continue to receive waste. 

Billingham Treatment Plant, operated by Rapier Energy Ltd, was granted permission as a liquid waste treatment 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 
centre in 1993 and this was on a permanent basis with no time limiting conditions. We have no information that would 
indicate that Billingham Treatment Plant is expected to cease operation and are not aware of any planning reasons 
why movements to the plant cannot continue in the future. 

The Sims Group WEEE Recycling Facility was granted planning approval on 20/09/2002. This was on a permanent 
basis with no time limiting conditions and I am not aware of any planning reasons that would prevent the continued 
movement of waste to this site or affect its capacity to continue to accept waste movements over the plan period. 
However, we have not been in any recent contact with the operators. 

Finally, The Yard on Adam Street was granted permission to operate as a car breakers yard in 1982 and no time 
limiting conditions were placed on the operation. 

Whilst the Tees Valley Minerals and Waste DPD’s are primarily concerned with providing for waste arising within the 
Tees Valley, they do acknowledge the economic success of companies importing waste from outside of the plan area. 
It is expected that Stockton will continue to import waste from outside of the area and that there is future potential for 
an increase in this capacity. Stockton Council has recently approved schemes that would lead to the treatment or 
recovery of waste arising from outside of the Tees Valley. These proposals include an extension to a Material 
Recycling Facility to allow an additional 440,000 tonnes of non-hazardous waste to be processed per annum and a 
Thermal Desorption Unit which will treat up to 30,000 tonnes of hazardous waste per annum (13/3151/EIS). 

C) The levels of both hazardous and non-hazardous waste received into Stockton-on-Tees from the North Yorkshire 
sub-region are considered to be significant. However, no strategic issues to raise at this stage. 

Wakefield Council 

Calderdale Council In relation to your Duty to Cooperate letter, 
QA) I can confirm that I am in agreement with the figures in the Appendix. 
QB) I am not aware of any planning reasons as to why these movements may not be able to continue in the future. 
QC) Given the most recent tonnages imported to Calderdale, we do not consider this level of waste to be of strategic 
importance. 

Darlington Borough 
Council 

Thank you for your consultation under the duty to cooperate. I have looked at the information provided from the waste 
interrogator and although I cannot comment in any greater detail on the quantities of waste handled (we would access 
the same interrogator data) I can provide a bit more detail on the planning status of the sites referred to. 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 

2011 
Albert Hill - no longer operational 
Hanratty’s - operating lawfully 
Drinkfield - Assuming this is the site adjacent to the former Council tip. Operating Lawfully. 

2012 
Shaw Bank - Don’t think this is in our patch it’s Durham [Barnard Castle] 
Faverdale - operating with planning permission 
Lingfield Way operating with planning permission 
Drinkfield see above 

2013 
Twinsburn - Operating with planning permission [in part] investigations ongoing regarding external storage of waste 
Shaw Bank- See above 
Hanratty’s - Operating with permission. 

Derbyshire County 
Council 

I refer to the above document that was sent to Derbyshire County Council in October 2014. As Derby City and 
Derbyshire County Councils are working on a joint waste plan this letter represents a position on behalf of both 
authorities. 

The information that you have provided has been taken from the Environment Agency’s Waste Data Interrogator, we 
would not at this time have any additional information. As part of our own waste plan development we have carried out 
an extensive assessment of all operational, permitted waste sites in Derby and Derbyshire and from this we do not 
have any reason to assume that the sites that you have identified will not continue to operate, notwithstanding that site 
operation is a commercial matter and so this situation could change. 

We would support the approach that you have taken to determine the level at which you have determined a strategic 
site. The fact that you have consulted upon the previously used figures and adapted your approach clearly shows how 
you have developed your strategic approach. In Derby and Derbyshire we selected a figure of 1,000 tonnes for both 
non-hazardous and hazardous as an agreed approach with Nottingham and Nottinghamshire. This approach was 
successfully tested as part of Nottinghamshire’s Examination in public in 2013. 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 

Flintshire County 
Council 

Thank you for consulting Flintshire County Council on the Duty to Cooperate. I consider the information in your letter to 
be an accurate record of WEE and Hazardous Waste which has been exported out of North Yorkshire/York/NYNPA 
joint area to Flintshire. 

a) Reid Trading handle specialist machinery cleaning wastes and in particular (eg a tank containing fuel oils can 
be cleaned to accept food products, and the contaminated residues may be taken back from a given site to 
Reid Trading for appropriate bulking up for transfer for treatment or disposal elsewhere. the factory wastes and 
however the quantity is small and therefore unlikely to be of strategic importance This facility has planning 
permission and there is no reason why the operation will not continue in future years. 

b) Queensferry sewage treatment works is able to handle large volumes of biological waste for treatment, and this 
can include septic tank, animal slurry and landfill leachate. There is no indication that this facility will not be 
able to continue to handle and treat such wastes in the foreseeable future. Sewage treatment works capable of 
handling such waste types are relatively common, and therefore not necessarily of strategic importance. 

c) The overwhelming tonnage listed as being hazardous waste is attributable to CRT Recycling which was a 
specialist WEE waste and Cathode Ray Tube and X Ray tube treatment facility, and classified so because of 
the lead content and phosphorescent coating found in or on old cathode ray tubes. CRT Recycling Ltd 
accepted hazardous waste (leaded glass in older TV sets and computer display monitors) and an associated 
business handled general WEE waste. The Company went into administration in 2013 and ceased trading for 
about a year, but is now trading again as a new company, part of a wider group, and trade under the name 
Display Screen Recycling or DSR. The site operates state of the art glass separation processing equipment to 
sort fragmented glass into leaded and unleaded factions. The unleaded material can be sold on as clear glass 
cullet for recycling, or can be coloured on site and sold as a decorative aggregate for urban landscaping uses. 
The leaded glass is sold for recycling for the manufacture of new leaded glass products, and thus reduces the 
tonnage of material that is classified as hazardous waste and would otherwise be disposed to landfill. Following 
treatment, the tonnage classified as hazardous waste is reduced by about 80% and increased the overall 
recycling rate for a material that otherwise has very limited reuse or recycling potential and therefore normally 
disposed to landfill. This accepts cathode and X ray tubes from across the UK and beyond, due to the 
specialist category of waste being handled. The planning permission remains in place, and the site is actively 
operating, however, due to the demise of DSR's predecessor CRT Recycling, established contracts may have 
been lost to competitor businesses during the 12 months the site was not trading during 2013. This operation 
can be considered to be of strategic importance, as it is one of the few facilities which is capable of separating 
leaded from unleaded glass originating from WEE waste in the UK. 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 

Lancashire County 
Council 

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

North East 
Lincolnshire Council 

Thank you for your letter dated 7th November 2014 regarding waste movements between North Yorkshire and North 
East Lincolnshire. 

We consider the data that you have provided to be an accurate representation of that contained in the Environment 
Agency’s Waste Data Interrogator and Hazardous Waste Data Interrogator. We are not aware of any specific reasons 
which would mean that these waste movements could not continue. The facilities listed are understood to have 
permanent planning consents in place. 

We consider the movements to be of a significant scale, and the recent trend is an increase in the tonnage received 
into North East Lincolnshire from North Yorkshire. It would be preferential for this waste to be managed closer to North 
Yorkshire, in line with the proximity principle. However, we appreciate that waste does move for commercial reasons, 
and that facilities in North East Lincolnshire may represent the closest appropriate facility. 

Certainly, in the case of waste treated at the Ammonia Recovery facility located near Stallingborough and operated by 
BOC Limited, we are aware that this is a specialist facility that receives waste gases from a nation-wide catchment 
area. It is likely to be the closest and most appropriate facility to North Yorkshire for managing this waste. 

Please note that consultations should be sent to the following email address: newlocalplan@nelincs.gov.uk 

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

Walsall Council 

Nottinghamshire 
County Council 

Thank you for your letter of 7th November 2014 and request for information concerning the identified waste 
movements between the North Yorkshire Sub-region and Nottinghamshire for the years 2011 through to 2013. 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 

We can confirm that the information provided from the EA non-hazardous interrogator matches our own assessment of 
the available data but note that there is no site-specific information provided in relation to hazardous waste. 

To the best of our knowledge all of the sites identified have a current EA permit and are currently active although the 
Bentinck Tip site was a temporary operation to allow lagoon capping on a former colliery tip site. A temporary five year 
permission for wider landscaping and restoration of this site was subsequently granted which is due to expire in 2019. 

In respect of the remaining sites, we are not aware of any operational or planning constraints that would limit a similar 
pattern and quantity of waste movements in the future. 

Nottinghamshire’s own Waste Core Strategy, prepared jointly with Nottingham City Council, was adopted in December 
2013 and seeks to ensure net self-sufficiency in waste management capacity whilst allowing for a reasonable level of 
waste movements between Waste Planning Authority areas where appropriate. 

I hope that this information is useful to you but please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any further queries. 

Barnsley 
Metropolitan Borough 
Council 

Apologies for our late reply. Please see our response below. 

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

Hull City Council I refer to your letter dated November 7th 2014 on the above. 

In response to the questions in your letter: 

a) I consider the information provided to be accurate. 
b) I am not aware of any planning reasons why the movements identified could not continue. 
c) Our work has not yet reached a stage where we have identified what would be defined as strategic movements 

and I would therefore not wish to commit to setting out what is and is not strategic at this time. Notwithstanding 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 
this, as both authorities are active members of the Yorkshire and Humber WTAB, there will be ongoing 
dialogue between our authorities to ensure the Duty to Cooperate is complied with. 

I trust this information is of use and please contact me if you require any further information. 

Sunderland City 
Council 

Newcastle City 
Council 

In response to your email 

a) Yes 
b) No I am not aware of any such reasons. 
c) No I do not consider the movements of waste referred to as being of strategic importance, nor do they require 

any further discussions currently. 

Cheshire West & 
Chester Council 

Thank you for your letter of 7 November 2014 relating to the cross boundary movement of waste from North Yorkshire 
County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority to Cheshire West and Chester 
Council. I have reviewed the data supplied in ‘Appendix – Waste Exported from North Yorkshire Sub-region to 
Cheshire West & Chester – 2011-2013’ and have the following comments to make. 

a) Data supplied in the Appendix relating to Waste Data Interrogator and Hazardous Waste Data Interrogator is 
considered to be accurate. 

b) The Council is not currently aware of any specific reasons why waste movements detailed in the Appendix may 
not be able to continue in the future. 

c) The Council does not consider the movements of waste identified to be of strategic importance. However, the 
Council would appreciate further consultation if there was evidence to suggest that the quantities identified in 
the Appendix are to significantly increase in future years. 

Stoke-on-Trent City In response to your email we would state. 

Council 
1) We have no reason to dispute the proposed figures. 
2) We are unaware of any issues which would negatively impact the continued operation of the sites mentioned in 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 
the appendix. However the Joint Waste Core Strategy for Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire does not consider 
either facility to be ‘strategic’ as such there is no formal protection of each of the sites. 

3) The levels of waste are relatively small, and therefore whilst where practical it would be better for the North 
Yorks plan to find facilities closer to home to deal with waste arising, it is acknowledged that stopping waste 
crossing borders is challenging and that certain forms of waste are so specialist as to be able to sustain only a 
small number of processing sites nationwide. We do not therefore consider there to be strategic issues which 
warrant further discussion. 

Newport City Council Apologies for the delay in responding to your email. I’ve had a look at your questions and offer the following response: 

a) The Council do not monitor non-municipal waste movements, but rely on data from Natural Resources Wales 
(formerly Environment Agency), and therefore have no basis to question the accuracy of the data. 

b) I am not aware of any planning reasons why the current situation cannot continue. None of the facilities listed 
have a temporary planning permission are still operating. In the event of a planning application for an 
extension or new facility to accept additional tonnage, proposals would have to be in accordance with TAN 21: 
Waste and the relevant development plan policies. The origin and method of transportation would be 
scrutinised and potentially controlled via planning conditions to adhere to the proximity principle. However, this 
would be dependent on the size of the facility and the quantity of waste and method of transportation being 
proposed. 

In terms of restrictions on capacity, Natural Resources Wales monitor waste capacity and licences/permits and 
may therefore be able to provide information relating to any waste facilities that may be under review at existing 
facilities and potential impact on continued capacity. 

With specific regard to the Sim Group facility, this is located in Newport Docks. The protected corridor of the M4 
Relief Road currently runs across the docks and the waste site. There is a direction in place to consult Welsh 
Government on any planning applications affecting the route. Full design details are not known at present, 
however, it is understood that in order to accommodate the docks, the road will have to be elevated. Further 
details on the road are available at www.M4newport.com 

c) Given the limited data the Council hold on private non-municipal waste facilities it is difficult to offer an opinion 
on the level of waste movements noted. Natural Resources Wales might be in a better position to offer an 
informed view on this point. The Welsh Government updated TAN 21 (Waste) this year, which sets in place 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 
monitoring procedures for waste planning applications and capacity availability in each local planning authority 
in Wales. Further guidance on the monitoring procedures is yet to be published, but once in place these may 
help provide additional information and clarification on non-municipal waste movements around the country. 

If you require any additional information, please contact me on the number given below. 

North Tyneside Thank you for your email of 7th November regarding waste movements from the North Yorkshire sub region to 

Council North Tyneside. I have checked the data from the Environment Agency’s Waste Data Interrogator and Hazardous 
Waste Data Interrogator and our own understanding of hazardous waste issues in North Tyneside and I have 
answered your questions below. 
a) Yes, the information in the appendix is accurate. 
b) There are no planning reasons why all waste movements in the appendix would be able to continue into the 
future. 
c) The waste movements have been assessed against our own thresholds for the amount of waste considered to 
be strategic, that is: 

 Hazardous Waste 100 tons 

 Non Hazardous Waste 5000 tons 

The individual items of waste sent to North Tyneside from the North Yorkshire sub region are below these 
thresholds and as a result they would not deemed to be of significant strategic importance. 

A report by Urban Mines, “Model of Waste Arisings and Waste Management Capacity For the North East of 
England Waste Planning Authorities” gives further information about waste movements in the north east. Please 
see https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/DocumentLibrary/Building/PlanningPolicy/Evidence/NE-Model-of-Waste-
Arisings-and-Waste-Management-Capacity.pdf 

I trust that this information is useful – should you have any questions about our response, please do not hesitate 
to contact me on the details at the top of the letter. I hope this helps to maintain progress on the preparation of 
your Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 

Gateshead Council Further to your letter dated the 7th November I must apologise for missing the deadline for a response to your 
consultation. The following information is forwarded in response to your consultation: 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 
d) I would query the 2013 figure for hazardous waste which appears to be lower than the figure displayed when 

checked against the 2013 interrogator. 
e) No I am not aware of any such reasons. 
f) No I do not consider the movements of waste referred to as being of strategic importance, nor do they require 

any further discussions currently. 

Following clarification of the information queried in d) above a 2nd Response was received: 

That’s fine – I had used the normal waste interrogator which explains the difference. 
Therefore I am happy the figure you have included is correct based on the advice of the EA. 

Wolverhampton City 
Council 

Wolverhampton adopted the Black Country Core Strategy (BCCS) along with Dudley Sandwell and Walsall Councils in 
February 2011. The BCCS contains a number of waste policies for the Black Country. The Black Country authorities 
are planning to achieve “net self-sufficiency” through the targets in the BCCS, and we expect other waste planning 
authorities will plan to do the same. However it is accepted that commercial realities will influence the ability to 
achieve this. 

In response to the specific questions: 
a) I am not aware of any other more accurate data 
b) I am not aware of any reasons why the waste movements detailed in the Appendix may not be able to continue in 
the future. 
c) I do not consider the movements of waste to be of strategic importance 

Joint Merseyside 1. I am responding to your letters sent 7th November 2014 to Knowsley, Liverpool and Sefton Councils regarding 

Authorities Duty to Cooperate, hazardous waste movements and the North Yorkshire County Council, the City of York 

(on behalf of Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority are producing a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 

Knowsley Council, (MWJP). 

Sefton Council and 
Liverpool City 2. Knowsley, Liverpool and Sefton alongside Halton, St.Helens and Wirral Councils adopted the Joint Merseyside 

Council) and Halton Waste Local Plan (WLP) on 18th July 2013. For more information visit the WLP page: 
http://www.meas.org.uk/1093 

3. Merseyside Environmental Advisory Service coordinated preparation of the WLP and provide waste planning 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 
advice to the Merseyside and Halton Councils, so we have been asked to prepare a joint response to your Duty 
to Cooperate request. 

4. With regard to your 3 questions (a to c) posed in your letters, our response set out below, is informed by the 
WLP and its evidence base, Environment Agency (EA) Waste Data Interrogators (WDI) and Hazardous Waste 
Data Interrogators (HWDI), and Environmental Permitting Regulations – Waste Sites 2014 as well as local 
knowledge of the waste management sector. 

a) Yes. The information provided for waste sent from North Yorkshire sub-region to Knowsley and Liverpool is 
correct. However, the HWDI shows a lower 2013 tonnage (254 tonnes) for Sefton than is set out in your appendix 
table. 

b) To the best of our knowledge there are no planning reasons why waste movements of the quantity detailed in 
your letters may not continue in the future. Please note that existing waste management capacity is safeguarded 
under WLP Policy WM7 Protecting Existing Waste Management Capacity for Built Facilities and Landfill. This is 
to ensure that sufficient capacity is maintained for the needs of our Plan Area; however, we accept that cross-
boundary waste movements from other areas occur. 

c) Whilst the 2013 tonnages from North Yorkshire sub-region are of a quantity which we would consider to be a 
strategic movement, we do not foresee any strategic planning issues which would warrant further discussion. 

8. I trust that our response is of assistance, but if you need any further information please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Suffolk County 
Council 

Thank you for your letter of 7th November 2014 seeking comment on the movement of wastes from your region into 
Suffolk. 

In respect of the questions raised in your letter and listed (a) – (c) I would respond as follows: 

(a) I would confirm that a similar figure of some 316 tonnes of hazardous waste imported into Suffolk has been 
identified off the 2013 Waste Data Interrogator. I have no other contradictory evidence to suggest alternative 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 
figures. 

(b) A breakdown of the tonnage shows it as being oil and oil water mixtures and solvents. The destination of the 
material was Holywell waste oil facility, operated by Eco –Oil Ltd a facility that has been in existence for a 
number of years. The facility operates under a planning permission administered by Ipswich Borough Council 
and is located within the confines of Ipswich Docks. The location has a number of industrial uses falling under 
the definition of port operational activities. The Waste Planning Authority does not actively monitor this 
particular industrial site. 
The facility is a permanent development and the extant planning permission does not set import limitations. 

(c) The Holywell facility appears from the Environment Agency data sheets to serve as a specialist handler of 
waste oil types arising within and well beyond the East of England. The company themselves, Eco Oil Ltd, 
advertise as a national collection service for waste oils of various origins to be reprocessed. The original 
planning application statement for the facility referred to the principal source of imports being from marine 
derived waste oils. Whilst the facility does appear to have developed a wide market area; this is more likely to 
have evolved as a result of commercial practices rather than any strategic aspect. 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Council Response received 
I am writing to you in response to the letter you recently sent regarding waste movements to Salford City Council and 

representing 
AGMA Response 

Bury Metropolitan Borough Council, two of the ten Greater Manchester Authorities. You may be aware that in April 
2012 the Greater Manchester Authorities adopted the Greater Manchester Joint Waste Development Plan Document. Bury Council and 
This document was prepared by the Minerals and Waste Planning Unit on behalf of AGMA and we represent the Salford City Council 
authorities on minerals and waste planning issues, as such I am preparing this response on their behalf. Please visit 
www.gmwastedpd.co.uk for access to the Greater Manchester Waste Plan. 

I have responded to your inquiry below as a whole response from AGMA, not as individual WPAs, in line with how 
waste is planned for across Greater Manchester. In regards to specific questions in the letter sent, I have answered 
these below. 

(a) I can confirm that the data you sent is correct for waste movements in 2013 to Salford City Council and Bury 
Metropolitan Borough Council. 

(b) Similar movement occurred in previous years as shown in your working. As these movements are likely to be 
of a commercial nature, they occur outside of the control of the Waste planning Authority. As such we have no 
specific concerns with them continuing and have no information from operators of facilities which treat such 
waste to indicate these operations are likely to cease over the period of the Greater Manchester Waste Plan. It 
is likely that the majority of waste sent to Bury is going to Pilsworth Landfill site, if this is the case it may be 
useful for you to note that planning permission for that site will cease in 2028. 

(c) With regard to whether we feel the movements are strategic, AGMA have recently agreed to adopt thresholds 
of 100tpa for Hazardous waste and 1000tps for non hazardous waste. We would therefore consider any 
movements above these levels strategic and would wish to continue to engage with you on these matters. 

I hope our comments are of use to you and if you wish to discuss these further, please contact Carolyn Williams, 
Group Leader Minerals and Waste on 0161 604 7746, or email carolyn.williams@urbanvision.org.uk . 
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Appendix 2 - minerals 

2a) March 2013 example letter to MPAs who export aggregate to North 

Yorkshire 
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r ref: 

Ou1r ref: 

Inse rt Address 

Date 

Dear 

Pla:n11i11,g Seiivices 
Trading standards and Plan ning Serv ices 
County Hall 
North al I erto n 
North Yorks hire 
DL7 ilAH 

l e\: W'IOO~ 

t-aoc: U1be9 /I ~ 

e-m.;.11: mw ~ , trym-le.5.9()'1' .. 

wwv,. r1!1WOrk:s.goy. k 

I e l : utHl:)!I 121:SJ'I 

~o rn taot: Mr Hab ~ · 

Cooperati on on aggregates planning issues 

Under requirements introduce d in th e Nati onal planning Po li cy Framework, th e four Mineral 
Planning Auth oriti es in th e North Yorks hire Sub-reg ion {North Yo rks hire CountyCouncil , City of 
Yo rk Council andth e Yorks hire Dales and North Yo rk Moors nati onal Park Authoriti es ) have 
produced a first Loca l Ag gregates Ass essment (ILAA)forth e .S ub-reg ion. You may alrea dy be 
aware of th e documentfrom consultati on with adj oining mineral planning authoriti es un de rtaken 
during preparation of th e LAA. Th e fin al LAA ca n be viewed at {INSEIRT UNK). It is intended 
th at th e LAA. will form an important element of th e evidence base for minerals plans in th e Sub­
reg ion. 

Three of th e Mineral Pilanning Authoriti es in th e North Yo rks hire sub-reg ion ~NYCC,CYC and 
NY1M NPA) have recently oommencec:I preparati on of ajo int minerals and waste plan and 
co nsiderth at it would be beneficial to cooperate with oth er relevant mineral planning authoriti es 
where cross-boundary movements of aggregate have bee171 identified, in orderth atthe li kely 
forwardsupply position can be clarifi ed and any oth er relevant issues discussed further if 
necessa ry_ 

Considerati on of a range of evidence on aggregates movements, avail ab le dunin g preparation ,of 
too_ LAA, led to th e identifi cation,, in th e LAA (Wra 125). of a number of key messages relevant 
to cross-boundary li aison on aggregates. This included identifi cation of situati ons where 
signifi ca nt quantiti es of aggregate minerals are either importedor exportedf r,om orto oth er 
171earby mineral planning authority areas or sub~reg iorn . 

Th e purpos e of this letter is therefore to advise you th atthe data suggests th at,, in 2009, around 
hla lfthe marine aggregate imported into th e North Y,orkshire Sub~regionwas so ldf rom within 
Stocl<:lon on Tees .. It wouldth erefore be helpful if you cou ld respond to this letter by indicatin g 
th e fo 11 owin g: 

1) Wheth erth ere is any expectati on, based on th e approachset out in any adopted or 
emerging deve lo pme nt pi an forth e Sto cl<lo 171 o 171 Tees a re a, ,or any oth er inform ation 
avail ab le to your authority, th at th e current potential for landing and d'istrib-ution of marine 
aggregates is Ii ke ly to be constrain ed compared with th e current p os iti on and, if s o, to 
what extent and over wh atti mes ea I e? 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 
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) Whethl erw'harf infrastructure used for land'in g marine aggregates in Stockton on Tees is 
currently safeguarded in any adopted development plan ~or is proposed to be 
safeguarded in an emerging development plan )? 

3) Wheth er th e re is any exp ectation of furth er development of marin e aggregates Ian ding 
i nfrastru ctu re in Sto cklo n on Tees , or Wh ethl er you a re aware of any expectation of 
in ere as e d uti I is ati on of existing infrastructure f,o r this p u rp os e? 

4) Any other information , relevantto th e current or expectedfuture aggregates supp ly and 
demandsituation , which y,ou thin k may be of re levance in plann in gf,or aggregates 
supp lywithin th e North Yorkshire Sub>-reg ion? 

I lookfo rwardto hearing from you in th e nearfuture, b,ut please do not hes itate to contact me if 
you wou ld li ke clarifi cation of any matters Ul.illi in this letter, or if you cons ider itwoll ld be 
useful to meet to d'isrnss any matters in more detail. 

Yo urs sin ce rely 

Rob Smith 
Plans andTechnical Services Team Leader 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

2b) Summary of responses to March 2013 correspondence 

MPA DtC Response March 2013 
Cumbria County There is uncertainty whether Cumbria will be able to maintain the 
Council same high level of production for land won aggregates in the medium 

to long term. 
Cumbria produces very high skid resistance roadstone, which is 
regarded as being of national importance, and high skid resistance 
roadstone which are of sub-regional importance. 
The landbank for sand and gravel does not cover the whole plan 
period, but a preferred area and areas of search have been identified. 
The crushed rock landbank extends past the end of the plan period. 
The landbank for high specification roadstone runs up to the end of 
the plan period, so additional planning permissions would be needed. 
It is unlikely that supply capabilities will be increased. 
There are no additional pressures on the high PSV quarries as YDNP 
still has adequate supplies. 

Derbyshire Derbyshire expects to be able to maintain supply of crushed rock at 
County Council the volumes needed to maintain current supply patterns. The 

movements of aggregate between Derbyshire and NY sub-region are 
relatively small. 

Durham Council Working towards Publication stage of County Durham Local Plan 
which will take into account the North East Joint LAA. 
The LAA concludes that crushed rock supply will be maintained up to 
2030, there is a landbank of 45 years. 
The existing permitted reserves of Carboniferous limestone will 
become exhausted before 2030 so County Durham are seeking to 
make extra provision to maintain supply. There are adequate reserves 
of Magnesian limestone. 
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Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

The sand and gravel landbank is healthy with a landbank of 17 years 
at end 2011. Further permitted reserves are becoming available and 
the supply of sand and gravel will not be constrained up to 2030 if the 
sales levels remain the same, but further provision may be required 
towards the end of the plan period. 
Tees Valley is reliant on imports from surrounding MPAs, they have a 
permitted reserve of crushed rock and should be encouraged to 
extract it to reduce pressure on supply from surrounding areas. 

East Riding The supply of land won sand and gravel is not likely to be constrained 
Council in the future. East Riding has safeguarded some mineral resources. 

There is no expectation of further development of sand and gravel 
resources. 

South Tyneside A site at Jarrow for landing marine aggregate is allocated in an 
MB Council adopted Area Action Plan. It is not considered likely that its continued 

use to land and distribute marine aggregates will be constrained. 
There are no known proposals at this stage for further development of 
marine aggregates infrastructure. 

Stockton on Tees The wharf used for landing marine aggregate is safeguarded by the 
Borough Council adopted Tees Valley Minerals and Waste Development Plan 

Documents. It is not expected that there will be any future constraints 
on the landing of marine aggregates within the Borough. 

Wakefield MD 
Council 

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

2c) MPAs contacted in November 2013 

Bradford Metropolitan District Council 

Cumbria County Council 

Durham County Council 

Derbyshire County Council 

Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council 

East Riding of Yorkshire Council 

Leeds City Council 

Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council (on behalf of Tees Valley MPAs) 

Norfolk County Council 

South Tyneside Council 

Stockton on Tees Borough Council 

Wakefield Council 
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and Waste Joint Plan 

Team Lefil:ler lllloorals a:nd Waste Pdlicy 

Plarmirig a:nd Susta:irnability 

Emrironmerrt Directorate 

Cumbria Coumy Council 

Dear Sil"iMadarn, 

Mjne;al!s ,mg waste Jojnt F 1au -PWY to cooperate 

' North 

Yorkshire· C·ounty Co,uncil 

22nd November 2013 

North Yomshire Cou11ty Counoil, the City m York Council andl tile Nmfll York Mooirs National Park 
Aiulhorily are pi-ooucing a Minerals and Waste Jornt Plan (MWJP) ,oovefing all three pla111ning autl'mlity 
areas. Toe three minerals and waste pla11ning1 autllolities llave responsibil'ity for prepari11g a 1'011g tenn 
plan c.ontai111i111g la11d use plan111i111g policies to hew, take d'.eoisions about matters such as wllere, when arndl 
llow mineirals and waste devel'opments should take place. 

In May 20113 the Fiirst Consul1tatio111 011 tll.e MWJP was published. All rasponses to Ille First CcmsuJtalion 
have been taken into ac.ootmt and fed into the emerg·111g .Joint plan. 

In preparatio111 for the publi:cation ofi ,m Issues & Options stage of oonsu[tatio111 and as part of meeting our 
Duty to Co~perate requireme11ts (as set out in 1he Natio11al Pilam1ing Policy Framework), flle Joint Plan 
aulhoriti.es are writing to au waste pla111ning1 autllmities which appear to have e~ported or imported 
sig11ificant qua111tilies of waste to or from tile North Yorkshire S1.1b-reg io111 between 20D9 a111d 2011. In 
addition to lhiiS, tll.e Joint. Plan Authorities are also contacting lillineral plan11ing authorities wino i1T1 port or 
export sig111ffi:ca11t quantities of aggregates to lhe Joint Plan Area, to foUow up 1he Duty to Cooperate 
oommmmications cam.eel out eartier in the year followi111g1 tll.e pu }ijcation of the 'North Yorkshire SutH-egion 
Local Aggregate Assessment: ' 

JQiat Flaa ewa Minerals Exports a11d Imports 
In JanLJary 2013 flle 'North Yorkshire Sub-region Local Aggregate Assessmenrwas pu'bl'isl:ledl, 
www.111orthyorks.g0i1.uk/artidel26'668I Based on i11formatio111 in 1he Assessment mineral pla111ning1 
aulhori1ties whi:ch ~orted aggregiate to the North Yorkshire sub region were 0011tactedl and asked a 
11umber of initial! qLJestioos al:Jollt lilloveme111ts. A sum1111ary of the respollise reoeived from Ournbria CoLJnty 
D:mnoil is d'.etailed i111 the box bel'.ow. 

Planning Services, North Yorkshire County Council , County Hall , Northallerton, North Yorkshire, 
DL7 BAH Tel: 0845 8727374 Email: mwjoinljplan@northyod.s.gov.uk 

City of York North York Moors North Yorkshire 

Council National Park Authority County Council 
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received 10 July 20n 

Supply of mill'lerars 

The a1>,proacfil1 set mrt in Policy 13 of1he Cum 1ria MWDF Core Strategy for the plan period to 2020 is 
no likely to constrain supplies compared with 1he -cu1Tent position. Pottcy SP9 of Ille draff Cumbria Min­
erals and waste Local Plan reifers to landbarlks based on the Locall Aggregate Assessment l'.evels illi­
stead of RSS apportionments. Locall information 1Ni[I be taken into acoo1.mt in the LAA i11dudes the 1hree 
year iollingi average of sales, whi:oh are subst.mtially l'.ower tha111 those• assumned ill the regional! and sub 
regioool a;pportionme11t. It is possible that Cumblfia will only make provisio11 for a rower level of aggre­
grate production i111 the future. It is unlikely 1hat CUm blli!a will be abl.e to co11tinue to provide as much ag­
,gregate to other areas beyo11d the medium tem1, wilioh may be by tfile mid-2020s, 

The ad'opted Develop1nent Plan Doouments and more rece11t drafl doomnents oonolude lhat 1nore pla11-
ning permissio111s need to be gra111ted to maimain landbanks through.out the plan peliod'is tor lamlwa111 
sandl and gravel a11d hrgh s:peoifiratiorn madsto111e blJII: the curre111t reserves and permissio11s for crushed 
iock for general aggregate 11.1se are more than sufficient 

Safeguardi11g of aggregate supply infrastru.citure. 

Erne,;ging poUcy in the draft Gtlmbria M nerals and Wacste Local Rian has induded two railheads to be 
safeguarded. If Regu ation 19 consultatio11s are to be repeated then consideration willl be given to in~ 
cl:uding safeguard ng policcy for other elllisting rail facilit ies and pemaps co11crate batch·11g .md coated 
ioadistone pl!a11ts. 

lnorease in Mura su~pty capability 

n is 1.111 likely tfiliat provision wi11 be made to i111crease suppliy ,capabirities of Cumblfia's quarlies_ AJ:ij)lica-
1io11s for areald~plh/ilime exte11sions will be considered 011 their merits .. 

Th.e Joint. Plan Authorities are ll'IOW ,oontacling lhese mineral plan11i11g al.llhorilies again, along with those 
mineral 1pl!an111·11g autholities to which lhe Joi11t Plan Autholitres e)(port aggregate i11 older to seek an update 
on lhe position. Below are I sted the maim assumptions we have obtai11ed from the information yoll fila11e 
provided. 

• The supplty of agg~ate from Oumbria !Nill not be oonstrai11ed up to the year 2020 bul Cuililb.ria is 
unlikely to be able to export as muoh aggregate beyond the m·d 2020s and u,-s could impact on 
supply tnto Nor1h Yor1\sll.ire. Mru11tenanoe of st,1pply wtll d'epe11d 0111 ttle ,gra11t of furttler pem1issto11 for 
sand and grave1 and high specification roadstone. 

• It is IPOSSible Cumblia w ill only make proviiSion for a lower level of aggregate plO'iiisio11 in the Mure. 
• It is 11.111 likeliy that provision wm be made to i11crease the supply capability of Ol.lmbriai's q,uarries. 

Questions 
1. Prease can you conlim1 if the assumptio11s we ha11,e liiSted are correct, am:I if so are these 

assurr plions expected to remain 'r.l'altd? 
2. It is understood that there is 1111ot significant export of sand and gravel and orushed md.k to Cumbliia 

from Norttl1 Yornshire County Cm.moil. Do you agree 1M1h this statement? 
3. Are there any expected major inrtrastrucb.Jre pl'Ojects whictl1 lillaY im;paot on the demand for aggregate 

from CUmblli!a? 

We would be gratefiJI [f you oould p110vide any respo111ses to the questions above by 11 Jth December 2013. 
Respo111ses can be sent to the contact details provided m the bottom of the front page of this l'etter. Please­
oote that any response we recei11e willl be utilised as. part of our evid'.enoe base for tfl.e plan. 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 
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f you would like• to diiSCUSS any lil-.atteirs relatingI to tlh.e i11fom1atiorn i111 ttl.e• letter or any matters you Ulink 
may be rel'.e'!la:rnt to plrann-ng fm lill inerals a11d waste in our araa then please d'.o not hesitate to oontaot u,s 
using the ,oontact details on this. letter_ 

Yours f aithfu I~. 

Rob Smith 

Plans and Teohniral Ser.lioes Team Leader, North Ymik.stlire O:mnty Council

I 
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2e) Summary of responses to MPA correspondence November 2013 

MPA DtC Response December 2013 
Cumbria LAA shows that Cumbria has landbanks in excess of the minimums 
County required by Government, 35years for crushed rock, 15.3 years for sand 
Council and gravel, 20.2 years for high PSV. 

It is incorrect to assume that ‘Cumbria is unlikely to be able to export as 
much aggregate beyond the mid 2020s. Cumbria County Council and the 
Lake District National Park Authority are not actively seeking to supress 
aggregates provision, now or in the future. 
Maintenance of supply will depend on the grant of further permissions and 
we consider that this will be market led. 
The importation of sand and gravel from North Yorkshire is believed to be 
relatively low. 
There are currently no major infrastructure projects which may significantly 
impact on the demand for aggregates from Cumbria. 

Bradford Bradford agree with the assumptions made by North Yorkshire. At present 
Council there are no major infrastructure projects in the Bradford District which may 

impact on demand for sand and gravel and crushed rock in the immediate 
future. However, the Bradford District Local Plan Core Strategy will be 
allocating land for housing, employment and associated infrastructure 
which will result in an increased aggregate demand in the long term. 

Derbyshire No response at this stage 
County 
Council 

Doncaster Doncaster agree that the potential to maintain crushed rock supply is good 
Council but the supply of high quality sand and gravel from South Yorkshire is 

becoming more constrained and is also constrained in North 
Nottinghamshire, which is a significant source of exports to South 
Yorkshire. This suggests that there is likely to be an ongoing need for the 
export of aggregate from North Yorkshire to South Yorkshire to continue. 
There may be potential increased crushed rock export from elsewhere in 
the East Midlands to help maintain supply in South Yorkshire. If this occurs 
there is unlikely to be any significant increase in demand on North 
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Yorkshire sources of crushed rock. High grade crushed rock may also be 
sourced from North Yorkshire as it is unavailable from other sources. 
It is assumed that a proportion of exports from North Yorkshire to the South 
Yorkshire sub-region are to Doncaster. 
There are several major infrastructure projects listed by Doncaster which 
may have an impact on aggregates requirements. 

Durham 
County 
Council 

Durham provided a detailed response in April 2013. Since this response 
the County Durham Plan Pre-Submission Draft has been subject to public 
consultation between October and December 2013. 
Durham suggest the following assumptions apply, based on the Pre 
Submission Draft Version of the County Durham Plan: 

- With regard to crushed rock and sand and gravel, over the 19 year 
period 1st January 2012 to 31st December 2030, as set out in the 
Plan, there are more than sufficient permitted reserves within 
County Durham’s aggregate quarries to meet future need based 
upon the current ten year sales average. 

- The level of provision between Local Authorities within the North 
East Aggregate Working Party will be confirmed within the LAA. The 
LAA is expected to be published early 2014. 

- As set out in the Plan, County Durham is a major source of primary 
aggregates in the North East of England. 

There are no major infrastructure projects which would result in an 
unexpected demand for sand and gravel in County Durham. 

East Riding 
Council 

No response at this stage 

Leeds City 
Council 

Leeds agree with the following assumptions: 
- Local supply capacity from within Leeds or West Yorkshire is 

unlikely to increase significantly in the foreseeable future. 
- There will be ongoing reliance on supply of landwon aggregate from 

areas such as North Yorkshire in the foreseeable future, although 
imports of marine dredged aggregate may be able to offset some of 
the supply in the longer term. 

- If HS2 goes ahead it may sterilise mineral resources in Leeds and 
Wakefield. 

- The West Yorkshire sub-region imports sand and gravel and 
crushed rock from the neighbouring planning authorities including 
North Yorkshire. The figures available regarding the movements are 
at sub-regional level, but not at an individual mineral planning 
authority level. However it is assumed that a proportion of exports 
from North Yorkshire to West Yorkshire Sub-region are to Leeds. 

There are no known expected major infrastructure projects which may 
impact on the demand for sand and gravel and crushed rock in the Leeds 
area. 

Norfolk 
Council 

The Leziate processing works is a safeguarded site within the Norfolk 
Minerals and Waste Development Framework 2010-2026. This is the 
processing plant and railhead for the Sibelco UK Ltd silica sand operation 
in Norfolk. The sand is extracted from satellite workings and transported to 
the processing works, after processing the majority of the sand is 
transported via rail from the integrated rail head at the processing plant. 
The Leziate works is the sole silica sand operation in Norfolk and the 
adopted Core Strategy identifies a need for an allocated site or sites to 
deliver an additional 6.4 million tonnes in the plan period. Expected 
production from 2011 onwards is estimated to be 750,000 tonnes per 
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annum, all indications are that this production is being achieved. 
As part of the Minerals Site Specific process a number of sites for silica 
sand extraction were proposed, however some sites were either withdrawn 
or unallocated, therefore only one site was allocated in the pre-submission 
publication. This site will provide an additional 3 million tonnes of silica 
sand resulting in a shortfall towards the end of the plan period. 
Following the Examination in Public the published Inspectors report 
recommended adoption of the Minerals Site Specific Allocations with main 
modifications to address the shortfall through an early single issue review 
of Silica Sand to be completed by 2016. 
The MPA considers that suitable areas of silica sand exist in Norfolk from 
which either suitable applications or allocations could be brought forward 
as part of a single issue review to ensure that sufficient material is available 
to allow the continuation of operations at the Leziate processing works until 
at least 2026. It is considered that there are silica sand resources in Norfolk 
which have the potential to allow extraction to continue after 2026, until at 
least 2030. 

Redcar and 
Cleveland 
Borough 
Council (Tees 
Valley) 

No additional data on the movements or consumption of aggregate in the 
Tees Valley area is currently available. 
In the absence of additional viable sites within the Tees Valley, and given 
the market driven nature of sale movements, it is expected that the level of 
imports of both aggregates into Tees Valley will need to remain similar to 
recent levels. 
There is potential for an increased contribution of marine dredged 
aggregate (sand and gravel) into the region, including from Tees Valley, 
which could help to ease pressure ion land won supply from North 
Yorkshire. However, the potential for such resources to make a greater 
contribution to supply is likely to be of only limited significance in the near 
term. 
There are no expected major infrastructure projects within Redcar and 
Cleveland likely to impact on the demand for sand and gravel and crushed 
rock. 
The Tees Valley authorities have agreed to work together to produce a 
Local Aggregate Assessment, which is expected to be published in spring 
2014. 

South 
Tyneside 
Council 

The assumptions set out in response to the Local Aggregates Assessment 
are correct and are expected to remain valid. 

Stockton The information provided by Stockton in April 2013 is still considered to be 
Council correct. We have no further information to suggest that the assumptions 

relating to the landing of marine aggregates and the supply of marine 
dredged aggregate from the Tees Valley area don’t remain valid. 

Wakefield Previous assumptions given in relation to the continuing operation of the 
Council Darrington Quarry is on the basis of the best information available at the 

time, and based on the timescale and reserves permitted at DQ. However, 
variables on the quality of the formation within the quarry and commercial 
viability cannot be guaranteed, and this could affect the quality of the 
consented reserves worked at the site. There are no other large scale 
dolomitic limestone opportunities readily identifiable once the DQ reserve is 
worked. There may however be opportunities for small areas of Magnesian 
limestone within the Permian limestone safeguarded areas shown in the 
Councils adopted LDF which may have commercial value, although no 
operator interest has been identified. 
Wakefield district is a net importer of sand and gravel. The district contains 
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a number of safeguarded sites and consented reserves not currently 
worked. There are several infrastructure schemes which may have an 
impact on demand for aggregates. There are a number of residential sites 
allocated throughout the district in the Council’s LDF which are likely to be 
brought forward within the plan period to 2026. 

2f) MPAs contacted in May 2014 

Cumbria County Council 

Durham County Council 

Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council 

East Riding of Yorkshire Council 

Hartlepool Borough Council 

Kirklees Council 

Leeds City Council 

Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council (on behalf of Tees Valley authorities) 

Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council 

Stockton on Tees Borough Council 

Wakefield Council 

Yorkshire Dales National Park 

2g) Example letter to MPAs May 2014 
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Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 

Sue Brett 
CLlmbria Oourrty Council 
Oounty Offices 
Ketldal 
CLlmbria 
L.A941RQ 

Dear S. Brett, 

Minerals and Waste Joint P Ian - Durty to Coooo:rnte 

North 

Yorkshire County C·ouncll 

12th Mlay 2014 

As part m on going m rk towards preparation m the Mmerals and Waste Joi11t Pl:an for Nortl'l Yolks.hire, 
Yort: a11d the Nlon:h Ymk Moors National Pal'k.,, wort: has been taking place to id'e11trry poteintiaJliy ilillportant 
oross-oound'.uy lillovements of minerals and waste. In thiiS respect we note tllat yo1.1 have already lkindly 
provided us with some information in response to an earlier req1.1est from 11.1s and that yolll hav-e responded 
to 01.1r recent Issues and Options. consultation on the Joint Plan1. 

Whilst aiva~abr.e evidence suggests that the Joint Plan area is ai substantial net expmteir of minerals, we 
llave noted that in1portation of crushed fock from Cumblia is one o.f tll e more significant cross.Jbo1.1ndaiy 
mo11eme11ts of minerals into the Nortll1 Yolks.hire Sub-regton. Although s,peoific infoirmalion is relatively 
limited it suggests, im;pon:s in the range of 116 to 232kt may llav-e been received from CUmbli:a in 2009. 
This is based on information suJJ,pl'.ied to the Joint Plan auitli101ities by BlitiiSh Geological Survey th1Wg'h its 
work in undeirtaking1 tlie national 2009 Collation of Aggregates Minerals S1.1rveys for England and War.es. 
Ou r 11.1nderstandlng, based 0111 previo1.1s information yo1.1 have provided, is that there [s a retaliveli'{ 
Sl.lbstantial landbaink of cmslled rock ·n Cum )ria (parlio1.110r1iy tor rock other than lligh PSV l"OCk), a11d that 
further provision iiS to be made tllmugll1 Areas of Searcll1. Sl!Jbj.ect to suitable planning a~plications -ooming1 
forward where necessaiy for extensions of ti1ne and or physical extensions to qurallrtes, it is therefore 01.1r 
assumption that it iiS likely that suppliy of cruslled rock from Cum'l:nira to the North Yol'k.shire Sub-region v.ill 
be able to continoo sllou1d the market require this. 

We wu1.1ld be gratefu ffi yo1.1 ccmld oonfirrn that this, ass1.1mption is correct or, if not, advise us of your view 
on the m rrent a11d e~pected future positio111 regardlng the potential for export of crushed l'OCk from 
CUmbria to Nlorth Yorkshire. We woul'd aliso like to see'k. your view on whe,ther you1 consider there is any 
need to address this matter more formally under the Duty to Cooperate. For example through preparation 
and agreement to ai Me1norand1.1m of Understanding, or ttrn1.1gh a111y agreement reaohed at. member levell 
within 01.1r respective Ail.lthormes. 

Pl anning Services, North Yorkshire County Council , County Hall , Northallerton, North Yorkshire , 
DL7 8AH Tel: 0845 872B14 Email: mwjointplan@northyolb.gov.uk 

City of York North York Moors North Yorkshire 
Coundl National Park Authority County Council 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 107 



                                                           

 
 

   
 
 

 

 

   

 

 

look forward to tlearing1 fKrn yo1.1 i111 Ute· near future. Please also do 11ot hesitate to ,co11tact me if you 
WOl.lldl like to disOI.ISS 1his matter ru rther before resporid i11g . 

Yours sincerely, 

Rob Smilfl1 

Plans and Teclhn[call Sel'Vices Team Leader, Nontlhi Yortsllire Go1.1nty Cmmoi

I 
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2h) Correspondence with Norfolk County Council (letter from Norfolk 

County Council 27 November 2013) 
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Norfolk ~aunty Council 
at your service 

Environment, Tnms:port, Deveropment 
Coumty Hallll 

M!a rtineau La11e 
OIWtOh 

NR1 2SG 

via1 e-mail 
Mr R Smith {T earn Le.ader), 
Plla1ns and Tecil11 ical Services 
North Yorkshire Cmmty Cmmoil 
County 1-l all, No rtila llerton 
North Yorkshire 
DL78AH 

Your Ref: 
Date: 27 November 2013 

Dear Mr Smith 

N OC mrntact iniumlleir: 0344 800 8020 
T extpilo:rne: 0344 800 801 1 

My Re1i: 
Tel No.: 
Email: 

0161{)3 222349 
riohard.drake@norfollcgov .'llk 

IIR:e: [1I1L1Ity to C oopernte Con5 ultafli on re Si lica1 Sand Movements, from N orfoll k to the 
INorth Yorkshire sub region 

This iiS an offioer level respo11iSe; and is miade without preju:d'ioe . 

Toolflk you for your retter dated 22 ovember regmdingr Sitica sarnd movements lo North 
Yorkshire fi-om Norfolk andl the Outy to Cooperate. 

Til.e Leziate prooess ingI wol1!(s is a safeguarded site with in tile Nortollk Mi11erals and Waste 
Development Framework 2010-2026. Thlis is the processing plant and railhead fo r he 
Sibetoo Uk Ltd silica saml operation in Norfolk. Tile sa11d is extrac,ted from satellite 
workings a11d tm11sportecl to the processifllg works, after processing, the majmirty of the 
sandl is transported via rail from tile integrated rail head at tile prooessing plant The 
Lez,ate works is the sole sil'ica sarnd operation irn Norfolk and the ad'.o;pted Core Strategy 
policy CS1 id'entifies a need tor an allocated site or sites to delive r an ad'oitional 6.4 million 
lo1mes in tile plan peri:od, this is based on tile cal'cu latiooo in table 3.2 onhe Core 
Stra egiy, which i11dicate an Em)ected producltion from 2011 onwards of 750 ,000 tonnes per 
annum. AH indications are that this production level is, being achieved. 

As part of the M'iIneralis Site Specific. Alllocations process a number of sites ror smca sand 
eldraction were proposed!, however owirng to some sites f:>eing wilhdra'!Nin by he 
la11dow11 ers, a:rnd other siites heing t.malll'.ocated due to the potential! for likelly sig11 ificant 
impacts. orn European nature ronservatio111 sites only one site was allocated i111 the pre­
submission pu l)li.catlon of the a llocati:ons, d'o ou m ent. Tois site (Ml N 40), will provide an 
adcfitional l11ree mill ion tonnes of silica sand resulting i111 a shortfall towards, the end of tile 
plan period. 

www.norlolk.gov.uk 

Continued .. J 

f~ IN\/ STOR 
\JIN P OPL 
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inuation sheet fo: Mr R Smith Dated : 27 ovember 20·13' -2-

Til e provision of silirn sand was discussed! at a hearing session of the Examination in 
P11.1blic, and e'llidence was received from the mineral operator reg1arding land m11ks at these 
heartngs. Which indicated that reservies plus tile allocation woLJ ld last 1.mt□ a1pproximaitelly 
20n,23._ The hearing session resulted! in a s,efies of Main Modifications which wera 
proposed by the Mineral! Plm111111ing Authmiity. The Inspector's report was p1.1 31ished on til e 
22 J'l.lly and recommencl,ed adoption of the Minerals Site Specific Allocations with main 
modifirntiorns to address th,e shorU"alll throug h1 an earlly sing le issue review of S□ica Sand to 
be completed by 2016_ 

Some areas Which have pre'llio1.1s ly been proposed b,y 1!he mineral o;perator for silica sand 
allocations are oo:nstrained by t11.eir proximity · o European Nature desi.grnaticms, a1,d woul'.d 
require significant amounts of addiitio'l'llal e'llid'.ence to pir:ove that sign ificant adverse impaots 
wera not likeliy_ Notwith,stand'ing this, the• Mlinerall Pla11ni11g1 Aulhmity ,oornsiders thiat 
suitabl'e areas of silrca sand resour,ce exist in Nmfolk from which eith,er suitable 
app□cat ions or allocations oould be brought forward, as part of the singte iissue review to 
ensure that s!Jlffic1ient maternal is availatl le to allow the ,continuation of o;perations at the 
Leziate Processing1 works until at l'.east 2026 . It is oonsidered 1!hat there are sil'i ca sand 
resources in Nmfolk which have the potential! to allow extract ion lo continue after 2026 
unti at teast 2030 . 

Th.e Inspector's report, 1!he heairring statements and exam inatio11 library are ava ilable on 
Norfolk County Council's, website www_norfolk.gov.uk/nmwdif 

Norfolk County Counci'I votedl to adopt the Minera ls Siite Specirfic Allocations on the 28 
October 2013; the adoption dlooume:nts ara a!lailahre or, Norfolk County Oounoil's website_ 

As a matter which may be pertinent to our single issue review, could you please supply 
detailis of th,e cl,estirnittonls for silica sandl withi111 North Yorkshire andl wlil.ether any clla11ge 
is bei11g planned for wi hin yo111r doc111ments llJP to 2030, inctLJding expansion/red:LJ ciio:n or 
c1hang.e in transport mode? 

If you have any further querries, please do not hes itate to oontact. me_ 

Yours Sincerely 

Rictum11 Drnke 
Acting Pri11c1ipal Planning andl Poli cy Officer (IMinernls and Waste Policy) 
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OF Jl'\North 
Yorkshire County Council 

COUNCIL 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 

Dear oo ll eague 

Supply of b1.1 i dim,i l stom,e 

As pa rt ,of continuing work towarcts preparation of th e Minerals and Waste Jo i111t Pilan fo r North 
Yo rks hire, C ity ofYork and th e North Yo rk Moors National Park, th e Joint Rian authoriti es are 
seeking to identify an improved evidence bas e relating to supply ,of, and demand fo r,, bu il ding 
stone . In particular, we are seeking to identify any factors whi ch may lea d to any sign ifi cant 
change in demamHor bu il di111gsto111e sourced from North Yorksh ire. This request is be ing made 
p,artly in respo nse to representations made during a recent Issues and Options consu ltation on th e 
Joint Plan , to th e effect that an impwved evidence base ,on demand for bu il ding stone shou ld be 
obta ined. 

Th e purpose ,of this letter is th erefo re to seek your views,, as a111 adjacent minerals plann ing 
authority, on th e fo ll owing questions : 

1) Do you have any specifi c information on th e current or expecte d future avail ab ility of bu il d'i111g 
ston e within your authority area? In pa rti cular if y,ou foresee a potential shortage ,of bu il din g 
stone avail ab ility in your area within th e next 15 yea rs or so it w ou ld be helpfu l if you 00L1 ld 
state this. If information on avail ab ility ,of bu il ding stone in yollr area exists and is publi ca lly 
avail ab le th en please cou ld you also indicate where it can be obta ined .. 

2 ) Do es your current or emerging minerals loca l plan suppo rt the oontinued or increased 
supply ,of bu il ding stone within your authority area? 

J ) Do es your current -or emerging minerals loca l plan set ,out any co nstraints ,on th e supp ly of 
bu il ding stone worked in your area (for example1restrictions on rate of output of destination 
of sa les)? 

4) Do you have any information on proj ecte d future demancHo r bu il ding stone { including 
spe ci fi c typ es ,of stone where poss ible) in your area? If su ch information exists and is 
pub li ca lly avail ab le th e111 please oould yoll also i111dicate where it can be ,plJtai.orul 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan , Planning Services , North Yorkshire County Coundl , County Hall, 
Northallerton, North Yorkshire , DL7 BAH Tel : 0845 8727374 Email : mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk 

City of York North York Moors North Yorkshire 
- - -
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y thanks for your assistance with this reqUJest. I woulld be very grateful if you oould provide a 
response by 27 June 2014. 

Yours sincerely 

Rob Smitll 
Plans and l ech ni cal Services T earn Leader 
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vORK 
"'~ COUNCIL 

North 

Yorkshire Coun y Council 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 

Dear Sir or Madam 

Supply of building stone in the Horth Y:orkshir,ear,oo 

As pcart ofcontiinuing work tO'!Nards preparati on of a new Minerals and Waste Joint Plan for Nlort1h 
Yorkshi re, Oity of York and tihe Nlorth York Moors Nlatiional Park, tihe Joint Plan autihorities are 
seeking to obtain improved in format1ion re lating to sL1 ppy of, and de mand for, bu il ding stone. In 
p,art1i Olli I ar, we are seeking to i d'e ntiify any factors wh i eh may I e ad to any significant dh ange in 
demand for building stone sourced fromNJorth Yorkshire . This request is be ing made partily in 
response to comments made durin g a recent Issues and Optionsconsu ltatiion on tihe Joint Plan, to 
tihe effect tihat an improved evidence base on demand for bu ilding stone should be obtained. 

The pmpose oft1his letter is tiherefore to seekyourviews, as a min erals operator witih an interest in 
tihe supply of bu ilding stone, on tihe following questi ons: 

1) Do you have any views on tihe current or expected future availability of blll il din g stone within 
North Yorkshi re or adjacent areas? In p,artioular, if yolll foresee a potentiial shortage of 
building stone avail abil ity in tihis area witihin tihe next 15, years or so it wolll ld be helpfu l if you 
coul d state tihis, explaining why you be lieve tihi s to be tihe case. 

2) Are you aware of any up to date sources of in farma.tiion whidh could assist tihe Joint Plan 
autihoritiies irn plannin g fort1he supply of bu ilding stone (in dlllldirng speci fic types of stone 
where poss ible} in t1his area? If such irn forma.tii on e)(iists and is plll bl ical~ avail able t1hen 
please could you also indicate where it can be Qb.t3io1;d, 

Many tihanks for yourass istance witih tihis re quest. I wou ld be very gratefu l if yoll colll ld provide a 
response by 2.7 J urn e 2.014 if possible . 

Yours sin cere ly 

~tl 
Rob Smith 
Plans and Tedhnical Serv ices Team Leader 

Minerals andWaste Joint Plan , Planning Services, North Yorkshire County Council , County Hall , 
Northallerton, North Yorkshire , DL7 BAH Tel : 0845 8727374 Email : mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk 

Citv nf Ynrk Nnrth Ynrk Mnnrn Nnrth Ynrk~hirP-

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

2j) Letter to building stone industry June 2014 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 113 



                                                           

 
 

   
 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Council 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 

Dear Sir or Madam 

Supply of bu i Id i ng stone in North Yorksh i r,e 

As part of cont inuing work towards pre par.at1i on o ftih e Minerals and Waste J oi nt PI an for North 
Yorkshi re , Oity of York and tihe North York Moors Nabonal Park, tihe Joint Plan autihoriti es are 
seeking to identiify improved in formatiion relabng to supply of, and demand for, build in g stone. In 
partiou lar, we are seeking to ident ify any facto rs which may lead to any signifi cant dhange in 
demand fo r building stone soL1 rc ed from North Yorkshire. Thi s request is be ing made partly in 
res ponse to comments receiv ed during a rece nt Issues and Opt1ions consult.at1ion on t1he Joint Plan, 
to tihe ef fect tihat an improved ev idence base on de mand for building stone should be obtained. 

The purpose of tihi s lette r is tih erefore to seek yourv iews, as a buildings conse rv abon speoiali st, on 
tihe fo ll owing questi ons: 

1) Do y ou hav e any v iews on tihe ou rrent av ail ab ility of suitable bll ild in g stone (in dluding 
speoifiic types of stone where poss ible) in orderto provide for new build or re pairwork in 
your area? In partiicular if y ou are aware of an AAR.filfil ~l:tQlliUW of suitabl e stone, it wollld 
be helpfiul if y ou could state tihi s. If y ou are aware of any in formabon on av ail ab il ity of 
building stone in yollr area tihat is publi cally avail able tihen please could y ou also indicate 
where it can be Q.bwin!;ld., 

2) Do y ou hav e any in fo rmati on whidh may help indicate any trend in future demand for 
building stone (indluding speoifi c types of stione where poss ible) in y our area? If sudh 
in fo rmat1ion ex ists and is publically avail abl e tihen please oould y ou also indicate where it can 
be Q.bwin!;l d., 

Many tihanks fo r y our assistance with t1hi s req uest. I would be very grate fu l if you coL1 ld provide a 
response by 2.7 June 2014. 

Yours since rely 

~{L 
Rob Smitth 
Plans and Tedhnical Serv ices Team Leader 

fl.•linerals and Waste Joint Plan , Planning Services. North Yorkshire County Council , County Hall , 
Northallerton , North Yorkshire , DL7 BAH Tel: 08-45 8727374 Email : mwjointplan@nortllyorks.gov.uk 
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2l Email to adjacent Mineral Planning Authorities on cross boundary minerals 

safeguarding August 2014 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National 

Park are working together to produce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. As a whole the Joint 

Plan area contains large areas of mineral resources which are proposed to be safeguarded. 

As part of the evidence base for the Joint Plan and in order to ensure that any significant 

cross boundary implications are considered, a Cross Boundary Safeguarding document has 

been produced. This is intended to help identify mineral resources which are safeguarded 

(or proposed to be safeguarded) near to or up to the boundary of the Joint Plan area, both 

within the Joint Plan area and in adjoining authority areas and to help ensure consistency of 

approach where necessary. 

Before the document is published on our website we would like to seek your views on it, as 

an adjacent authority with safeguarded or draft safeguarded areas in close proximity to the 

Joint Plan area. In particular we would appreciate it if you could: 

1. Review the information relating to your authority area. 

2. Provide an update to the information if there have been any changes or progression 

in terms of minerals safeguarding in your authority area. 

3. Identify and provide views on any important cross boundary safeguarding issues 

which you feel would benefit from further discussion. 

Please can you provide a response by 12th September 2014 to 

mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk. 

Regards 

To be circulated to 

Redcar and Cleveland 
Middlesbrough 
Stockton 
Darlington 
Durham CC 
Lancashire CC 
Bradford MDC 
Leeds CC 
Wakefield Council 
Doncaster MBC 
East Riding Council 
YDNPA 
York and NYMNPA for info. 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 115 
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YORKSHIRE DEVELOPMENT Pit.ANS FORUM 

1 2 May 2015, U)am, Westt Offices, York, VOl 6GA 

Agenda 

1. lntrodl.lciiol'IS/Apdlogies 

2. Network Rail , Stations and Li ks to Local Pia (S) 

3. Emerging YNYER Spatial Plan 

4. YNYER Local Enterpnise Partnership (LEP) 

5. North Yorkshire, York and NY Moors Waste & Minerals Plan 

6. Minutes of previoIJS meeting and matters arising 

7. Meeting Housing Targets 1in North Yorkshire, 

York and East Ridi.ng 

8. Harrogate Growth Optiol'IS 

9. Membe.rs workshop and forward :Programme 

10. North Yorkshire Trai ing 

11 Sites coming forward ®!l!,_ri_fu Local Plan 

ooi;I Community- lnfrastr1.1Gt1.1re Levy 

1.2. York Sub-area Joint lnfrastr1JGture Working Fo~um tas'k{s) 

13. Any other bi.IS i rress 

14. Date, time, ve ue and Items for next meeting 

Leadl 

IS 

Graham North NYOC 

R Wood O'Neil Assooiates 

Julian Rudd YNYER LEP 

Rdb Smith Ni'iOC 

IS 

JH I CS 

TR 

IS 

JL 

All 

IS 

All 

All 

l ime 

10:00 

10:05 

10:20 

11:10 

11:2~ 

11:40 

11:45 

11:50 

11:55 

11:55 

11:55 

11:55 

11:55 

11:55 
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2o Minutes for Yorkshire and Humber Aggregate Working Party meetings, July 

2013, February 2014 and October 2014. 

July 2013 
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& Humber Aggregate Working Party 

Meeting 25 July 2013 

Attendees: 

Dav,d Atkinson - Lafarge Tarmac 
Ben Ayres - Hanson 
James Barker - Kirklees Council 
Steve Butler - Doncaster MBC 
Paul Copeland - Calderdale 
Ian Cunningham - North Lincolnshire 

atalie Durney-Knight - YH AWP 
ic.k Everington - Crown Estate 

Kirsten Hannaford-Hill - Cemex 
Louise Hi lder - YH AWP 
Joe Jenkinson - Barnsley MBC 
Campbell Latchford - YH AWP 
Steve Littlejohn - Calderdale 

Apologies : 

Andy Haigh - Leeds City Region 
Ken Hobden - MPA 
T refor Evans - BAA 

Item Description 
1 Introductions 

Helen McCluskie - Doncaster MBC 
Andrea McMillan - North Yorks Moors 
Dave Parrish - Yorkshire Dales PA 
Vicky Perkin - North Yorks CC 
Malcolm Ratd iff - MPA 
Max Rathmell - Leeds City Council 
Shirley Ross - East Riding of Yorkshire 
Ryan Shepherd - Rotherham MBC 
Rob Smith - orth Yorks CC 
Michel le Spence - Derbyshire CC 
Geoff Storey - Aggregate Industries 
Craig Woolmer - orth East Lines 

Rob Murfin - Derbyshire CC 
Glen Wakefield - Kirklees Council 
Carole Howarth - Bardford 

2 Local Aaareoate Assessments (MPA uooates) 
3 Local AgQreoate Assessment procedure (Y&H AWP) 
4 North Yorkshire LAA 
5 South Yorkshire LAA 
6 Annual survey proaress 
7 Marine Aaareoate Study undate 
8 Chairmanship of the AWP 
9 AOB 
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. ~ntrodl!lllction.s, 
Louise Hild.er (I....H) welcomed Iev,eryone to fue meetrrig and introduced the 
Yo:rlkshire & Humber AWP Secretary (Natalie Durney-Kn ight). LH invited 
every one to introduce themselves. 
Apo'.logies were received from Ken Hobden (MPA). Andiy Haigh (Leeds City 
Refjion ),,. Rob Murfin (Derbyshire Cnunty Counoil), and Glen Wakefie d 
~ rrlklees 1Council) 

!. Local Aggr,egate Assessme:11ts (M P'.A. IJpd~tes) 
Max IR.athnr1eJI (MR), advised fuat there had been a slow start to the West 
Y o:rlkshire LAA and progress was very mu:ch dependent upon the parlioipatio:n 
of offioers from CaJderdale, WakefieJd and Kirkiloos. IMR advised that ther,e 
was a meeting arranged for the following ,,.,reek. Paul Copeland (PC), and 
James Barker (JIB) co:rnfirmed that officers were intending on fully partioipating 
and supporting the LAA proouciion. 

Sieve Butler (SB) confirmed that Doncaster MIBC v.rere still happy to COfllsider 
the preparation of a joint LAA in the future, but due to the Counoil pullllish.ing 
their Sites & Policies Pub icatio:rn Draft in August, they had had to prepare an 
initial LM urgently as part of 1heir evidence base. 

Ryan Shepherd (RS} oonfirmed that . hi 1st the ,current draft LAA has been 
produced jointly bew.reen Doncaster and Rotherhanr1 Council's, Rothe ham are 
open to partic\pating in any future joint LAA alcmgiSide Oonraster and other 
Counci I's as apprqpriate. 

Andrea McMillan (AIMc), sunr1marised the position on the I.AA for the North 
Yo:rlkshire Sulb-region, v.ih-ch covers NYCC, Oity of Yo:rk,. Narth York Moors INP 
and Yo:rkshrre Dailes NP_ This had been pub ished in March. 

Miche[le Spenoe (MS) Confirmed 1hat Derbyshire had procfiu:ced their final draft 
lAA 

JB .confirmed that Kirklees will fully participate in the preparation of ,m ILAA 
Vilit:h Leeds. 

Graig Wodlmer (CW) confirmed ttlat the Humber LAA · :as being prepared fo:r 
oonsultatio 1 .. 

Joe Jl'enkiMon (JJI) oo:nfirmed that in principle Bams!ey as happy to co­
operate in the· preparation of a joint LAA wi1h Doncaster at1d Rotherham. 

Malcom Ratcliffe· (MR) emphasized that am Local Planning Audlorities must 
produce an I.AA even where an LPA has no active primary mineral e:xtraciion. 
MR advised that the MPA 'WO"uild object to any LPAs Plan which did not have 
an up to date LAA in plaoe. 

Natalie Durney-Knight (IND'K) reiterat,ed that all LPAs in the Yorlkshire and 
Humber would be expected to submit an I.AA to the AWP for scrutiny. I....H 
advised fue NDK wou Id take it up with Communities and Local Govemment 
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suggest that a leitter is sent to all lLPAs advising that they must prodll!Jce an 
LAA. 

J. Local .Aggregate Assessment prncedrnre 1(Y&H .A'.WP) 
N □K advised the gro~p that the following prooedl!lre would be put in place for 
the subm-ssion of I..AA.s to the Y&H AWP: 

• All lLAAs to be su'hr111ilted to the AWP by the end of March 
• The Y&H AWP Secreiary mll prepare a sl!Jlllmary document aniCI 

circl!llate all LMs alo:ng !lli1th the summary paper fur coosulliation to all 
AWPmembers 

• Member W01.1ld have a two week period to provide comments b.ack to 
the AWP 

• A summary paper would be sent ba.ok to the MPAs setting 011Jt. any key 
comments/issues 

IMR and Vicky Perkin (VP) sital:ed that two week 0011Sultation period was too 
short and it should b.e a minimum of a lililOnltl _ NDK advised that du:e to very 
tiglht deadlines v.iilh CLG a month would only be possi bl:e if lAAs were 
sulbmilited oo time_ If LAAs were not received by the AWP by the end of March 
the •Consultation peliod wou Id be two weeks_ MR requested that NIDK shar,e 
the details of the deliverables and deadlines with the WOllJIP- NDK outlined that 
LAAs must be received by the AWP for scrutiny plior to the preparation of the 
Aliimual Report. which must be submitted to OLG priior to the end of .June_ NDK 
emphasized that these dead ines were much tighter than in previous years and 
that in order to achieve the deliverab es required by OILG the AWP needed to 
'il!IOO< effeclively to the dead lines set by the Secretary_ 

IN □K advised the gro~p that it. is the respo11S1bility of each individual MPA to 
consult on their own LM. with n;eig),booring authorities and any other bodies 
they see fit NOK also advised that it is up to the IMPAs to decide whether to 
oonsult before or after receivi111g feedback from the A.WP _ 

SB SB questioned wtrtefu,er it was realistic to expect LBPs to rnmment oo 
technical evidence base doruments suoh as LMs, allhough stressed it is 
imiportant that LBPs are engaged in head line aggregate issues_ Also 
su:ggested that if ILJEPs are highlighted as a ,rnnsultee, then fur consistency 
LJNPs shou d be higllllligt,ted as I/Ilia'- Geoff Storey (GS) stated that there was a 
good relationstiip with LBPs across fue countiy alld IMPAs should serioosl'y 
oonsider oonsulling them _ 

4. North Yol'kshirn Sub-Region !LAA 
IMR stated ihal the North Yortshire SLJib.-Regian lAA was cor1Siderred to be 
very ,good and stated that LMs shoulld adopt the 10 year average 
meltmdblogy and apply some form of flexlbi lily in order to e11Sure the market 
can respond quickly when the erooomy begir1S to r,eoover more rapidly_ 

!Kirsten Hannaford-Hill (K!HH) queried whether LMs would bigger a review .of 
Local Plans should the landbank be too small_ 
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Smith (RSm)1 stat,ed that the LAA has incorporated w,ro separa~e figurres. 
Campbell Latdiiford (CL} stated that there was 110 ,c ear statement in ttiie ILAA.s 
as to 'Which figure the : PA. are running with for P a111 makling purposes and that 
this should be inrorpo:rated .. 

SouU1 Yo kslllirn LM 
Hele111 McOlusl!( e ~H c)1 stated that the South Y,orksh:ir1e LAA isn't as 
oomp ehmsive as the orth Yorkshire LAA and it was i 11itially , . ri:titien as an 
ev;denoe base document_ HM!c co:nifinned fuat the ILAAs in future would nm be 
as oomprehensi\l\e and that they . · ere looklirrig to pmdlu:ce a templatie 'Which 
others co:u'ld fo:I low in producing the[r own ILAAs. 1H Mc oonfinned that the LAA 
had used both a l year average and a 10 year ,average. MIR. advised 11ha.t the 
10 year average shoutd be UiSed as per NIRPF. 

H , c stated that the key outcomes of fue LAA · ere lliat there is not 1enou:glh 
sand and gravel to meet a11JJ0rtiomne11t and 1here is a decl[ne [n eoonomically 
v;abte r1esourres_ There has beeffl some ,cross-boundary work beween 
!Rotherham, Doncaster,, . atti11ghamshire and Demy-shire/iDerby Councif s and 
a Joint Pooit ·on Statement has been prep0re.d _ Cruslhed rock landbarrik is q-u ite 
healthy. Going fmv.rard imports 'iNill be monitored mo:ne closely 

MR stated that work sh.ouild be done b get Barns~,ey and S heffieJd i ivol\l\ed or 
change the name of the ·. ocume · t MR queried . hellier Doncaster anticipate 
a formal recognition from Nottinghamshire that they 'iNill 11id up the shortfall in 
sand and gra\i'lel supply 1-iMc stated ihat 1Nlotti11ghamshire has done some 
work in identif;ri111g sites v.inhin ba\l\elling distance .. 

GS sitated that consideration should be given to asphalt sand. 

OL stated that identitying 1!he shorttaU is \t enough and 1hat the ILAA should set 
out how the MPA will deal mth the shartfalL SB r1espanded stating 1hat the 
issue of a sho:rtfall is · ot just the sub~eot of each i111di"lidual area, but should be 
addressed at fue AWP and national le\l\els. 

Annua I survey progress 
Bradford and · alk1efie d have ,oomp1et,ed the su™ey 
Fmms hav1e been issued to sites in Leeds 
Fmms ha\iie beeril issued to sites in Calderdale - so far or11y 5, responses out of 
26 
Sur-veys comp ete in l<Jrkilees 
Doncaster are stiH ohasing outstandi11g responses 
Ymlkshire [)a es NP - comp ete 
INorth Y,ork Moors INP - o, active sites 
INorth Easit ILincclnshire - No si~es pmdu ci ng pnmary aggrega,te. Two 
seoondary ay,gregme sites Sl!H'\1eys ,oompleted. 
INlorth l im:dlnshti re - two responses out of 6 received, chasing remai rmer. 
East Hiding - on~ a quarter of sites have returned fonns, finding ,chasing time 
ooMurning (20 sit,es i11 tot.al). 
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y - · o, primary exitradron sires.. fom1s being sent mrt filexit · eek for 
seoondaries. 
INYOC - monitoring comp ere. 

IN D:K advised that the AWP W'ill send a letter to all operators efll\phasisin:g th,e 
impo:rtarme ,of monitoring and urging them to make their r1erums on 'llime .. 

ACTIO:N :: A ll MPAs to fo:r\wm list of sites 'With oonraot deta Is to NDK. .. DK to 
write to, aH operators. 

7. Marine Aggregate, Sbu:&y 11J1pdate, 
MRa stared that the first srage of the Marine Aggregat,e Studly had been 
submitted by URS to the steering group. Some · · endments have been made 
and sent baok to URS. The focus of the study is to esmbliSh ether there is 
enough aggregate material availab e to meet huge market demands. The next 
stage ,of the study H involve URS yp:i ng to all stakehdde s in tilree ,groups 
and seminar in Leeds in Sept,ember o:r Ootoherr. Leeds will be the prime 
destinatiofil of material .. Wharf and rail capacity 'i.l'iii(I be safeguarded. 

GS queried if the stooy \Ai'ill look at reJative erono:mics ,of the various option,R 
MRa confirmed Umt the study will not look at fuis.. · .. R stated that it ill identify 
infrastructure defi c ·en cies. 

H • c HMc stated that the em 11om i cs ,of marine aggregate transparta.ho:n is a 
p dblem 'M'llioh may mea it is not viab e in Doncaster and Rotherham. 

RSm stated that the Marine Management Organ ismion draft offshore p I ans 
had been publiShed and had pi.lit a positive sta noe o:n drredg;i ng alfild t rying to 
manage the coofli ding demands. 

8. (hiii rrnanslhi p, of · he AWP 
LH stated flat one nomination for Ohair had been received (Vicky Perkin -
!North Y,cnks CC).. A \/01:ie was ta ken alllld VP v.ras 1el,ected as Chair. 

9. AOB 
D:K stat,ed that membership of the AWP should be mde · and representatives 
of smal err businesses should be invi~ed. GS nequ:ested that the North East 
AWP Seoretary he inwed to all future meetings .. 

!Nick IEverington (NE) confirmed fhm the BGS stu:dy for tile 1e-ast coast w,as filOW 

in 1he pub ic domain airnd lh,e remain:ing areas would fuHow sho:rfly.. Mari ne 
aggregate " nding staistics for 21112 are nov availab e on the Orov. Estat,e 
website and reserve data is ,currently being wo:rhed on 

INE off1ered advisory visits from ti'!le Cro\M'il Estat,e to any MPA inter1esled in 
marine aggregat,e. 
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Cheshire ~\/esf g Chester 'forkshire & Hu11ber Aggregate Working Party I! 

Yorkshire & Humber Aggregate Working Party 

Meeti, g 7 February 2014, 1 pm1 

County Halll, Northal lert:on 
Atte:ndees: 

Mark Anderson - Barnsley MIBC 
David Atkirn.on - Lafarge Tarmac 
Ben Ayres - Hanson 
Ian a .. mningham - ]North Linco:lnshi re 
.Jennifer Do\M1s - Hull City 
Louise Hilder - YH AWIP 
Mike Hodges - Shennan Ston;e 
Carole Howarth - Bradford MDC 
Helen Mcauskie - Don raster IMBC 
Ben M1tchell - Hore Co:nstruotcon 
Rob Morten - Cemex 
A1111e Mosquera - YIH AWP 
Dave Parish - Ymkshi re Dales NPA 

Apollog i,e.s: 

Nick Everi ng;ton - 0-o'iNtl Esrate 
Ken Hobden - MIPA 
Andrea McM1llan - North Yorks Moors 
Natalie DumeyJKnight - YHAWP 

item Description 
1 llntroduclions 

Ian Pearson - Mushalls 
Rachel Pillar - North Yo:rks OC 
Vicky Perkin - INonh Yorks CC (Chair), 
Malcolm Ratcliff ·- MPA 
M!a:x Rathmell - Leeds, City Council 
Shirley Ross - East ]Riding of Ymkshire 
Ryan Shepherd - Rotherham MBC 
Geoff Storey - Aggregate l'nduslries 
Glen Wakefield - Kirklees Council 
Craig Woolmer - North East Lines 

Ian Garrett - · Wakefield 
Rob Smith - North Yorks OC 
Stephen Littlejohn - Calcferda e 

2 Local AooreQ'!ate Assessments (MPA lJlpcliates) 
3 2013 Annual Report 
4 2014 Surveys 
5 Marine Aaoirecr,ate Studlv update 
6 IMPA Updates 
1 llndustrv Updates 
8 AOB 
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llntr,00111ctio111is 
Vic'ky Perl<Jin (VIP) weloom.ed e'ii'eryo:ne .. W il'lViled everyone to intliOduce 
Hlemselves. 

The m · nmes of 1he last meeting (25 July 2013) \l'Uere aocepted as a 1n.JJ:e record 
of the n eeting. 

2. ll ooal A!UJliegatie Assessments, 1( PA !Updates) 
Humber lAA (East Riding; Hull; mtll Linoolnshire; NE Linoolnshire) - 2i013 
published fur 1v(:msultafio:n November 2013. Ourrentty being ~pdated, II be 
feedin;g .2013 data in_ 

West Yorkshire (Leedsm aoffordXCalderrllaleJKirklees:NVakefi e1td ) - W13 l.AA i111 

process of bei1191 completed. Dernyshire UC will be assi~ting in finalising. No 
plans to pliOduce 2014 report as 2013 still lo be ,oom:p:leted. 

[Rotherham and Doncaster - ··test LAA based utp0n 201 IO data. Neoot LAA VI.ill 
focus on 2013 data. Timesc:a!e for p od111dioo - summeirlautl!!llmn 2014. 

!Barnsley - 1110 ~pofate 

IN'orth Yorkslillir,e and Yimkshi re Dales Nafama Park - 2(ill1 4 is 00111g !Iffipared 
and wil be ready Apnil 2014. 

Slleffi:eld - no ~pcmte [oot a lillrleeling) 

Looise Hildeir (ILJH) outlined fle l imetab.le fo:r StJbmission of the 2014 lAAs lo 
Hie Nl!IP for ,oonsideralioo : 

• A.II LAAs to be sl!lb.milted to, the AWP by the end of Marcil 

.. The Secrefany will ci ,culate the I.AAs fm 0011Sulratioo with 911J1idanre ,on 
vie'WS sooght in April/iMay 

.. Secretary mll prepare A · .P view for discussm and s ig11 off at October 
meeting of the AWP 

ILJIH ~~ated that the deadlines refleoted the deliverables reqt11i ired by CLG a!l'lld 
Hie A · P needed to be rworkiing ID these de·adli 11es. 

Madom Rafdiffe [ ,: R) a~eCil ~et.heir OLG ,rnukit be asked ID recognise dial 
Hie systel'illll is new anal stil being developed a1111d allow ,: neral Planni 111$J 

AILIIlhoriti:es iti me to, meet 1tne requiremerr1ts_ LH stated 1hal the system has now 
been i Ill place for nearly itJ.t.•o years a11d OLG arre looking for as larger coverage 
of LAAs i11 Eingjan.d as possi'b e to be · l'e ID bli!lild the mtional Ji o'tllJlre. 
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20r1J. Arnlll!.11.JJI Report 
LJH advised drat the report is still being finalised_ De.lays have arisei1 flrough 
data oo:llatioo issues and outstandi rig information from Ml?As_ Draft chapter 
has been circulated to I o:rth Yorkshire and Yorkshire Dales_ Humber and 
Soufu and West chapters will I be out early next week All ,oomments on draft 
chapters fro:m MPAs to, be returned to Secretary by 24th February_ Co:mplete 
report to, be published in March 

4. 2014 Srmvey 

North Y,orkshire - 5 farms in so far; 1 due back by end of March; others to be 
chased 

NE Lincolnsllire - No primary sites; 3 secondarry (1 now no:n operational),_ 
Comp eted_ 

N Lincolnshire - 112 surveys; 2 bad so fur; seoo 1dary surveys oo response so 
far_ 

Bradford - IPoor response so far from primary_ Small operators_ 

DonC.lSterlRothe.rham - 15 fonns g;o:ne out; 1 return so far_ La rg;e 
o\Mller/operato:r shift 1n last year_ 

BamsJey - 1110 information_ 

Yo:rt.:shire Dates National Part.: - no returns as yet 

Leeds- not sent forms out They will be sent out this mo:nth_ 

Wakefield - 2 have gone out and reruirns reoeivect 

Kirk ees - 5 surve·ys, 1 outstanding 

East Riding •- fom1s have gone o:ul:, slow respo:nse rate so fur_ 

Calderdale - no ~date (not at meeting) 

Sheffield - no Lllpclate (oot at meeting) 

MR said all M PA members should make the.i r returns_ 

Geoff Storey highlighted flat he was inoi'iOOSinglly seeing mndilions attached 
to planning permission to, mak,e annual returns_ 

5. arine Aggirega.te, Study 
This is now complete_ Max Rathmell (MR.a} summarised the results of the 
srudy. Copy of the repo:rt v.~11 be circulated with the minutes of the meefo-g_ 
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higi~lighted issue of ,ownership a11d rapacity an Hun ber (Association of 
British Ports main owner)_ Several MPAs raised if there v.ras guidance on how 
safeguarding should be addressed · · hen ports have e~ensive permitted 
development riglhts_ Humber MPAs interested as, study has interaction 'ln.l'i th 
wOJk on ilie-r lrnfrastructure l□ev,elopmenl: Plans in support of Local Plans that 
they 'WOuild need to look. at MR-a1 staled that the report looked at this IBsue_ 

6. MPA upd.ne 
Nlrnih Yorkshire - issues and optiom cansultrtio:r11 due to begin 15!1 February 

NIE Lincolnshire - issu:es and Qptions late 2012:; revised LOS to ,go to cab-net 
shortly;: preferred qptions summer 2014_ 

N Lincolnshire - no update in ra!ation to, mi 11erals policy 

Bradford - care strategy final ,oonsultatcon; submission spri ng/SUJmmer 2015_ 
Mi 11eral:s in allocations plan.. Separate waste DPD to fo llow_ 

Rotherham - examination in pu'lllic umfe.rway, main mocffific:atioos consultatto:n 
e;tJpected March 2014; Adoption late 2014 .. Sites documefllts fdllowir~g ,dose 
behind in early 201 :5_ 

Doncaster - Detailed sites at1d pol ioies document (enc:_ minerals), SUJbmittedl 
before Christmas; examination in pub ic expectee April 2014_ Waste Core 
Strategy is adopted_ 

Bams)ey - [)etai ed sites and place doouments ,consultation 2014;: adoption 
2015.. T 01M1 ce 1tra Area Action Plan being prepared alo:ngside _ 

Yorkshire Da es - have applica.tcon for railhead at Aroow (IHSA},.. DP i II send 
update oo minerals pdlicies to secretary_ 

Leeds - ado;pted INa.tural Resources and Wast,e plan_ Safeguardcn.-g pdl icy 
sulqject to suc,cessful h"g/h court challenge_ Pdicy being r1eviewed in light ,of 
challenge at1d consulltation du:e shortly. 

East Ridcn.-g •- Strategy; aHocatians and policies plan - examination in pul~lic 
summer 2014 _ Jocnt minerals pla1111 ii1h Hull .. 

Kirt ees - rurirentty reviewi:n.-g Local Development Scheme and way forward_ 

7. llndl!llsfry upda e 
Cro1M1 Estate (provided by VP on behalf of Gro'Wfl Esrate) - Vll'ish to bring 
attention of AWP M!ari rte Aggmg~.te ,capabillity and portfo!io report 2013 and 
website on marine aggregates_ Details have been sent to the Secretary and 
these will be forwarded on to AWP members fur cnformation. 

MIPA - MIR reporited that the Mineral Products Association training event on 
LAAs has been well attended and received _ rt looked to set out what the 
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ocess for AWPs revi,ewi11g I...AAs and signing them off_ The guidanoe note 
prepared between POS and MPA would be sgned off at a meeting of lhe POS 
minerals group on 2.8, February 2014_ lH advised that the Na.tio:ool Secretaries 
Group has be,g;u n to too'.k at -r;oRs for AWPs arnd Chairs .. The I oRs for the 
Secretariat are the contract mth OLG_ MR also ra1sed fuat they had Seefll an 
increase i11 reqJUests from MPAs for payments ID'll'i,l'afds road maint,enance 
ithrough s:27,8 agreements. GS stated that this v.ras usually siecrured throu:~ 
Ss59 agreements_ 

Lafa19e Tannac - · vmarf at 'WhitwoodMlakefreld h3S ,ceased taking material;: 
· · · at Quarry has been molhbal ed_ 

8. AOB 
ILJH asked whether AWP 'ii\VOllld be happy to move ro reporting a ten year 
a:ver~ge fl"Om next year.. The /¾. · · P agreed to ·this_ Dave Parish ,offered 
ass5tance to the Secretary to t.111dersta111d historical data and what had been 
done in the past ILJH accept,ed the offer artd would be in tou:ch to, discuss 1his 
follo\filing the meeting. 

Date of 11elC!'t meeting - Wed111esday 22° October 2014,, County I-tall, 
INorthal erton 
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Clleshire'..West-. & Ctiestefi Yorkstme & Hurnt)er Aggregate Working Party I 

Yorkshire & Humber Aggregate Working Pany 

Meeting 22 October 2014 2pm 

County Hall Northallerton 
Attendees: 

ark Anderson -Barnsley MBC 
David Atkinson - Lafarge Tarmac 
Ben Ayres - Hansoo 
lain Cunningham - North Lincolnshire 

atalie Durney-Knight - Secretary 
ike Hodges - Sherman Stone 

Carole Howarth - Bradford DC 
Helen McOuskie - Doocaster BC 
Dave Parish - Yorkshire Dales PA 

Item Descriotion 
1 Introductions 

2 Annual monitorioo data for 2013 

Vicky Perkin- North Yorks CC (Chair 
alcolm Ratcliff - PA 
ax Rathmell - Leeds City Council 

Ryan Shepherd - Rotherham BC 
Rob Smith - orth Yorkshire CC 
Geoff Storey - Aggregate Industries 
Andy Waimmght - East Riding 
Rachel ileman - Sheffield 
~ark rigley - Cro n Estate 

3 Annual monitorina procedures and dates 
4 Local Aaareoate Assessment reoorts 
5 Local Aaareoate Assessment orocedures 
6 West Yorkshire LAA 
7 North Yorkshire LAA 
8 Sheffield LAA 
9 Doncaster and Rotherham LAA 
10 Demand forecastina 
11 Communities and Local Government uodate 
12 Dutv to co-ooerate issues 
13 lndustrv and MPA updates 
14 AOB 
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rnntJroductions 
Vicky Perkiin (VIP), wel0omed everyone and invited everyorte to introduce 
themselves. 

2. Annual monitoring data. for 2013 
Natarie Dumey-lKni~ t IJNDK), outri n;e,d '!he current status of the AM1013 report 
and asked if at1y authorities v.rere having difficulty obta ining data. NDK stated 
if compJJ,ete set of data is not received by 1- November the report will be 

pre,~ared and published 'With data ga~- NDiK stated 1hat OLG were avmire of 
issues with data gatheri ng t h:is year. 

Max [Rathmell (MR.a) queried how much data had been reoeived by the 

Secretary, NDK COfilfiirmed appro:x1imate.ly 80 per cent data coverage h!ad been 
aohieved so fur_ 

ACTIO:N: All outstandif19 data to be sent to NDK by close of pay on FriMy 7tt1 
November 

3. Annual monitoring procedures and dates 
NDK stated that it was 1essential for furure mo 1itori rtg and reports to be 
prodlu:oed to the timetable ·denti:fied in previous meetings. NDK set out the 
ti meita!Jle for th,e AM20U monitoring as fdl lo"MVS: 

• Mbn ito:11119 forn11s to be sent ID Mirteral Planning AUilhorities 111 

December 
• Mbn ito:ling farms to be issued by MP.As to industry in January 

• .All cdllated data to be rerurned to NID'K by March 

Geoff Storey (GS} stated that Ja11uary was the most appmp iate time for forms 
to be issued as industry v,uuild already be undertaking monitoring artd 
providing d!ata for other purposes. 

ACTION: Survey forms ID be sent to IMIPAs December. MPAs to issue fom1s 
January. 

4. Local Aggregate Assessnilent reports 

IN DK stressed the im,po:rtmce of Loral Aggregate Assessments and how vital it 
is that all aurlhorities com,plete one - indudin;g those wilh oo lartd--v,ron 

aggregate mirterals sites. 

!Mark Anderson 'J[MA) stated tt"lat Barnsley · ere struggling to p oduce a111 LAA 
due to, the lack ,of resouroes a111d expertise.. Malcolm Ratcliffe (MR} queri,ed 

'1/iihether there was the potential for jo:i nt 1.rorking. Rachel Wileman ~W) 
confirmed tnrn: Sheffield v.rere keen to e>:!plo:re this option 'With Bmnstey and 
that rontaci: v.rou d be made. 
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: Barnsley and SheffLeld to rexp!o:re joint v.rorking for LAA purposes_ 

5. [local A.ggr,egat,e Assessli7lflle'11t p:roceolluires 

IND:K reiterated the procedtmes for Loca I Aggregate Assessments that have 
been set out in fue meetings of the AWP oo 7 February 2014 and 25 Jiu ly 
2013: 

• Loral Aggregate Assessrne 11ts to be submitt,ed to the A · IP by the rend 
of~rch 

• Secretary to oimuilate the LAA.s for co:nsulta -on il'll April I [Mary ~b:Ult orily 
when full suit,e of documents have been rooe.ived) 

• Secretary v.~11 prepare AWP viei.v for dESrussio:n and sign off at meeting 
in Ootober 

IND'K re.iterated th.ru the Secretary v.rou d not be sending ilflldividual ILAAs 
around fur ooMultation p ior to a fu'I I suite of docunnents being received and 
stressed that therre is, not the resour,oes for lhe Secretary to facilitate fflhis_ IN D'K 
also strn:ed that MPAs are free to ooMuilt on thcir own LAAs prior to 
suibmission andlor AWP ,oonsultation_ 

Cardle Howarth (OH) queried whether there wouild be a ,cutoff point m ,en the 
AWP 'Will send out LMs fuat have been reooiV1ed_ NDK advised that there 
was no rutoff poil'llt in place at present but th:is oouild be ,considered i 
ooMulrntion wnh Cl G_ 

[. · R 1emphasised the 11eed to move towards consistency and ithe 11eed to, get to 
a point where data can be in,putted eas_ly_ MR infol'l'liled the group that some 
MPAs are ro:nsu'lting on LMs fu[ly and queried what level of pu'b11ic 
ooMuliration is being undertalken and the need for oot1SiSl1ency_ CH ql!leried 
who is resporrisib e fur fu,e co 11su'lration .. ··. DK confirmed that it is the 
responsibnl ity af the -· dividual MPA.s to carry out ,consulltatio · - the Secretary 
'Will o 11ly ,consl!llt with AWP members .. 

ACTIO:N :: r DK to lia5e ith Communities and local GoV1emmerrit r1egardi ng 
oUJtoffs.. VP to write to Heads of plann:i ng requesting confirmation of m el her or 
not a.uth.-arilies, wi II be pmducil1lg LMs ar!ld by · . t-ten_ 

6. West Yorksh1ire l M . 
OH ,oonfinned that ithe W es,t Yolkshire ILAA is based on 20112: data and was 
suibmilited to lhe AWP Secretary i111 May 2014_ leeds Oity Region umtertook 
ooMull:ation from 23 September to 20 O ctober 20·14_ A response v.~11 be sent 
to all representations, received_ MR ,oonfirmed that M1nernl Products 
Assooiaho:n con men'ts woold be late_ 

ACllON: MR to suibmit M PA resp :mse to ,oonsultation a.sap_ 
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o:ra ndum of lllnd e.rstl nd i'rtg 
Yro:r'kslh ire a nd Humbe.r w ·aste Technic,a l A clv1i s,o:ry B ody l[Y&Hl WTA!B) 

July 2014. 

1 . I ntroduc · o:n 

1.1 Ea c Un iits.ry, Ccrunty a nd 1Nsf o al Pa . ut'hcl' s;p iing fo 
s1Jstai alb · 'il\Sste ms.nageme.nt - t'he~ a ea a.nd fo r the IP · I [P .ns 
· ~•hidh add er=-:s \\'aste . 

1 .2 Se , - 11 11 0 of the Locs · M Act sets o·ut a duty ro ooo[Perate-- e t- 11 to IP .nn g 
of s1Js:ts-nable deve'kl,p:liliiE!·nt. nder 'io'hiioh IP nniing a utllO' - - s. aire equiired to 
engage oonstruclive . acliive!ty, and o n a n o ngo~ng basis - any [Process wie:re 
the e aire c oss-, .oundary. --,srues o - pacts. 

1 .3 :nal P n-.ng P P 
· to ooo;pe a e oss a 

bi:::nm OS'£! ' vh ich ' define 
[R@mQ . d ste =- . e 1 

e JC!pects csl IP s ito demcuistrate ewde.n . awng effe · 
ooo;peiated to IP · cross-bounds - - . agira[P 18 1 
"ite,sts; of s.,oundness• it]pa ira 182) a eq - g autho - ie-s to • \ \0 

the-r neig lbou ::-: to lbe ·[Po !ty [P:re;paired· a IP see to rm,eet ·unrm,e t 
equ- enmernts f O Jilil neiglhlb . autho - ies · · .ss-o11ab to do set ; and to 

be ·ettectw-e· a IP .n sh ouk:l lbe 1based 011 effect- • ·\O ing 011 c.ras.s-bound.sry. 
st rategiic. [P:OO - ~ s'. 

2 .1 ihe [P 'Ull'[Pose of th-- IM-e:rrni andullilil -- ro unde 
oo lbo .at- lbe -ee .n the Waste P nniing A Ullililb er 

g st rategic cross-bound.airy te 111 - g fo • \'aste 

2 .2 It sets out etters of ag eement , e et- g ifille S"Jf - of oo--0perat- :n e • 'looeen ifille 
Pa · s to ifille IMe:rrnira.nd1um. 

3 . A'i:m s 

3 .1 e lliflemo.randum !has the fo . \ ·ng lb' oad a~lililS: 

,■ to ens-u e tha t IP nned p· 1i · :n fo:r • va5te I snageme.nt · the Yo· 
!Humb er A.rrea · - oo-o d. ated , as farr as · - [POS=-"b ; and 

and 

!g._ e.nslJ e tha t the a[P;p oaoh to \laste 
I umb er Arrea ·- oo:ns'stent as [POSS: b 

· g thirouglhoUil: ifille Yo s'ti"re a.nd 
en autha - - s . 

,■ W.IP ovjcje a 'O for the a:n-go :n and otHo;pe at·o11 beh \lE!e.n • \\Bste 
IP nn· g a · the Ya - :1, · e imber A.ires . 
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l!jm i1iafi ons 
.1 lhe IPa.rliies to the 1Memo:rand1ullilil eoogn· illhat illhere not a 'ii'B y.s lbe fulll 

agreement , · , iesp ect to a I of the ·-s ues on ,lhiid , they a 'i.!'E! a duty to ooo;perate . 
Fo tlie avoidanoe of dou lbt . tli" . IMe1ililD:randullilil s'h.s 111o t fetter tlie d·- e · n of any 
of the Pa1rli s e t· :n to any of · - st:st uto:ry. [PO\\leIS and dut· s , and ·- o t 
. tended to lbe gallly lb" d. g . 

.5 . Agreement, feJ'11Tl s ,off 1refBren ce a1nd II iaii s,on 

.5 .1 A fo:milsl !body , to lbe nown as the Yo· -h ire and umber '111/aste echnical Ad .·-!D:ry 
Body fi(&J 'II A B) s.ha lbe set U[P . • · · a amed offi · · of an a(P;pro;p · te levei and 
no \ dge-assigned to iihe !body 1i om earn [Party. 

5 .2 Ea c:11 [P,arty 11ill S1J[P;po:rt oo-o;perat· :n lby [Providing oti· c:ti"i.re and autho· • a ti"i.re 
tec:11111· I advice o:n su .st:s· a 'il'Bste nagernient. 'ii'B.:-fe managernient data . 
·-sues. and deve ;pment [POOO:ies and IP o;poss - to other k:Jcsl autho • ie,.s, LIE P"s 
and re-seall"ch · s · utiio:ns and oiganiss · 11s such as 'II R.A.P. and · dusmy. · c udmg 
the • \SSte 1MBnagement ·ndustry . 

.5 .3 lhe 1Pa ies • II see to ensu e . • \\here [P(:r-- b and in aco::m:lanoe \ · [PiBIIEgira[Ph 
::1] .1 . .fus!i iihe 1MBtte.rs agreed thm uglh the Y&JH 'II' A B are efiected ·n k:Jcal IP ns iiha t 
ithey IP e;pa ire; th"- in · udes ithe a cat·o of snes . 

5 . · aooount of the mstteTS ised thm uglh the Y&J 'II . A B ·n the 
oo:nsxlers t· :n of IP nn·ng B[P;p · · :ns fo:r \\Sste MSnage '.lililE!nt · ithe · aff!a and o ther 
.s !l"eas · "'. · Yo -s.1, · e .and IHulliftlber A!rea . 

.5 .5 e [PB ies • · inate no \wedge and a 'il'B ener.:.s of a t· :nal [POficy and good 
IP ' aci!iDe on the sust:s·nalb ms agement of mate·· I esoumes ·n the Yo·· -h ire and 
I umber Area 

.5 .6 lhe [PB ies · · . th ouglh the Y&l 'llil'fA B. IP ov.Jde oo ment on 1Sste MSnagement 
and \'il'BSte IP [PO adv.j,c,e and guidanoe iihat MS'!{ !have e va11ce or 

• 1Sste llilil<.m agernient ·n iihe Yo -h · e and umber A!res . 

.5 . lhe [PB ies , ilhmuglh the Y& H 'Iii . · · 8 . • · II IP e;pa e a egu r e;po setting out !key 
• 'il'Bste , snageme11t and • 'il'Bste IP nn·ng trends ·n the Yo - ·re and umbe a.rea . 
·n o.rder oo !he iden tify c ross-!bou1nda.ry ·- - ues and IP o -wde a oo text fo:r c:al IP n 
MS ·ng and mo:niito· ·ng 

.5 .8 lhe [PSI · s s'h.s fo1ilil7P.3 · ise th ouglh the Y&l V . A B .and th·- s11.s llilileet at ast 
3 times eac:11 year. IMinute,.s s1la lbe ;pt of thei.se meetings , to · c de d·- 'Us:s· :ns 
and decis· ns . 

.5 .9 lhe En · o:nment Agency s1la lll lbe a party to a I · foJilililstio:n . d iscus.5.· n and s a lbe 
·m.ruted ito iihe Y&JH 'II . A B meet· gs . 0:msxlers t· :n s1la lbe gnren to the ·n'fM:9 · n of 
iihe · \\Sste IMBnagenment · dustry and enwro:nmentsl o g.sn·- stions . 

6 . T1i me s,callle 

6 .1 lhe IMemo:randullilil of Understanding ·- fo a tw.o-yes 1r [Pe.riiod to July 2 16 . It •, II lbe 
e1i 1-ed annua Iv lbv the Pa · s to est:s lb -h ow effecti"i.re · as !been and • • ethe.r 

any ch anges aire eq1uired . e resu - of the e1i w . · II lbe e;po:rted at Y&JH 'II . A B 
meetings and eoo ded ·n illhe , ~nutes . 
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,aste Pl,annin,g rQffi,cers M1eeting 

4 April .20 11 4 

'il 0.00 ,an1 

Pink R10,o rn, 1Co u nty Ha II, No rtha nerto n 

Ao;ernaa 

1. w ·e1come an d lntr,odL1ctiorus 

:2 . Backgr,oL1n d an d pll rp:ose of the meeting (inclll ding d'iscL1ss ion ,on th e nee d for 
furth er meetirugs aru d p:oterutia l otl'iler mearus of ac.l'il ievirug ooop:eratioru aru d 
coordiruation in waste plarun irug ). 

3. Update on cL1rrent pos ition with waste plans 

4. Address ing tl'il e OL1ty to Cooperate: 
What are th e key 'cooperation' issues we ne edl to address? 
· 'hat work has/is currently ta king place? 
· hlat fllrth erwork is nee ded an d how r00L1 ld it be J)rog resse dl? 

5. UJ) dlate fro m the Elruvironment Agen cy oru waste dlata work aru dl issL1es 

16 . Annua l waste su rveys 
• Are th ey required? 
,. How to secL1re cooperation of indL1stry r(inc.l L1 ding th e sma ll er operators) to 

res pon d 

7. Cross-bo undary oonsu ltation on major waste apJ) li cations 

,8. Aruy othler bus iruess 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 
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111 A;p iri'I 2014 

Pt111 11k ltoom. C<ou nty Hallll_ Nol1frlal .el1lo111 

U st of A.tte dees 

\11i cky Perik i 111 

Rob Smith , Jam e.s Whiteley 

Pau'I Co p e1 arna 

J ern rn if er Dar ms 

Caro I e Ho? arth 

Am:ilrea MoMlll an 

Max Rath m el I 

J ohn Roberts 

Sh irley Ross 

Phi lli pW ads .orth 

G I enn W ak.efiel a 

Craig W oolmer 

J o an n e Coo per, Lo' i.se Mi!m_iij_ 

On1a Iii isatio1i11 

No rth Y orks'hire Cournty Courncill 

Ca1 d erd a1e Counc'il 

H Lt1 I Oity Courn oil 

BraC!l fo rC!I MD Co' ncil 

I\Jorth York Moors NP 

Miaa lesbro ghCounoil ( on behalf of Tees 
Va11 ey .;!l,/ut'h orit1es) 

LeeC!l .s City Go urn cil 

City of Y o rk Coun ci I 

East R'i C!I i ng of York.shi1re Courmil 

Don caster MB Co n c:i I 

~ r~~ Cmmci l 

NE Lin co Ins hire Counci I 

Bnv irn nm ent Ag ency 
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orkshire & Humber 
Waste T1echni,c,al Advis,ory Body 

110.00 am 

Pink Roo n1, C10 u nty Ha II , No rtha llierto n 

1. w ·e1com e alil dl lliltro dluctiolil:s 

:2 . Matters Arising from previoU1:s meeting 

3. lJl p:date on CUI rre nt p o:s iti o lil wit hi wa:ste p I a lil:S 

4. Update f rom EA on cmrent i.s.sU1 e:s 

5. York:shl ire & Humber ·· 'PA'.s Metlilo ralildum of Ulil der.stalildi ng1 

6. Yorks hi ire & H U1 m be r · a:ste Po:s iti o lil .State me lilt - Ke,y tlil e:s:s a g e:s a lil di p:ri o riti e:s for 
f UI rth er WO rlk 

1 . Add're:s:s in g thl e D U1ty to Goo p:e rate: 
·• Wh at a re th e fmy ''cooperation' i:s:s U1 e:s we nee di to a ddre:s:s·? 
•• Wh at work hi a.sli.s CUI rre liltly ta ki lil g p I ace? 
·• What furthl erwork i:s nee ded alil dl hlow coU1 ldl it be prog re:s:s ed? 
·• Co:n:sU1 ltatiolil thre:shlo lds f,or :strategic c.ro:s:s boU1 ndary wa:ste movetlilel'ilt:s 
·• Net :s e lf-:s Ulffi cie ncy 

8. Gon:sl!l ltatiolil Olil tlilajo r wa:ste app li catiolil:s alil dl ililf ra:strn ctme 
·• E:sta b I i:s him e lilt of a th re:s ho Id re ql!I ire me lilt 

·9. Impacts of lilon-bU1 ilt LACWIG&I fac·ilitie:s on Lalil df ill Capac.it'f 

10. P1U1b li cation of National Alann ililg Po li cy for Wa:ste 

11 .Any oth er bl!ls ine.s:s 
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!Yorkshire & Humber Waste Technical Advisory Body 

6111 November 2014 

Attendee 

Vicky Perkin, Rob Smith 

Carole Howarth 

Dave Parrish 

Louise Milwain 

Max Rathmell 

David Marjoram 

Paul Copeland 

Jennifer Downs 

James Barker 

lain Cunningham 

Pink Room, County Hall, Northallerton 

List of Attendees 

Organisation 

North Yorkshire County Council 

Bradford MD Council 

Yorkshire Dales INP 

Environment Agency 

Leeds City Council 

Middlesbrough Council (on behalf of Tees 
Valley Authorities) 

Calderdale Council 

Hull City Council 

Kirklees Council 

North Lincolnshire 
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10 rks hi~ ,&. Hu mb,er 
Waste T1echni,c,al Achtis,ory Body 

4th M,a rich 21015, 

.2.100 pm 

Jacobs W,el I, Bradf,o rid M BC. Co u n1ci I Offi,ces , Bradfo rid 

Agr,e lil.d\a 

1 .. · · eloom e and lrntrodl!l ciiorn.s 

2 .. Matte r.s Ari.s'i Iii g fro t11 previ o L!I.S t11 e eti rn g 

3 .. LI p:date on cu rre rnt p o.s iti on witl'il wa.ste p I a rn.s 

4. lJ p:date from EA o rn CUI rre rnt i.s.s L!I e.s 

5 .. Yorks l'il ire & HumberWPA'.s Memorarndum,of l.Jl nder.starndirng 

i6 .. Yorks hi ire & 1H umber w ·a.ste Pos ition State me rnt - Updating 

7 .. Address ing th e Dllty to Cooperate: 
• Net s e lf-s Lll ffi c.ie ncy (NYCC Paper) 

8 .. Gon.sll ltation on major waste app:li cation.s and infrastmctl.l re 

,g_ lmpact.s of non-bll ilt LACW/G&I facilitie.s orn Landfill Capacity. 

10. Hereford'Js l'il ire Loca l PJarn - PilN S Mirn era l.s and Wa.ste Pire limirna ry Note 

11 . Amy oth er b LI.S i rn e.s.s 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 
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1miksti iire &. H1.1m1beirWaste Teoh11 icall A.dv i,s,mry Boay 

4111 IMa d'I 2015 

L.Ji,st o f Attendees 

Att~Hilctee Or1ga lilisatio:m 

James W hite'ley, Rob Smith North York.shire County Counci I 

Carn I e H o>r a:rth Braafo rd MD Co· ncil 

James Ba:r'k er Kjirk lees Co rn ci l 

Pa I Co pel and Cal al erdl ale Courncil 

Dave P.a:rris h Yorksh ire Dales NP 

James D nh am East Rial i ng of Yorkshire Council 

J o a·rn n e Coo per Bnv i ro nm ernt Agency 

Crai g W ool m er NE Li rn oo Ins hire Cournci I 

Matth er ·J oy Barns ley Co· moil 

Max Rath m el I Leeals City Co rn cil 

Iain Oum rn i rngham North Lincolrnsh'ire 

Pm i 11 i p Waals ' orth Don caster MB Co· noil 

J ernrn if er Do;·• ms H II C ity Co• rn c'il 
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1ork,shire &. Hurnbier 
Waste T1ec.hni,cal Advisory Body. 

.24th1 Jun1e 20 Si 

2.00 pm 

Env.•ironrnent Agency Ofti,ces, Lateral, Leeds 

1. Welcome al'ild lntroductiol'ils 

2. Matters Arisil'ilg f rom previous meetil'ilg 

3. Ctlal'ilg es to EA Col'ilsu ltation Pirocedures 

4. Lllp:dlate f rom EA Ol'il cmrel'ilt issues 
,. WRW Gu idarnce arndl Data Sources 

.5 . Up dlate on cu rre l'ilt poiSiti on with waste pi a rns 

6. Yorksh ire,& Humber : -' PA's Memoral'ildumof Lllnderstam1ing 

1 . Yorksh ire s .. Humber·,: aste PioiS itiorn Statement- Updating 

8. Address ing the Duty to Cooperate 
,. Ua ison with Leeds City Region/i/1lestYorkshire CombinedALlthority 

9. Gonsultatiol'il on maj or waste app li cations al'ild infrastru cture 

1 a. Distri et He at Networks 

11 .Al'ily othe r bl.ls il'il es.s 
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Atte lilli'ee 

V1i ck.y Perk i rn (Chair}, 
Rob Smith , 

Carn I e H OY.arth 

.J1 0ann eCooper, 
llo ·is e M'i!mLD, 
Sa.m Kipmrn g, 
Rach e1 .Jl r:rnes 

·• ax Rath mell 

lleo O I i•ite:r 

.Jl enrn ifer DO'~ .ns 

Oh1r'is Harns orn 

Iain Ol[fil rn i rngham 

24 Jur11e2-0 5 

Bl!llv i irol!llmer11t A!gel!ll,cy Offices~ Late:ra1~ Leeds 

List 10,f Attem:!ees 

Or1cm lilisar om 

North Yorkshire Co rnty Co rnci I 

Braafo ra MD Co l[filOil 

6nv i rn mm ent Ag erncy 

Lee as City Co n cil 

D rh am Co rn zy.- Co' nci I 

H II Citi.(Counoil i(a1.s:o irepresenting 6ast 
Ria i rn g of Yorks hire Co rncil) 

Sheffi eM Oity Co' nci l 

r-.J o rth ILi rn col nshi re 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 
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Tees Valley Development Plans Officers Meeting 

Wednesday 22ncl May 2013 2_00 pm - 4_00 pm 

Committee Room 3, Town Hall , Darlington 

Agenda 

1_ Apologies for Absence 

2_ Minutes of Previous Meeting held on 13 November 2012 
(Attached)_ 

3_ Cross Boundary Issues Work Programme Update (Standing Item) 

4_ Local Development Framework Progress (Standing Item)_ 

5_ Update on ohanges at Catterick Garrison (JH) (Attached) 

6_ Gypsies and Trave llers 

7_ North East Design Review Memorandum of Understanding: John Devlin, 
NEDRES (TV DPOs) 

8_ Tees Valley Natural Network mapping (TV DPOs) 

g_ Consultation on further reforms to CIL regulations (TV DPOs) 

10 _ Consultation on the North Yorkshire/City of York/North York Moors .J oint 
Minerals & Waste Plan (TV DPOs) 

11 _ Any other Business_ 

A ttendanrie 
VailerieAdams (VA}: DarlingtonBoroughCmmci il 
Mike AH um (MA} Durham County Council 
Graeme Smith (GS) Durham County Counciil 
Tom BritcUff e (TB} Hartlepool Borough Council 
Martin Coileclo]Jg_h (11C}: MiddilesbroughBorough Cou ncil 
Sarah Housden(SH}: North Yark Moors N atfonalPa:rkAuthority 
Rob Smith (RS}: North Yorkshire County Cou ncil 
Ailex Conti (AC}: Redcar and Clevefa:nd Borough Council 
John Hilles (JH}: Richmondshire District Council 
David Hand (DH}: Scarborough Borough Council 
Rosema.ryYoung(RY}: Stockton on Tees Borough Council 
MaJcolm Steele (MS} Tees VaHey Unlimited 
Danieil Ashe- DadingtonBorough Council 
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Valley DevelQpmemt Plamis Officers 

DI.ID. Neig)ilbm.irililOI Plalillililil,O AU1il:l11corities IM:eetililO 

IMondlay 23rd Septembcer 2013 2.00 pm - 4.00 pm 

Committee Room 1, T,own Hall , Darlin gton 

1. Apo log ies f or Abse nce 

2. Minutes of Pirevious Meetin g heldl on 22nd May 2013 
ffittam ru1l 

3 . C ross Bo un dlary Iss ues Work Arogramme Update (Standing Item) 

4 . Loca l Pilan Arogress (Stand'in g Item). 

5. Tees ValleyWaste Ma nagement SPD (VA) 

'6. Update on Min era ls and Waste (IRS ) 

7 . D ur,h am County Co uncil Piopu lati on and Household Amj eotions ,~G s ) 

,8. Rich111onds h'ire uoca l Pilan Co re Strategy Housing Develop111e ntTarget 
Review,(.JH ) 

9. Pe rmitted Developme nrt Rig hits- DC LG Co nsll ltati on 0111 Greater 
f le)iibilities fo r changeof use ,(VA) 

10. Consultati on on C LG draft planning practice gll id'ance ,(VA) 

11 . Eingagementw ith NH S IPiroperty Services ,(yA) 

12. Campa ign fo r Rea l Ale - Arotectin g loca l pllb<S (VA) 

13. Any other Bm in ess .l 
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A ttendanrie 
Valerie Adams (VA}: Darlington Borough Council 
Mak ohn Steele (MS) - Tees \Tai.Hey Unlimited 
Martin Jefferson (MJ) - Tees VaUey U nlirrnted 
Mat thew CH:fford (MC) - Stockton Borough Council 
Alex Conti (AC) - Redcar & Cleveland Borough Council 
Rob Smith (RS) - North Y mrkshire County Council 
David Walker (DW) - Scarbm,oughBornugh Council 
John Hiles (JH) - Richmondshire District CouncH 
Piers Elias (PE) - Tees Valley Unlimited 
David U she:r (DU) - Durham County Council 
Graham Smitih (GS) - Dn:rhamCounty Council 
Katy Waldock (KW) - DarHngtonBorough Council 

jTees Valley Deve lo;pme rn1t PlalikS Officers 

IMeetimg1 

Fri dlay 2 May 2 014 2 .00 p,m - 4 .00 pm 

C onfe rence Room 2 , Mlln icipal Bll il d'in g,s , .Sto ckton-on-Tees 

1. Apo log ies f or Ab,s ence 

2. Min Lites ,of Pirev iolls Meetin gi.s held ,on 27 .J anllary :2014 and 1 Cl March 
2 014 (attached) 

3. L!o ca l Pilan Piro gress (Standin g Item) 

4. Dlltv to C o-operate - Llp dlate on requirements 

5. .Strateg ic Hous in g Matters 

6. Amy other Bllsin ess in cludin g date ,of Next 111 eetin g. 

Attendance 
Valerie Adams (VA} Darlington !Borough Council 
Andrew McCormack (Hambleton District Council ) 
Rachel Pillar (RP) - North Yorkshire County Council 
David Hand (OH) Scarborough District Council 
Mark Mien (MM) - Redcar & Cleveland !Borough Council 
RosemaryYoung (RY} -Stockton Borough Council 
!Katherine Whitwell (KW } Middlesbrough Council 
Malcolm Steele (MS) - Tees Valley Unlimited 
Martin Jefferson (MJ) - rees Valley Unlimited 
Andrew Carter (AC} - Hartlepool !Borough Council 
!Isabel Nicholls (IN) - Stockton Borough Council 
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Tees Valley Deve~opmelil1t Plans Officers Meeting 

25 S6pf:emb er .20114 ·10.1::!11'.ll am - 12..ll) pm 

Conference Ro om 2, · u i c·pal Bujld ings, Stockto -on-Tees 

Agend:1 

11. Apo ogjes for Absence 

2. · 1nurtes 1of Pre'Miious ~ eting held on [afu1ched)1 

4. Duty to Cooperate Men oranda of Under standing 

• Tees Vi!rlle,y 
• DLllriharn 
• North Yoriksrn · e 

5. Duty to Cooperate S ehedule 

6. Duty to C0-0perate I ss . es 
• Tees Va1lley Loe-al Agg regate Assessment 
• Slira egic Ha sing · alters 

7. Any oHle r busi ess including date of next meefi g 

Attendance 
Gavin Scott (GS) - Durham County Council 
Graham Banks (GB} - Hambleton District Council) 
Rob Smith (RS) - North Yorkshire County Council 
David Hand (OH} Scarborou_gh District Council 
Alex Conti (AC) - R,edcar & Cleveland Borough Council 
RosemaryYoung (RY) -Stockton Borough Council 
Katherine Whitwell (KW) Middlesbrough Council 
Matthew King (MK} - Hartlepool Borough Council 
Sarah Housden (SIH) - North Yorkshir,e Moors National Park Authority 
!Isabel Nicholls (IN) - Stockton Borough Council 
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Tees Valley Develiop:menrt PI .ms Officers Mleefing 

22 Jam.mry 2Cl115 114 .. 00 pm1 - 16.Cl1D pm 

GroL1nd Flloor Conrerence Rioorn, Tow Ha I, .filoc1'i.ton-on-T·ees 

1.. .Ap • ogies for Absence 

2.. ·inutes of pre · ous meetings hel d on 25 S~J)temb er ;and 23 0 cfober (aititi ;a:ched) 

4. Tees V;al ley Local A,ggregares Assessrnen 1(Attilu:hed) 

5. ILG Research l?rojecl - Five Year Housing Land SL1p;ply 

6- Strategic Ho . sing Market Assessm en - letter from DCl G to the Pl."IDnmg 
lnspectom1!.e (attacihed )1 

1. DarlingtO' Ap;pe;al Dec· iorn: Land off Sad lJer e Road, iddleton St George 
(Inspector's reporl: ii ttached)1 

8. TVU ~ paool Planning Sessiion (r~po .s attached) 

9- North Yoriksh - e S b -regio l o ca1 .Aggregate A ssessm.en 

1 IJ. . otalion of c airrnanship 

11. Amy ollller business 

Attendance 
Gai in Scott {GS), - Durham County Cmmcil 
Graham Banks (GB) - Hmnbleb:m D isl rict Counoill) 
Rob Smiith (RS.) - Nolrtlhl Yorksll ire Collnty 0 01mcfl 
David Hand (DH) Scal1x:irough Diistrtct Counci 
Alex Conli {AC) - Red.car & Oleveland Borough Courncill 
Rosemary Young (RY} - Stockton Borough C-ou11 oil 
Katherine Wh" ell] (KW ) M'iddlesbroug'h Council 
Mattllew Ki·ng ,(M K), - Hartlepool Boroug'h Councill 
Sarah Housd:en (SH} - North Yorkshire Moors · ation:al Part A.utl'llority 
lisabel Nicholls ( IN), - Stodk.ton Borough Council 
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jrees Va lley. lJllevel'.o;, ment Pta 11 s Officel[s IMeetrnig 

7 J ly 2 15 14.00 pm - 16.00 pm 

Conferen ce Roo m 4, Redcar & Oleve1and House, Redcar 

1. Ap o I o gies fo r Abs ern ce 

2. PASS pp ort 

3 . Mi rn Uite.s of p rev i o m eeti rn g h e'.ld on 02 J1 n e ( attach ed) 

4. Lo ea.I PI an arn cl C l L Pro gre.s.s ( Standing Item) 

5 . Duty to Coo p er ate 

6 . /J,/ny other b i ne.s.s 

7 . Date and T ime of nexit meeting: 
18' A g 1JSt, 2 p m-4 p m, I nv-estm ent S ite Room 2, Red car & C l ev eland H ou.se 

Attendance 
Alex Conti (AC) - Redcar & Cleveland Borough Council 
Rosemary Young (RY) - Stockton Borough Council 
Katheri ne Whitwell (KW) - Midd lesbrough Council 
Valeri e Adams (VA) - Darli ngton Borough Council 
Matthew King (MK) - Hartlepool Borough Council 
Graeme Smith (GS) - Du rham County Council 
Rob Smith (RS ) - North Yorksh ire County Council 
Steve Wilson (SW) - Scarborough Borough Counc il 
Adam Dodgshon (AD) - Plann ing Advisory Service 
Gary Baker (GB) - Redcar & Cleveland Borough Council 
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·Sent 
To:: 
·Sub,jlKt: 

Dear Mr Wood ey, 

it:a Co 

North Yodrshire C-ou nr · I. City of Y,Dik Counr andl orlh Y,o:m · oors Na'tio:rr Park. i3!'e devi 

LN 

Mi r a1s and · !V.aste• Jo in; Pfa ,CQVi ·1191 - e - ree authority a,;eas_ 1i e 2Cl 1 1Lr::,ca'1i9lilil Act requires · 
autharifies to ~rate• vri ' oth specified bod s. inc1 LJl ' g Local · atone Partnerships. in the 
p:ireparatio , · deve1c,pment p n ,documents i relation to, s il.ateg.ic matters.. 

'/fie• are cocrt.ac:mng1 you beeai se• part of the in LocaJI N ,. Partnersh ip ar,ea ·• 

· · the i an ar,ea .and v.--.e • • e inb:iriest.ed ofin.d o ·you r view.s. ,on issues af mutu 
i p,;epBJra1:ian of the 

;ur.ed upon our ls91Jes. and Options Oonsul 'tio.n which iden." ed a 
, . e pmic" s which 1couldl be · eluded in · ·· . g:h 1he kml , 
,clo:sed di never the es"S e · · · · ·e ,en · 

ldl . . • ' reoeive cocnnen~ o ""'-',, .a......,, [Parlic.ul 
ldl apPfecia~ · - · elude• the . ·. n a'll..r ;al 

a.p • · · m men · . . dhapber S) andl . . . . · 
relev--ani: r .aree (see append iii: 1}. e ,consultation dooumems. are availab le view o.n ou:r 'li'l'!!!bsi _e: 
bt\p:/Awta aorrJJyor'ks,go•., uk!.a rticleafl21BfMjne03riS:::sl □d::wasne-;Jom,±-·p la□ 

[f )'O(J '1¥::lU ~ J.i:e. to, m eet to find ,mrt moFe a1boul: the · · i ra s .and . · aste•. o i · Pl'can andl BJreas. ,cf ccmrncm 
i · -. please d not hesii:a:e to get i · touc'h. 

You . n,i:e;r;e 

Mi . o iru Pfan Tiearni! 
01600 

Duty to cooperate summary document Preferred Options stage 

2t Invitees and attendees for site panels held in February and March 2015 

Invitees for site panels 

Ian Smith Heritage England 

John King Natural England 

Merlin Ash Natural England 

Sally Parker Environment Agency 

Sara Robin Local Nature Partnership 

Dr Tim Thom Local Nature Partnership 

Caroline Skelly North York Moors National Park 

Alison Cooke City of York Council 

Rebecca Harrison City of York Council 

Stephen Brown Craven District Council 

John Hiles Richmondshire District Council 

Paula Craddock Ryedale District Council 

Pate Harrap Scarborough Borough Council 

Steve Wilson Scarborough Borough Council 

Andrew McMillian Selby District Council 
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Simon Hartley Harrogate Borough Council 

Julia Casterton North Yorkshire County Council 

Ruth Benson North Yorkshire County Council 

Rachel Pillar North Yorkshire County Council 

Clare Dance North Yorkshire County Council 

Colin Holm North Yorkshire County Council 

Ian Burgess North Yorkshire County Council 

David Cole North Yorkshire County Council 

Rob Smith North Yorkshire County Council 

Stuart Edwards North Yorkshire County Council 

Mark Young North Yorkshire County Council 

Gail Falkingham North Yorkshire County Council 

Lucie Hawking North Yorkshire County Council 

Tim Frennaux North Yorkshire Partnership Unit 

Attendees at site panels 

Ian Smith Heritage England 

John King Natural England 

Merlin Ash Natural England 

Sally Parker Environment Agency 

Sara Robin Local Nature Partnership 

Dr Tim Thom Local Nature Partnership 

Caroline Skelly North York Moors National Park 

Alison Cooke City of York Council 

Rebecca Harrison City of York Council 

Anthony Dean City of York Council 

John Hiles Richmondshire District Council 

Jill Thompson Ryedale District Council 

David Hand Scarborough Borough Council 

Tom Ridley Selby District Council 

Wendy Wright Harrogate Borough Council 

Julia Casterton North Yorkshire County Council 

Ruth Benson North Yorkshire County Council 

Rachel Pillar North Yorkshire County Council 

Clare Dance North Yorkshire County Council 

Colin Holm North Yorkshire County Council 

Ben Jackson North Yorkshire County Council 

David Cole North Yorkshire County Council 

Rob Smith North Yorkshire County Council 
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Contact us 

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

Tel: 01609 780780  Email: mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk 
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	Introduction 
	Introduction 
	Section 110 of the Localism Act 2011 sets out a statutory Duty to Cooperate in planning for sustainable development.  Under the Duty, planning authorities are required to engage constructively, actively and on a continuing basis where important cross-boundary issues (ie issues of relevance to more than one planning authority) arise. Planning for minerals and waste can, as a result of the operation of markets and the specialised provision sometimes required, give rise to strategic planning considerations bey

	Identification of significant cross boundary minerals and waste issues 
	Identification of significant cross boundary minerals and waste issues 
	1.0 This paper summarises how potentially significant cross boundary minerals supply and waste management issues have been identified and addressed during preparation of the Plan. It is intended primarily as a narrative document to accompany other information on how the Duty to Cooperate has been addressed. 
	1.1 In addition to the key specific issues identified in the Paper, it should be noted that the decision to prepare the Plan on a joint basis was itself in part a response to known issues of cross boundary significance between the three authorities.  These include in particular the existence of a joint arrangement between North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC) and City of York Council (CYC) for the management of local authority collected waste through the North Yorkshire and York Waste Partnership; known cro
	-

	1.3 Although this Paper is intended to provide summary evidence on how activity relevant to the statutory Duty to Cooperate has been used to help consider cross-boundary minerals supply and waste management issues, it does not constitute a record of all the activity undertaken by the three Councils, relevant to the Duty Cooperate, during preparation of the Joint Plan. Further information on how cooperation has informed the development of the Plan is contained elsewhere in the evidence base and supporting do
	1.4 A range of work has taken place on a cooperative or collaborative basis to help prepare the Plan.  Examples of this include the joint preparation (led by NYCC) and 
	1.4 A range of work has taken place on a cooperative or collaborative basis to help prepare the Plan.  Examples of this include the joint preparation (led by NYCC) and 
	subsequent updating of a Local Aggregates Assessment for the North Yorkshire Subregion; the production, also led by NYCC, of a Regional Waste Position Statement for Yorkshire and Humber and the establishment of a Yorkshire and Humber Technical Advisory Body for waste, and, the commissioning of a joint study of waste arisings and capacity requirements for the North Yorkshire Sub-region.  Engagement has taken place with other minerals and waste planning authorities, both within and beyond the Yorkshire and Hu
	-
	1


	1.5 In some cases, for example work on cross boundary movements of minerals and waste, the above activity has built on work carried out on these matters by NYCC and other relevant minerals and waste planning authorities prior to a decision to prepare a Joint Plan. Although such work is not referred to specifically in this Paper it has nevertheless contributed to the overall process of engagement in the identification and resolution of issues. 
	1.6 In order to guide identification, consideration and where necessary resolution of cross boundary issues, the following general approach has been, or is intended to be, followed by the three authorities; 
	Stage 
	Stage 
	Stage 
	Comments 

	Scoping of potentially relevant issues 
	Scoping of potentially relevant issues 
	Carried out at Issues and Options stage and through development and updating of the evidence base. Kept under review during preparation of the Plan 

	Communication with relevant DtC bodies (may be iterative process) 
	Communication with relevant DtC bodies (may be iterative process) 
	Carried out as part of an ongoing process throughout Issues and Options stage 

	Identification of priorities for further review 
	Identification of priorities for further review 
	Identified through review of information and views obtained during contact with relevant bodies 

	Identification of relevant issues requiring specific actions under DtC 
	Identification of relevant issues requiring specific actions under DtC 
	Undertaken during development of and consultation on preferred options 

	Formalisation of agreed position where necessary 
	Formalisation of agreed position where necessary 
	Undertaken between Preferred Options and presubmission stages where necessary 
	-


	Incorporation into Plan where relevant 
	Incorporation into Plan where relevant 
	Undertaken at pre-submission publication stage 


	Ie covering the four mineral planning authorities areas comprising North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council, Yorkshire Dales National Park and North York Moors National Park Authorities 
	1 

	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 4 
	A) Waste Issues 
	2.0 Initial scoping consultation on the Plan, together with further work commissioned specifically for the Plan in relation to waste arisings and capacity, suggested that movements of waste for management take place across the boundaries of the Plan area. This was further indicated by work undertaken by North Yorkshire County Council in 2014 on preparation of a joint Waste Position Statement for Yorkshire and Humber. 
	2
	3

	Stage 1 
	2.1 The Environment Agency’s waste data interrogators (WDI) were utilised to obtain data on movements of waste from North Yorkshire.  Initially this data was used to identify those other Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs) which appeared to receive significant amounts of waste from North Yorkshire. In order to identify relevant WPAs for the purpose of this correspondence and in order to focus on movements that are more likely to be of strategic relevance, initial threshold criteria were used. These were a min
	Stage 2 
	2.2 The WDIs were reviewed in more detail to identify specific facilities in other WPA areas which receive significant quantities of waste from North Yorkshire. The WDIs for 2010, 2011 and 2012 were reviewed for this task, in order to help gain an indication of any trends and to help offset the effects of any short term variability in waste movements. Initially, facilities were scoped in using a threshold of a minimum of 1000 tonnes input in any of the 3 years.  Facilities initially scoped in at this stage 
	1) Input of at least 10,000t in any of past three years (ie reflects facilities of all types and which receive, or have recently received, substantial tonnages of waste). 
	2) Input of at least 5000t in any of past three years and is not for transfer or inert landfill (ie reflects facilities which receive smaller tonnages but which may be of more strategic significance or more difficult to deliver). 
	3) Input of at least 1000t in each of past three years and is not for transfer or inert landfill (ie reflects facilities which have played a continuing role in recent years in managing waste arising in North Yorkshire, even where tonnages involved are relatively low). 
	4) Input of at least 1000t in a single year and is a facility which receives hazardous waste (ie reflects the relative scarcity of facilities for the management of hazardous waste). 
	2.3 Following application of the above criteria a further Table (Table 2) was produced identifying those facilities meeting the criteria, grouped by WPA(see Appendix 1d). These 15 WPAs (see Appendix 1e) were then contacted in writing in May 2014 to seek their views on the information obtained, particularly with a view to identifying any issues which may suggest that the previous movements of waste may not be able to continue in future, if necessary. Letters were tailored to specific WPAs (and in some cases 
	4 

	2.4 A summary of responses is provided in Appendix 1g. For the two non-responding WPAs, information was drawn from previous correspondence (ie responses to correspondence in November 2013) with those WPAs on cross-boundary matters to help gain an adequate understanding of the current position. This earlier correspondence did not reveal any issues considered to be of strategic significance. 
	2.5 In parallel with Stage 2, specific discussion took place via meetings with Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council and the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority on the relationship between those organisations and the management of waste arising in the area. This was to reflect the particular administrative circumstances of the Plan area. 
	2.6 A relatively small part of the North York Moors National Park Authority area falls within Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council which, as a unitary authority, has responsibility for waste collection and management within that part of the NYMNPA located within Redcar and Cleveland, whilst the NYMNPA remains the WPA. As a result of this discussion, a draft Memorandum of Understanding was reached between the Joint Plan authorities and Redcar and Cleveland to the effect that the North York Moors National Par
	Cleveland part of the National Park as this waste is already planned for within the Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Plan. In reality, the issue is of limited relevance as the amount of waste generated within the Redcar and Cleveland part of the Park is not significant and whether it is or is not included within the figures is unlikely to have any effect on the deliverability of the Plan. A copy of the draft MoU is included in Appendix 1h. 
	2.7 The Yorkshire Dales National Park is the WPA for its’ area but waste management functions for those parts of the National Park falling within North Yorkshire (ie excluding those areas located within Cumbria) are a responsibility of North Yorkshire County Council.  In practice the majority of waste arising in the Park (excluding mining and quarrying waste) is managed outside the Park and this situation is expected to continue as a result of policy constraints in the National Park.  A draft Memorandum of 
	Stage 3 
	2.8 Responses received during Stage 2 were reviewed to identify any residual issues which may require further consideration, in order to ensure that they are addressed adequately in the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. In practice, only very limited issues of potential significance were identified. These are: 
	2.9 The potential impact of the expected closure of Peckfield landfill in Leeds, possibly around 2019. Non-hazardous waste exported from the Plan area for landfill in this facility declined from over 30kt in 2010 to less than 10kt in 2012. The reason for this decline is not known but is likely to be a result of increasing costs of landfill combined with increasing availability of opportunities for diversion of waste from landfill.  If the reduction in export to this facility continues then the expected clos
	2.10 
	2.10 
	2.10 
	The impact of the cessation of receipt of biodegradeable waste at Cowpen Bewley landfill site in Stockton on Tees in summer 2014. From 2014 until 2023 the site is now only permitted for the deposit of non-hazardous, non-biodegradable waste.  Nonhazardous waste exported from the Plan area to the site in 2010 just exceeded the 5kt 
	-


	input criteria. No waste was recorded as being exported to this site from North Yorkshire in 2011 or 2012. It is therefore considered unlikely that, in practice, the change in status of this site will have any significant adverse impact on the management of waste arising in the Plan area. 

	Stage 4 
	Further considerations relating to hazardous waste, low level radioactive waste and reprocessing capacity 
	2.11 Particular consideration was given to hazardous waste exports.  This waste stream requires management at specialist facilities owning to its potential to harm health and the environment. As hazardous waste arises only in relatively limited quantities in the area it may be less likely that any capacity required will be delivered in the plan area for economies of scale reasons.  It is therefore correspondingly more likely that reliance will be required on capacity elsewhere, particularly for landfill, re
	2.12 For hazardous waste, for which specific data is available from the EAs Hazardous Waste Interrogator, information was also gathered on all known export destinations for 2011. This indicated that Hazardous waste was exported to 23 WPAs for management via a range of methods including transfer, recovery, other treatment, incineration and landfill. Many of these export movements were of very small quantities (of the order of a few 10s or 100s of tonnes per annum).  However, exports to a number of WPAs appro
	2.13 Correspondence with WPAs to which hazardous waste is exported was reviewed to identify any potentially significant factors which could limit the potential for similar 
	2.13 Correspondence with WPAs to which hazardous waste is exported was reviewed to identify any potentially significant factors which could limit the potential for similar 
	movements to occur in future if necessary.  Relevant correspondence was received from all WPAs. Two potentially significant issues arose from this correspondence: 

	2.14 The expected expiry of two time limited permissions for hazardous waste management in Kirklees if time extensions are not granted. However, examination of the data indicates that input of waste from North Yorkshire into these facilities is very small (a total of 247t in 2011) and Kirklees agreed in correspondence in May 2014 that the quantities imported are not considered to be of strategic significance). 
	2.15 The potential significance of the export of waste to Sheffield from North Yorkshire (data suggests that both non-hazardous and hazardous wastes are exported).  Sheffield City Council indicated that, whilst they saw no planning reason why import movements from North Yorkshire to Sheffield may not continue, they considered the level of imports to be significant and requested that this issue be addressed in the Plan. They also supported the need for wider consideration, at a Yorkshire and Humber level, of
	We would expect the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan to have regard to the export of waste to the Sheffield area both in terms of the volumes of waste exported for treatment, particularly of hazardous waste and in terms of the impacts associated with the handling / movement of waste in order to secure protection of the environment and human health. 
	I would suggest you could take account of this in the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan firstly through the revised waste hierarchy in the WFD which encourages options that deliver the best overall environmental outcome for the management of waste produced in your area.  The Hazardous Waste Strategy for England aims to encourage policies which lead to reductions in hazardous waste arisings and the wider application of the waste hierarchy to the management of hazardous waste. 
	Secondly, I would suggest the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan has regard to the proximity principle by ascertaining where the nearest appropriate installations are in order to secure the recovery or disposal of waste while ensuring a high level of protection to the environment and public health.  If appropriate the planning framework should identify sites and areas suitable for new or enhanced facilities to meet the waste management needs of your areas.  This principle is in line with PPS10 which requires com
	Thirdly, I would suggest that the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan takes account of infrastructure needs in planning for sustainable waste management to ensure 
	protection of the environment and human health. We welcome a more integrated approach to infrastructure planning towards low carbon transport solutions that minimise environmental impacts and secure protection of human health, particularly impacts on air quality and congestion. A strategic approach to infrastructure and waste planning that minimises unnecessary vehicle movements within the Sheffield boundary, particularly through the city centre or motorway corridor would be a welcome outcome of our coopera
	2.16 Although waste is exported from the Joint Plan area to Sheffield, the quantities are considered to be relatively small in the context of total arisngs/deposits in the respective areas. Waste exported to Sheffield is both hazardous and non-hazardous waste, mainly for transfer and treatment. The essential point within the response from Sheffield is their preference for waste arising in the Plan area to be managed in line with national policy principles relating to the waste hierarchy, community responsib
	2.17For LLR waste, less specific information is available. A survey of potential producers of LLR waste in the Plan area was undertaken in 2013 as part of work taking place on the Waste Arisings and Capacity Study (Urban Vision and 4resources).  Twenty-one organisations were contacted and provided with a survey response form (see Appendix 1k).  A list of organisations contacted is provided in Appendix 1l.  LLR waste arising in the area is thought to arise mainly from the health care sector.  Although respon
	2.18Reprocessing capacity for waste which is separated for recycling, particularly substances such as glass, metal, paper and plastic, generally requires large volumes of waste in order to make the operation economically viable. As a result such capacity 
	2.18Reprocessing capacity for waste which is separated for recycling, particularly substances such as glass, metal, paper and plastic, generally requires large volumes of waste in order to make the operation economically viable. As a result such capacity 
	tends to be delivered as part of a strategic network of facilities operating at a regional or national level.  The Yorkshire and Humber Waste Position Statement (May 2014) indicates that the Y&H area has the highest concentration of specialist glass and metal processing facilities in the UK, as well as a number of plastics and paper reprocessing facilities. The success of these businesses relies on import of wastes for processing. Given the proximity of these reprocessing activities to the Plan area it is e

	Stage 5 
	2.19 Following production by the EA of updated Waste Data Interrogator information in Autumn 2014, and review of thresholds used by some other WPAs in relation to consultation on cross boundary movements, a decision was taken to carry out a further round of contact with other WPAs receiving exports from NY. This enabled use of more up to date information on waste exports (for the calendar year 2013), as well as time series data for the 3 year period 2011 to 2013 to help provide a more robust evidence base. 
	5 

	2.20 Responses were received from 34 WPAs (non-respondents were Doncaster, Kirklees, North Lincolnshire, Wakefield, Sunderland and Walsall WPAs). However, it should be noted that engagement with the four of these WPAs located in the Yorkshire and Humber area has been continuing through the Y&H Waste Technical Advisory Body Group, on which they are all represented. 
	2.21 A very large majority of respondents to this consultation agreed with the information presented and indicated that no significant strategic cross-boundary issues were raised by the movements in question, particularly taking into account the need for operation of the market. No significant new cross-boundary issues were raised that had not been raised in previous correspondence during preparation of the Plan. One WPA (Stockton BC) indicated that the Council has recently approved schemes for the treatmen
	expected that Stockton BC will continue to import waste from outside the area and that there is future potential for an increase in this capacity. North East Lincolnshire Council identified a trend for an increase in the tonnage received from North Yorkshire and that it would be preferable for this waste to be managed closer to North Yorkshire, in line with the proximity principle, although also noted that waste moves for commercial reasons and that facilities in North East Lincolnshire may represent the cl
	2.22 A further step taken at this stage was the production of a short Evidence Paperreviewing policy approaches to net self-sufficiency in authorities exporting significant amounts of waste to North Yorkshire. 
	6 

	2.23 All waste policies within adopted and/or emerging Local Plans of WPAs adjoining the Plan area, or those which are ‘significant’ exporters of waste to the Plan area, were reviewed as part of this research. The plans’ approach to the import and export of 
	waste was assessed, including any potential reference to attaining net self-sufficiency. For the purposes of this research a threshold for a ‘significant’ exporter was set at 5,000 tonnes per annum and the relevant information was sourced from Environment 
	Agency’s Waste Interrogator (2012 data). 
	2.24 The objective of attaining net self-sufficiency in a WPA area relates to the intention to provide adequate waste management capacity, within the WPA area, to meet the arisings of waste originating within the WPA. However, the principle of net self-sufficiency allows for continued import and export of waste by making provision to manage the equivalent of 100% of waste arisings within the WPA, allowing for any imports of waste to match exports. Therefore, this approach would not support increased imports
	2.25 A net self-sufficiency approach is a potentially appropriate means of aiming to reduce the amount and distance that waste is transported to be managed, whilst reflecting the realities of the waste management market which does not necessarily respect WPA boundaries. Restricting the catchment of waste facilities through the planning system has generally proved to be an unrealistic objective, as proven by case law. 
	2.26 The main purpose of this Paper was therefore to review the extent to which adjacent and/or significant exporter authorities to the Plan area are aiming for a net 
	self-sufficiency approach, as this may provide an indication of the extent to which increased exports to the Plan area may be anticipated in future. 
	2.27 The Paper reviewed the existing or emerging plans of 18 WPAsand concluded that the large majority were aiming explicitly to adopt an approach of net self-sufficiency, meaning that over time increased exports to the Joint Plan area from other WPA areas is an unlikely scenario. 
	7 

	2.28 The Net Self-Sufficiency Paper (October 2014) was considered at a meeting of the Yorkshire and Humber Technical Advisory Body for waste on 4 March 2015, with no specific concerns about the approach being raised. 
	Stage 6 
	2.29 In April 2015 further information became available (through liaison with a site operator) on the potential future availability of landfill capacity for non-hazardous biodegradeable waste in the Plan area. This information suggested that a key landfill site with substantial remaining void space, currently subject of a time limited permission expiring during the early part of the plan period, may not be subject of proposals for an extension of time. In view of the potential implications of this for avail
	8 
	-

	2.30A confidential Discussion Paper reviewing the current and expected future position with regard to biodegradeable landfill capacity in the North Yorkshire and Tees Valley areas was prepared and circulated to relevant WPAs in the Tees Valley area (Stockton Borough Council, Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council and Hartlepool Borough Council) in May 2015. 
	2.31 In May 2015 a meeting also took place with the West Yorkshire Lead for Minerals and Waste Planning for the West Yorkshire Combined Authority. Discussion took 
	place on the issue of strategic landfill capacity in Yorkshire and Humber and the need for further consideration of this via the Waste Technical Advisory Body for Yorkshire and Humber.  An outcome of the meeting was a decision in principle to take an updated version of the Regional Waste Position Paper, including a supplementary paper on landfill capacity, to a future meeting of the Leeds City Region portfolio holders group, to help ensure an appropriate level of coordination. 
	2.32 The outcome of this activity will be summarised in future updates to this Paper. 
	B) Minerals issues 
	3.0 Early consultation on the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan led to the identification of aggregates minerals supply as being the key cross-boundary minerals issue to address, and this was confirmed through other work, including preparation of a first Local Aggregates Assessment (LAA) for the North Yorkshire sub-regionin January 2013 (subsequently updated in draft in 2014 with a full update in March 2015) and consultation on the Joint Plan at Issues and Options stage. Important cross-boundary movements of ag
	9 

	Stage 1 
	3.1 Initial correspondence took place in March 2013 with mineral planning authorities where potentially significant import/export movements had been identified, based on the LAA and other information obtained through initial consultation on the Plan. Contact was made via email with the 7 Mineral Planning Authorities identified in para. 125 of the first LAA (2013)as being potentially significant in the supply of aggregate minerals into the NY Sub-region. An example email is contained in Appendix 2a. Reminder
	10 

	3.2 In June 2013 an Aggregates Supply Options Discussion Paper was produced by the Joint Plan Authorities and subject to consultation with aggregates industry representatives. The Paper built on some of the matters contained in the first LAA and asked a number of strategic questions about aggregates supply issues.  It represented an intermediate step on the way towards production of the Issues and Options consultation in early 2014. Only a limited response to the Paper was received and an 
	intended follow up workshop was cancelled due to a lack of interest from the minerals industry. 
	Stage 2 
	3.3 Following further work on the development of Issues and Options for the Plan, an additional round of correspondence with relevant mineral planning authorities took place in November 2013. In this correspondence 12 MPAs were contacted (see Appendix 2c), with responses being received from all. Whilst the main focus of this correspondence was again on aggregate minerals, correspondence at this stage also included contact with Norfolk County Council in relation to supply of silica sand. An example letter is
	Stage 3 
	3.4 A third round of correspondence took place in May 2014. 12 MPAs were contacted at this stage (see Appendix 2f), mainly to confirm information already provided during previous correspondence and/or to seek their views on assumptions that may be made in relation to minerals supply in the Joint Plan.  An example letter is contained in Appendix 2g. Reminder emails were sent where necessary.  Responses were received from 10 MPAs. Where relevant this further correspondence also reflected information contained
	3.5 As for waste, responses received during the above process were reviewed in order to identify any residual issues which may require further consideration, in order to ensure that they are addressed adequately in the Minerals and Waste joint Plan. 
	3.6 In practice the Plan area is a substantial exporter of minerals, particularly aggregates, with correspondingly low imports.  There is therefore likely to be a correspondingly low degree of dependence on imports from elsewhere (although these may sometimes occur in any event for commercial reasons). The most significant imports in volume terms are likely to be crushed rock from the Yorkshire Dales National Park (understood to be mainly high psv gritstone for road surfacing, a rock type which does not exi
	3.6 In practice the Plan area is a substantial exporter of minerals, particularly aggregates, with correspondingly low imports.  There is therefore likely to be a correspondingly low degree of dependence on imports from elsewhere (although these may sometimes occur in any event for commercial reasons). The most significant imports in volume terms are likely to be crushed rock from the Yorkshire Dales National Park (understood to be mainly high psv gritstone for road surfacing, a rock type which does not exi
	crushed rock from the YDNP area will impact on the wider supply position in the period to 2030. A draft Memorandum of Understanding with the YDNPA has been agreed to reflect this (See Appendix 1i). 

	3.7 Import of sand and gravel from East Riding. For sand and gravel, imports are generally very low, with the most significant source being East Riding.  In correspondence East Riding confirmed an expectation that such movements can continue, although they flagged up a potential longer term issue (post 2025) when a planning consent at a key site is due to expire and either an extension or new alternative site found. The potential implications, if any, of this for the Joint Plan area are not yet clear and it
	3.8 Import of sand and gravel from Doncaster. Whilst imports of sand and gravel from Doncaster are very low, that Authority has indicated that such supply may not be able to be maintained beyond the short-term and that, as supply shortages in Doncaster 
	become more significant, there may be a an increased call on North Yorkshire’s sand 
	and gravel resources later in the plan period.  The potential for this to impact on demand for North Yorkshire sand and gravel is considered in more detail in a discussion paper produced by the Joint Plan authorities in July 2014 and in the Local Aggregates Assessment (March 2015). Consultation on this paper and the LAA has taken place with relevant mineral planning authorities as well as the minerals industry. The outcome of this consultation is that the intended methodology for forecasting sand and gravel
	11 

	3.9 Import of silica sand from Norfolk.  This issue was initially identified through early work on development of the evidence base for the Plan. In particular it was established that silica sand is imported into North Yorkshire from Norfolk as a raw material for a major glass manufacturing facility in the southern part of the Plan area. As silica sand is a nationally scare resource it was considered that this could represent a significant cross-boundary minerals supply issue which required further assessme
	3.10 Correspondence took place with Norfolk County Council MPA in order to establish the expected future supply situation. Norfolk County Council have confirmed (see correspondence in Appendix 2h) that in order to meet the expected production requirement for silica sand identified in the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy, 
	Forecasting demand for aggregate minerals Discussion Paper, July 2014 
	11 

	there is a need for an allocated site or sites for a further 6.4mt of silica sand. The Minerals Site Specific Allocations DPD adopted by Norfolk in October 2013 contains an allocation for 3mt.  However a modification to the DPD, brought forward in response to issues raised at EiP, has introduced a requirement for an early single issue review, by 2016, relating to silica sand. Norfolk CC have stated that they consider that suitable areas of silica sand resource exist which can be brought forward to allow ext
	Stage 4 
	3.11 Whilst imports of sand and gravel are low, exports of concreting sand and gravel from the Joint Plan area are important in a regional context. As a major exporter of aggregate, regard also needs to be had to the impact of factors such as resource constraints or changes in scale or pattern of demand in areas receiving significant quantities of aggregate from the Joint Plan area. These issues have been identified or considered in the preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment for the North Yorkshire 
	12 

	3.12 Through this liaison a number of areas, specifically West Yorkshire, South Yorkshire and authorities in the Tees Valley area, have indicated that they are likely to have to rely on continuing exports from the Joint Plan area in order to meet their own needs for aggregate. An approach to reflecting ongoing demand on the Plan area arising from cross-boundary supply factors in these areas is contained in the demand forecasting discussion paper and has been incorporated in the approach to forecasting requi
	Potential increase in demand arising in West Yorkshire as a result of growth pressures and constraints on indigenous aggregates resources. This is considered to be a factor relating particularly to concreting sand and gravel. 
	Particularly those for West Yorkshire, Doncaster, Humber area, Derbyshire and the Peak District, Nottinghamshire, Cumbria, Durham, Northumberland and Tyne and Wear joint LAA and the draft LAA for the Tees Valley authorities. 
	12 

	Potential increase in demand arising in South Yorkshire as a result of increasing constraints on the availability of concreting quality sand and gravel in Doncaster. 
	3.13 The LAA (March 2015) incorporates a means of allowing for both these factors in a forecast of demand for the Joint Plan area. As noted above, the LAA has been subject of consultation with both relevant MPAs and the aggregates industry and is expected to be subject to ratification by the AWP for Yorkshire and Humber in due course. The forecast of future requirements contained in the LAA forms the basis for the level of provision for aggregate to be made in the Joint Plan. 
	3.14In May 2015 a meeting took place with the West Yorkshire Lead for Minerals and Waste Planning for the West Yorkshire Combined Authority. Discussion took place on the issue of coordination in planning for aggregates supply.  An outcome of the meeting was a decision in principle to take a Paper on the connectivity between the West Yorkshire and North Yorkshire Local Aggregates Assessment to a future meeting of Leeds City Region planning portfolio holders board to help ensure an appropriate level of engage
	3.15 The outcome of any further activity will be summarised in future updates to this Paper. 
	Stage 5 
	3.16 Two further issues relating to supply of minerals were considered in terms of cross-boundary implications. These were supply of building stone and the safeguarding of minerals resources. These issues were identified through consultation on the Joint Plan at either scoping or Issues and Options stage. 
	Cross boundary movements of building stone 
	3.17 Although building stone is only worked in small quantities in the Plan area it is known that movements across the border of the Plan area take place. Specific information on the scale of these movements is not available but evidence suggests that the market for building stone, particularly high quality dimension stone, is geographically diverse (for example is known that building stone from the Plan area has been exported to Scotland). In response to representations made at Issues and Option stage furt
	3.17 Although building stone is only worked in small quantities in the Plan area it is known that movements across the border of the Plan area take place. Specific information on the scale of these movements is not available but evidence suggests that the market for building stone, particularly high quality dimension stone, is geographically diverse (for example is known that building stone from the Plan area has been exported to Scotland). In response to representations made at Issues and Option stage furt
	received from 10 adjacent MPAs, 3 district council conservation officers and 3 mineral site operators. 

	3.18 Responses were reviewed to identify any particular issues which may be of significance for identifying future demand for building stone.  Responses from adjacent MPAs indicated that, in general terms, either supply difficulties in MPA areas outside but adjacent to the Joint Plan area are not envisaged, or supply of building stone is not specifically constrained through current or emerging local plans in adjacent areas.  This suggests that an increased call on building stone resources in the Plan area, 
	Cross-boundary safeguarding of minerals resources 
	3.19 Safeguarding of minerals resources is a requirement of national planning policy. Good practice guidance on safeguardingsuggests that some consideration should be given to the cross-boundary implications of safeguarding, in order to help ensure a consistency of approach and to help prevent sterilisation of minerals resources through development taking place near to but outside a plan boundary. 
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	3.20 Existing or emerging minerals safeguarding area maps for adjacent MPAs were reviewed in 2013 and updated in 2014 and included in a Joint Plan evidence paper: Minerals Safeguarding Cross Boundary Issues (May 2014). The Paper compares current or proposed safeguarding areas outside but near to the Plan area boundary with those outside but near to the boundary, to identify any potential inconsistencies. This document was circulated in August 2014 to all MPAs which lie immediately adjacent to the Joint Plan
	3.21 Information acquired during the study suggests that there is generally a good degree of consistency between areas safeguarded, or proposed for safeguarding, 
	Mineral Safeguarding in England: Good practice advice (BGS 2011) 
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	outside but near to the Joint Plan boundary, with areas currently under consideration for safeguarding within the Joint Plan area. 
	3.22 The most significant potential discrepancy in approach is in relation to the safeguarding of underground deposits of gypsum.  Gypsum resources are safeguarded, in the Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Development Plan, along a substantial length of the boundary between the Joint Plan area and the Tees Valley area.  However, gypsum has not been identified by BGS as a mineral resource in North Yorkshire because of its association with water-bearing strata, (see BGS Commissioned Report CR/04/228N Miner
	3.23 A further round of consultation with all adjacent MPAs on cross-boundary safeguarding took place in December 2014, alongside consultation on the revised Local Aggregates Assessment for North Yorkshire (See Appendix 2m).  An updated paper on Minerals Safeguarding Cross Boundary Issues was circulated. Three responses were received (from Durham CC, East Riding Council and Doncaster MBC) leading to some further relatively minor changes to proposed safeguarding boundaries within the Joint Plan area. 
	3.24 Following Issues and Options consultation in February to April 2014, discussion also took place with all seven district/borough councils in the two-tier part of the Plan area. This was to ensure that district council planners were aware of safeguarding as an issue and of the potential implications for the LPAs in implementing safeguarding through a consultation area mechanism. These discussions took place via separate meetings with officers from each LPA during June 2014. Each LPA was provided with a d
	3.25 On 12 May 2015 a presentation on minerals and waste safeguarding, in the context of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, was given by a representative of NYCC to a meeting of the North Yorkshire Development Plans Forum.  The Forum includes representatives of all North Yorkshire District and Borough Councils. The presentation summarised the intended approach in the Plan to safeguarding and invited further input on this, including through responses to consultation at preferred options stage, in order to he
	C) Other activity relevant to identification and resolution of cross-boundary issues and addressing the Duty to Cooperate 
	4.0 In addition to the specific matters summarised above, a range of other activity has contributed to the understanding of strategic cross-boundary minerals and waste planning issues during preparation of the Plan. Key relevant activity includes: 
	1) Active participation in the Yorkshire and Humber Aggregates Working Party (AWP), which includes representatives from all the MPAs in Yorkshire and Humber, as well as a representative from the North East and East Midlands AWPs.  NYCC holds the position of chair of the AWP. Meetings have taken place in July 2013, February 2014 and October 2014. (Appendix 2o contains agendas of meetings). 
	2) Joint working on preparation and review of a Local Aggregates Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub-region (NYCC, CYC, NYMNP together with the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority).  This work has been led by NYCC. 
	3) Convening of a waste technical advisory group for the Yorkshire and Humber area, to which representatives from all WPAs are invited.  A first meeting was arranged and hosted by NYCC in April 2014.  Representatives from the Tees Valley authorities and Durham Council are also included. A memorandum of understanding on cooperation in waste planning has been agreed between all WPAs in Yorkshire and Humber relating to data sharing and liaison, including regular meetings of the Waste Technical Advisory group, 
	4) Preparation of a Regional Waste Position Statement in July 2014. This Statement emerged as an action from the April 2014 waste officers meeting and was led by NYCC. An update of the statement was commenced in Autumn 2015. 
	5) Commissioning of a joint waste arisings and capacity study for the North Yorkshire sub-region. 
	6) Participation in (with NYCC as a principal funder of) a joint evidence base study on the potential future contribution of marine aggregates to aggregates supply across the Yorkshire and Humber area. The study was commissioned by Leeds City Council but funded by all mineral planning authorities in Yorkshire and Humber). NYCC were represented on the project steering group. A report of the study was published in 2014. 
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	7) Representation by the Joint Plan authorities (NYCC and NYMNPA) at meetings of the Tees Valley Duty to Cooperate group (including meetings in May and September 2013, May and September 2014 and January and July 2015) (copies of agendas are available in Appendix 2r). 
	Marine Aggregates Study Final Report (URS January 2014) 
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	8) One to one stakeholder meetings in June 2014 with District Councils within the NYCC area and with statutory bodies (including Highways Agency, Local Highways Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, English Heritage and the Local Enterprise Partnership). A request for dialogue with the two Local Nature Partnerships was made in writing on September 2014 (an example of one of the letters to the Local Nature Partnerships is in Appendix 2s). 
	9) Input into draft Local Aggregates Assessments prepared for adjacent MPA areas or Sub-regions. 
	10) Responding to consultation by adjacent minerals and waste planning authorities on emerging minerals and waste plans. 
	11) Liaison with statutory bodies including Historic England, Natural England, the Environment Agency and District/Borough Councils in February and March 2015 through a series of workshops relating to assessment of potential site allocations. A list of organisations who were invited and also a list of those organisations who attended is available in Appendix 2t. 
	12) Joint working with the North Yorkshire Highways Authority and Highways England (formerly Highways Agency) on a transport assessment for proposed site allocations, being undertaken by Jacobs UK on behalf of the Joint Plan authorities (study in progress at the date of preparation of this Paper). A meeting with the consultant and Highways England took place in July 2015 to help ensure that the output will meet 
	Highways England’s requirements. 
	Summary Table of key strategic cross-boundary issues relevant to the Plan 
	Issue 
	Issue 
	Issue 
	Comment 

	Joint waste management arrangements for LACW between NYCC and CYC 
	Joint waste management arrangements for LACW between NYCC and CYC 
	Influential in decision to prepare joint plan and reflected in proposed approach to provision of waste management capacity (eg see paras. 6.146.15 of the Preferred Options draft Plan) 
	-


	Minerals resource imbalance between NYCC and CYC areas 
	Minerals resource imbalance between NYCC and CYC areas 
	Influential in decision to prepare joint plan and reflected in proposed policy approach (eg draft Policy M01) 

	Potential for further cross boundary issues between NYCC and NYMNPA relating to onshore gas development (including shale gas) 
	Potential for further cross boundary issues between NYCC and NYMNPA relating to onshore gas development (including shale gas) 
	Influential in decision to prepare joint plan and reflected in proposed policy approach (eg draft Policies M16, 17 and 18) 

	Potential for further cross boundary issues relating to development of potash resources within NYMNPA 
	Potential for further cross boundary issues relating to development of potash resources within NYMNPA 
	Influential in decision to prepare joint plan and reflected in proposed policy approach (eg draft Policy M23) 

	Overlap in waste planning and management roles between NYMNPA area and Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council 
	Overlap in waste planning and management roles between NYMNPA area and Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council 
	Addressed via draft memorandum of understanding and reflected in the Plan (eg see para. 6.24 of the Preferred Options draft Plan) 

	Relationship between Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority and NYCC in the management of waste 
	Relationship between Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority and NYCC in the management of waste 
	Addressed via draft memorandum of understanding and reflected in the Plan and in the evidence base via a joint waste arisings and capacity study for the 
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	North Yorkshire sub-region (eg draft Policy W02) 

	Export of waste from the Plan area to other WPAs 
	Export of waste from the Plan area to other WPAs 
	Addressed through review of available evidence including liaison with relevant WPAs and reflected in the Plan, particularly via policy approach supporting increased capacity within the Plan area (eg draft Polices W02 to W08) 

	Import of aggregate from other MPAs 
	Import of aggregate from other MPAs 
	Addressed through review of available evidence, including liaison with relevant MPAs and a subregional Local Aggregates Assessment and reflected in a draft memorandum of understanding with the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority 
	-


	Potential for increased export of aggregate to other MPAs 
	Potential for increased export of aggregate to other MPAs 
	Addressed through review of available evidence including liaison with relevant MPAs, preparation of a sub-regional Local Aggregates Assessment and a discussion paper on demand forecasting. Reflected in the scale of provision to be made in the Plan (eg draft Policies M07, M08 and M09) 

	Import of silica sand from Norfolk 
	Import of silica sand from Norfolk 
	Addressed though correspondence with Norfolk CC and confirmation of the expected future position 

	Supply of building stone 
	Supply of building stone 
	Addressed through liaison with relevant parties including adjacent MPAs, lower tier LPAs in North Yorkshire and industry. Reflected in proposed policy approach to building stone (eg draft Policy M15) 

	Safeguarding of minerals resources 
	Safeguarding of minerals resources 
	Addressed through evidence (cross-boundary safeguarding paper) and in liaison with adjacent MPAs and lower tier LPAs in NYCC area and reflected in policy approach to safeguarding and consultation (eg draft Policies S01 and S06) 


	Waste arisings and Capacity study, Urban Vision and 4Resources October 2013 and 2015 Addendum report Yorkshire and Humber Waste Position Statement July 2014 
	Waste arisings and Capacity study, Urban Vision and 4Resources October 2013 and 2015 Addendum report Yorkshire and Humber Waste Position Statement July 2014 
	Waste arisings and Capacity study, Urban Vision and 4Resources October 2013 and 2015 Addendum report Yorkshire and Humber Waste Position Statement July 2014 
	2 
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	An additional site, not originally carried forward from Table 1, was subsequently included in Table 3 following correspondence with the recipient WPA indicating that the waste received in 2012 was hazardous and at a tonnage exceeding criterion 4 set out above. 
	An additional site, not originally carried forward from Table 1, was subsequently included in Table 3 following correspondence with the recipient WPA indicating that the waste received in 2012 was hazardous and at a tonnage exceeding criterion 4 set out above. 
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	Additional WPAs contacted were Bury, Barnsley, Central Bedfordshire, Cheshire West and Chester, Essex, Gateshead, Hull, Knowlsley, Liverpool, Newcastle, Newport, North Tyneside, Sefton, Stoke on Trent, Suffolk County, Sunderland, Wolverhampton 
	Additional WPAs contacted were Bury, Barnsley, Central Bedfordshire, Cheshire West and Chester, Essex, Gateshead, Hull, Knowlsley, Liverpool, Newcastle, Newport, North Tyneside, Sefton, Stoke on Trent, Suffolk County, Sunderland, Wolverhampton 
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	Waste Net Self-Sufficiency Paper (Oct 2014) 
	Waste Net Self-Sufficiency Paper (Oct 2014) 
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	East Riding of Yorkshire, Hull, North Lincolnshire, Lincolnshire County, Doncaster, Rotherham, Barnsley, Leeds, Wakefield, Bradford, Lancashire County, Durham County, Tees Valley Authorities, Yorkshire Dales National Park Southmoor Energy Centre and the former Arbre Power Station site, both located in Selby District, as well as anaerobic digestion capacity at the former North Selby Mine site (City of York) 
	East Riding of Yorkshire, Hull, North Lincolnshire, Lincolnshire County, Doncaster, Rotherham, Barnsley, Leeds, Wakefield, Bradford, Lancashire County, Durham County, Tees Valley Authorities, Yorkshire Dales National Park Southmoor Energy Centre and the former Arbre Power Station site, both located in Selby District, as well as anaerobic digestion capacity at the former North Selby Mine site (City of York) 
	East Riding of Yorkshire, Hull, North Lincolnshire, Lincolnshire County, Doncaster, Rotherham, Barnsley, Leeds, Wakefield, Bradford, Lancashire County, Durham County, Tees Valley Authorities, Yorkshire Dales National Park Southmoor Energy Centre and the former Arbre Power Station site, both located in Selby District, as well as anaerobic digestion capacity at the former North Selby Mine site (City of York) 
	7 
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	Local Aggregates Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub-region January 2013 These were Stockton on Tees BC, South Tyneside MBC, East Riding Council, Durham Council, Derbyshire and Cumbria County Councils and Wakefield MDC 
	Local Aggregates Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub-region January 2013 These were Stockton on Tees BC, South Tyneside MBC, East Riding Council, Durham Council, Derbyshire and Cumbria County Councils and Wakefield MDC 
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	Brief summary of key activity at each major stage of plan preparation 
	Brief summary of key activity at each major stage of plan preparation 
	A. Pre-commencement stage 
	5.0 As a strategic planning authority for minerals and waste, NYCC was involved in discussions on cross-boundary matters prior to commencement of work on the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. This included participation in Yorkshire and Humber area minerals officers meetings on aggregates in June and July 2012. The agenda for these meetings included ‘identification of cross boundary issues for aggregates’ and ‘potential approaches to coordinated working on Local Aggregates Assessments’ as well as joint local a
	5.1 Discussions with a range of individual organisations on matters relevant to the Duty to Cooperate were also held during this period. 
	5.2 Discussions also took place on the potential to prepare a sub-regional minerals and waste plan for the North Yorkshire sub-region (ie the four minerals and waste planning authorities of NYCC, City of York, North York Moors National Park and the Yorkshire Dales National Park). These discussions were successfully concluded during 2012 with confirmation from City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority with regard to preparation of a Joint Plan. The Yorkshire Dales National Park Au
	B. Plan scoping stage 
	5.3 Initial consultation on the Joint Plan was undertaken in May-June 2013 in the form of a consultation leaflet and accompanying background paper. A number of evidence papers were also prepared to support the Scoping consultation. These presented initial information on cross boundary movements of minerals and waste, where available. The Scoping consultation also identified a number of key issues it was expected the Plan would need to address, including cross-boundary movements of minerals and waste.  It al
	5.4 Further evidence to support preparation of the Plan was obtained in between scoping and commencement of an Issues and Options consultation in February 2014. In particular this included information needed for a review of the first Local Aggregates Assessment (Jan 2013) for the North Yorkshire Sub-region and the commissioning of a sub-regional waste needs assessment, which was finalised in November 2013 (and subsequently updated in 2015). These documents were made available on the website and the Local Ag
	C. Issues and Options stage 
	5.5 An Issues and Options consultation document was published in February 2014. The consultation identified a number of cross-boundary matters that may need to be addressed in the Plan.  Background information about these were presented in the Context chapter (Chapter 2) and in Chapter 3 (Issues and Challenges).  Issues identified included ‘Ensuring a continuity of supply of minerals, particularly once the economy begins to grow, reflecting the likely levels of growth and future requirements for minerals’ a
	5.5 An Issues and Options consultation document was published in February 2014. The consultation identified a number of cross-boundary matters that may need to be addressed in the Plan.  Background information about these were presented in the Context chapter (Chapter 2) and in Chapter 3 (Issues and Challenges).  Issues identified included ‘Ensuring a continuity of supply of minerals, particularly once the economy begins to grow, reflecting the likely levels of growth and future requirements for minerals’ a
	identified included ‘Developing an appropriate locational strategy for new waste management facilities, taking account of cross-boundary movements where relevant’. Further discussion of cross-boundary issues was contained in sections dealing with specific mineral types and waste streams, in particular the sections dealing with the spatial approach to aggregates supply, sand and gravel provision, overall distribution of sand and gravel provision, overall provision of crushed rock, silica sand, strategic role

	5.6 Further work took place during Issues and Options stage to help clarify and discuss cross-boundary movements of minerals and waste, as discussed elsewhere in this Paper. Issues raised were considered during development of the Preferred Options stage for the Plan and where relevant have fed into the content of the proposed preferred policies. 
	D. Preferred Options stage 
	5.7 Work towards preparation of Preferred Options focussed on further developing evidence in relation to relevant matters identified at Issues and Options stage.  This included preparation of an updated Local Aggregates Assessment, including a revised approach to demand forecasting for sand and gravel, which in turn has informed the preferred scale of provision for the Plan.  Other work included liaison with relevant WPAs to obtain updated information and views on cross-boundary movements of waste, and the 
	5.8 A new element of work undertaken at this stage included commissioning of a study on potential opportunity locations for waste management facilities in the Plan area. The main purpose of this work was to provide more evidence on the existence of locations potentially suitable for development of additional waste management capacity, in order to help address any possible capacity shortfalls identified in the Plan. The work was carried out by consultants in liaison with District and Borough planning authori
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	Identification of Potential Locations for Waste Management Facilities (NYCC July 2015) 

	Appendix 1 -waste 
	Appendix 1 -waste 
	1a) WPAs contacted with regard to waste movements in November 2013 
	Bradford Metropolitan District Council Calderdale Council Durham County Council Darlington Borough Council Derbyshire County Council Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council East Riding of Yorkshire Council Flintshire County Council Hartlepool Borough Council Kirklees Council Lancashire County Council Leeds City Council Lincolnshire County Council North East Lincolnshire Council North Lincolnshire Council Nottinghamshire County Council Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Counci
	1b) Example WPA letter November 2013 
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	1c) Summary of responses to correspondence with importer WPAs November 2013 
	MPA 
	MPA 
	MPA 
	DtC Response December 2013 

	Association of 
	Association of 
	Can confirm that the data sent is correct for waste movements in 2011 to Salford 

	Greater Manchester 
	Greater Manchester 
	City Council. 

	Authorities (AGMA) 
	Authorities (AGMA) 
	Similar movements occurred in 2012, with a slight increase in volume to 711 tonnes to Salford. As these movements are likely to be of a commercial nature they occur outside of the control of the WPA. As such there are no specific concerns with them continuing and there is no information from operators of facilities which treat such waste to indicate these operations are likely to cease over the plan period of the Greater Manchester Waste Plan. The information provided regarding the waste movements from Salf

	Bradford Council 
	Bradford Council 
	Bradford agree with the data North Yorkshire have provided in relation to waste movements. The waste patterns between Bradford and North Yorkshire will remain the same in the near future. However, through the emerging Bradford District Waste Management Development Plan Document we are planning for more facilities and allocating land, we therefore expect exports from Bradford to drop in the long term. 

	Darlington Council 
	Darlington Council 
	The data provided is regarded as accurate One waste transfer site which has recently opened does not appear on the list, this is operated by EMR and located at Albert Hill Industrial Estate, Forge Way Darlington, it handles ferrous, non-ferrous and precious metals as well as end of life vehicles before transfer to EMRs main site at Hartlepool. 

	Doncaster Council 
	Doncaster Council 
	The data supplied regarding the export of waste from North Yorkshire to licenced waste management sites in Doncaster borough matches Doncaster’s findings and is based on the most up to date information available. The Barnsley, Doncaster and Rotherham Joint Waste Plan sets out the overall approach to managing waste within the three boroughs over the period to 2026. Where it is preferable manage waste as close as possible to its source, it is recognised that there will continue to be cross boundary movements 

	Durham County 
	Durham County 
	Durham CC do not have any more information on the specific waste sites 

	Council 
	Council 
	involved besides the information available from the Waste Data Interrogator and the Hazardous Waste Interrogator. We are not aware of any planning reasons why the current movements of waste should not continue. Movements of waste are controlled by the market and do not respect sub-regional, regional or often National boundaries. The data NYCC supplied appears to be accurate from our results on using the Hazardous Waste Interrogator (HWI). The HWI indicates that approximately 20 tonnes of healthcare waste we

	Flintshire County Council 
	Flintshire County Council 
	No known planning reason why movements could not continue in future 

	Hartlepool Council 
	Hartlepool Council 
	All of the information NYCC provided relating to exports and imports of waste to and from NYCC are accurate. There are no reasons why movement of waste may change, both imports and exports. Hartlepool are not aware of any other information which will affect the levels of import or export of waste 

	Kirklees Council 
	Kirklees Council 
	The data supplied is from the 2011 EA waste interrogator, this data is considered accurate but data from the 2012 interrogator would be more up to date. Waste exports from NYCC to Kirklees – the data is accurate, but 2012 data would be more up to date. Planning permissions at Foxhall Environmental Services Ltd and Demex Ltd are time limited. If they are not renewed the extant planning permissions allowing the sites to be used for waste transfer/disposal will expire before the end of the plan period. Waste I

	Lancashire Council 
	Lancashire Council 
	Lancashire Council do not have any issues with the accuracy of information provided by North Yorkshire. The planning permission for Clifton Marsh Landfill contains condition 5, which limits the amount of low level nuclear waste that can be imported to the site from outside the north west to 4000 tonnes per annum, stthis planning permission is time limited by condition 1 to cease by 31December 2015. 

	Lincolnshire County Council 
	Lincolnshire County Council 
	The information provided by NYCC on the sites identified as receiving waste is accurate. There are no planning reasons why these sites will not be able to function in the future. There is no evidence that the volume or pattern of movements of waste from Lincolnshire to North Yorkshire is likely to change in the future. Lincolnshire County Council has no additional information that would have a substantial influence on movements of waste in the area in future. 

	Leeds City Council 
	Leeds City Council 
	Response provides information on the status of all waste sites listed as receiving waste from North Yorkshire, the majority of the facilities are safeguarded. Other than asbestos Leeds has a very limited capacity for dealing with hazardous waste. There is a clinical waste incinerator and an effluent treatment plant both of which accept hazardous waste and have a long life planning permission on safeguarded sites. The clinical waste incinerator at Knostrop deals with some hospital waste. It is not expected t

	North East 
	North East 
	The Council considers the information provided relating to known exports from 

	Lincolnshire 
	Lincolnshire 
	North Yorkshire to North East Lincolnshire to be accurate. 4664 tonnes of waste is known to have moved from North Yorkshire for management in facilities in North East Lincolnshire. 495 tonnes of hazardous waste were recovered in North East Lincolnshire from North Yorkshire in 2011 which was managed by the recovery process, and small tonnages moved through transfer stations consisting of 0.0237 tonnes which was eventually managed by a recovery method and 0.0009 tonnes which was eventually managed by a dispos

	Nottinghamshire 
	Nottinghamshire 
	The information provided by NYCC matches Nottinghamshire’s own assessment 

	County Council 
	County Council 
	of the available data. To the best of our knowledge all of the sites referred to have a current EA permit and are currently active. We are not aware of any operational or planning constraints that would limit a similar pattern and quantity of waste movements in the future. Nottinghamshire’s own Waste Core Strategy, prepared jointly with Nottingham City Council, is due to be adopted in December 2013 and seeks to ensure net self-sufficiency in waste management capacity whilst allowing for a reasonable level o

	Redcar & Cleveland Council 
	Redcar & Cleveland Council 
	There is no further information on waste movements which would suggest that information contained within the EA waste interrogator is incorrect. Redcar and Cleveland are unaware of any reasons why the future export of waste to Redcar and Cleveland would be unable to continue. No further updates on the capacity 
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	of waste sites within the Tees Valley are currently available. The Council are not aware of any information which would suggest that these movements, including volume or pattern are likely to change. It is understood that the waste data used in the Tees valley Joint Minerals and Waste Core Strategy did not differentiate between waste from the North York Moors National Park area of Redcar and Cleveland and the remainder of the borough. We would welcome further discussion on how to account for the waste produ

	Rotherham Council 
	Rotherham Council 
	The Council does not have any additional records on waste movements on the sites listed. There are no planning or waste management records to confirm or contradict the information supplied by the Environment Agency. The Council agree that the information supplied by the EA Waste Interrogator is likely to be the most accurate record of waste movements for all of the sites listed. The Barnsley Doncaster and Rotherham Joint Waste Plan DPD was adopted in March 2012 and does not place any policy restrictions on 

	Stockton Borough Council 
	Stockton Borough Council 
	There is no reason why the information provided by the 2011 EA Waste or Hazardous Waste interrogators would be inaccurate, Stockton have no other relevant information relating to waste movements between Stockton and North Yorkshire. Information was provided about specific facilities and potential for future waste movements. 

	Wakefield Council 
	Wakefield Council 
	The information provided by the Environment Agency is regarded as a reliable reflection of currently available waste management facilities operating in the Wakefield area. Wakefield is not aware of any other information which would add to this. It is expected that the existing waste management facilities will be available for the foreseeable future to deal with local and regional waste. Some of the facilities are specialised such as glass recycling. We cannot pre-empt from a commercial point of view that al
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	2015 and will process approximately 200,000 tonnes per annum, helping to increase the authorities recycling rate to at least 52% per annum. 

	Walsall Council 
	Walsall Council 
	Walsall Council do not think that checking the accuracy of the Environment Agency information and providing information about facilities is the best way to demonstrate that WPAs are ‘cooperating’ with each other. This data is useful in illustrating waste flows between different areas but WPAs cannot do much to influence the waste movements indicated, except where they show ‘capacity gaps’ in a particular area which should be addressed in local plans. Walsall will soon be setting up a web page where informat


	1d) Identification of potentially significant individual facilities in importer WPAs 
	Table 1 
	Table identifying potentially significant export destinations for NY sub-region waste (by facility type and name). Data is derived from Environment Agency Waste Interrogators 2011, 2011, 2012 
	Table identifying potentially significant export destinations for NY sub-region waste (by facility type and name). Data is derived from Environment Agency Waste Interrogators 2011, 2011, 2012 
	Table shows exports to key facilities (excludes sites receiving less than 1000 tonnes) 
	Highlighted in yellow = potentially more significant facilities. 
	Criteria for significance = 
	1) Input of at least 10,000t in any of past three years (ie reflects facilities of all types and which receive (or have recently received) substantial tonnages of waste) 
	2) Input of at least 5000t in any of past three years and is not for transfer or inert landfill (ie reflects facilities which receive smaller tonnages but which may be of more strategic significance or more difficult to deliver) 
	3) Input of at least 1000t in each of past three years and is not for transfer or inert landfill (ie reflects facilities which have played an on going role in recent years in managing waste arising in North Yorkshire, even where tonnages involved are relatively low) 
	4) Input of at least 1000t in a single year and is a facility which receives hazardous waste (ie reflects the relative scarcity of facilities for the management of hazardous waste) 
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	Exports 
	Exports 
	Exports 
	Exports 

	from 
	from 
	from 
	from 

	North 
	North 
	North 
	North 

	Yorkshire 
	Yorkshire 
	Yorkshire 
	Yorkshire 

	Facility WPA 
	Facility WPA 
	Site Name 
	Operator 
	Permit Type 
	2012 
	2011 
	2010 

	Knostrop Waste Treatment Facility 
	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	EA/EPR/MP3633GD/V002 
	FCC Recycling (UK) Limited 
	A21 : Chemical Treatment Facility 
	36,515 
	11,265 
	19,439 

	Central 
	Central 
	Ampthill Metal Co Ltd -Station Rd Ind 
	A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed 

	Bedfordshire WPA 
	Bedfordshire WPA 
	Est 
	Ampthill Metal Co Ltd 
	MRS's) 
	16,595 
	-
	-

	A11 : Household, Commercial & 
	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	Wetherby Skip Services 
	Wetherby Skip Services Ltd 
	Industrial Waste T Stn 
	16,413 
	11,616 
	11,915 

	SR2010 No12: Treatment of 
	Kirklees WPA 
	Kirklees WPA 
	Newlay Concrete Ltd 
	Newlay Concrete Ltd 
	waste to produce soil <75,000 tpy 
	12,177 

	-
	-
	S0906: Inert and excavation 
	Wakefield WPA 
	Fastsource Ltd, The Old Coal Yard 
	Fastsource Ltd 
	WTS with treatment 
	12,058 
	-
	-
	Redcar and 
	Bran Sands Effluent Treatment Works 
	Cleveland WPA 
	EPR/LP3439LK/V005 
	Northumbrian Water Ltd 
	A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 
	A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 
	11,157 
	5,603 

	-
	A14 : Transfer Station taking Non-
	Doncaster WPA 
	Doncaster WPA 
	Armthorpe Quarry 
	Butterley Aggregates Ltd 
	Biodegradable Wastes 
	10,276 
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	1,081 
	1,081 
	8,784 

	-
	-
	-

	10,183 
	9,676 
	9,676 
	4,286 
	2,673 

	-
	-
	8,371 
	-

	8,330 
	8,330 
	14,462 
	32,568 

	8,156 
	8,156 
	6,273 
	2,490 

	7,701 
	7,701 
	9,656 
	3,300 

	-
	-
	7,168 
	4,892 

	Bradley Park Waste Kirklees WPA BRADLEY PARK LANDFILL SITE 
	Management Limited 
	Management Limited 
	L01 : Hazardous Merchant LF 

	A11 : Household, Commercial & Hartlepool WPA Niramax Transfer Station 
	Niramax Group Ltd 
	Niramax Group Ltd 
	Industrial Waste T Stn 

	North Lincolnshire 
	WPA 
	WPA 
	Roxby Landfill Site 
	Biffa Waste Services Ltd 
	L04 : Non Hazardous LF 

	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	PECKFIELD LANDFILL 
	Caird Peckfield Limited 
	L04 : Non Hazardous LF 

	Rotherham WPA 
	Rotherham WPA 
	Roy Hatfield Ltd 
	Roy Hatfield Ltd 
	A9 : Haz Waste Transfer Station 

	Redcar and 
	A15 : Material Recycling Cleveland WPA Middlesbrough Container Sorting Line 
	Ward Recycling Ltd 
	Ward Recycling Ltd 
	Treatment Facility 

	A11 : Household, Commercial & Lancashire WPA Stodday Remote Tanker Terminal 
	United Utilities Water Ltd 
	United Utilities Water Ltd 
	Industrial Waste T Stn 
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	Calderdale WPA 
	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	Doncaster WPA 
	North Lincolnshire WPA 
	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	Hartlepool WPA 
	Stockton-on-Tees 
	WPA 
	Solar Works 
	Wagstaff Auto Spares 
	Morris & Co (Handlers) Ltd 
	Tillertech Transfer Station 
	Bridlington Sludge Conditioning 
	Jerry Lane Landfill 
	SEATON MEADOWS 
	Cowpen Bewley Landfill Site 
	C Heath & Son 
	Mr Stewart Wagstaff 
	Morris & Co (Handlers) Ltd 
	Tillertech Ltd 
	Yorkshire Water Services Limited 
	Mytum & Selby Waste Recycling Ltd 
	ALAB ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES LIMITED 
	IMPETUS WASTE 
	MANAGEMENT LTD 
	A11 : Household, Commercial & Industrial Waste T Stn 
	A19a : ELV Facility 
	A19 : Metal Recycling Site (Vehicle Dismantler) 
	A11 : Household, Commercial & Industrial Waste T Stn 
	A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 
	A15 : Material Recycling Treatment Facility 
	L02 : Non Haz (SNRHW) LF 
	L04 : Non Hazardous LF 
	-
	-
	6,620 
	6,562 
	6,479 
	6,188 
	5,792 
	1,937 
	-
	-
	5,950 
	1,608 
	-
	4,294 
	6,885 
	6,701 
	-
	-
	-
	-
	2,049 
	5,101 
	-
	-
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	A11 : Household, Commercial & 
	-
	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	Milners Road Site 

	S B T Contracting Ltd 
	Industrial Waste T Stn 
	4,500 
	1,500 
	North East 
	Freshney Cargo Services 
	A11 : Household, Commercial & 
	Lincolnshire WPA 
	Shed No 7, Westside Road 
	Ltd 
	Industrial Waste T Stn 
	4,297 
	4,267 
	-
	Newport WPA 
	Newport Weee Facility (weee) 
	Sims Group U K Ltd 
	S0823 : WEEE treatment facility 
	4,242 
	-
	-
	East Riding of 
	Hallstone Developments 
	A11 : Household, Commercial & 
	-
	-
	Yorkshire WPA 
	Yorkshire WPA 
	Breighton Airfield 

	Ltd 
	Industrial Waste T Stn 
	4,160 
	A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed 
	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	T A Brotherton 

	Brotherton T A 
	MRS's) 
	3,681 
	2,588 
	-
	East Riding of 
	SR2010 No16: On-farm anaerobic 
	-
	-
	Yorkshire WPA 
	Yorkshire WPA 
	Melrose Pigs Ltd 

	Melrose Pigs Ltd 
	digestion <75,000 tpy 
	3,614 
	-
	-
	Queensferry Sewage Treatment 
	Tradebe North West 
	Flintshire WPA 
	Flintshire WPA 
	Works 

	Limited 
	A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 
	3,090 
	Redcar and 
	Impetus Waste 
	Cleveland WPA 
	ICI NO 2 and 3 TEESPORT 
	Management Limited 
	L04 : Non Hazardous LF 
	2,438 
	2,949 
	-
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	Redcar and Cleveland WPA Bran Sands Regional Sludge Treatment Centre Northumbrian Water Ltd S0819 : Sewage sludge treatment 2,956 5,603 -Nottingham City WPA Sims Metal Sims Group U K Ltd A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS's) 2,884 3,470 1,665 Kingston Upon Hull City WPA Humberside Reclamation Ltd Humberside Reclamation Ltd A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS's) 2,879 --Leeds WPA Morley Waste Traders Morley Waste Traders Ltd A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS's) 2,731 --Wakefield WPA Reuse Glass Uk L
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	--Stockton-on-Tees WPA Terramundo Port Clarence Treatment Facility Augean Treatment Ltd A17 : Physico-Chemical Treatment Facility 1,777 --Lancashire WPA A1 Supa Skips Ltd A1 Supa Skips Ltd A11 : Household, Commercial & Industrial Waste T Stn 1,745 --Redcar and Cleveland WPA Holden Close Waste Management Facility Cleansing Service Group Limited A16 : Physical Treatment Facility 1,736 -2,914 Redcar and Cleveland WPA Hillside Autos J, M & D Garbutt T/a Garbutt Brothers A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS's) 
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	Stoke-on-Trent City WPA 
	Stoke-on-Trent City WPA 
	Stoke-on-Trent City WPA 
	Campbell Road Materials Recycling Facility 
	Michelin Tyre Plc 
	A15 : Material Recycling Treatment Facility 
	1,430 
	-
	2,482 

	County Durham WPA 
	County Durham WPA 
	Aycliffe Quarry 
	Stonegrave Aggregates Ltd 
	S0803 : HCI Waste TS + treatment 
	1,190 
	1,774 
	1,823 

	Derbyshire WPA 
	Derbyshire WPA 
	J & A Young ( Leicester ) Ltd 
	J & A Young ( Leicester ) Ltd 
	A16 : Physical Treatment Facility 
	1,190 
	-
	-

	Nottinghamshire WPA 
	Nottinghamshire WPA 
	Bilsthorpe Oil Treatment Plant 
	Oakwood Fuels Ltd. 
	A17 : Physico-Chemical Treatment Facility 
	1,122 
	-
	-

	Kirklees WPA 
	Kirklees WPA 
	West Yorkshire Treatment Centre 
	Chemwaste Limited 
	A21 : Chemical Treatment Facility 
	1,114 
	1,622 
	1,110 

	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	Knostrop Wastewater Treatment Works 
	Yorkshire Water Services Ltd 
	S0816 : Composting in open windrows 
	1,064 
	-
	-

	Stockton-on-Tees WPA 
	Stockton-on-Tees WPA 
	Tonks Recycling Centre 
	J Tonks ( Transport ) Ltd 
	A16 : Physical Treatment Facility 
	1,060 
	1,263 
	1,415 

	North Tyneside WPA 
	North Tyneside WPA 
	Dudley Pharmaceutical Site 
	Shasun Pharma Solutions Ltd 
	A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 
	1,010 
	2,698 
	-
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	Table
	TR
	Table 2 -Summary list of sites which meet input criteria (see Table 1) by Local Authority 
	-


	TR
	Site Name 
	Operator 
	Permit Type 
	Exports from North Yorkshire 2012 
	Exports from North Yorkshire 2011 
	Exports from North Yorkshire 2010 
	Criteria met (see Table 1) 

	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	Knostrop Waste Treatment Facility EA/EPR/MP3633GD/V002 
	FCC Recycling (UK) Limited 
	A21 : Chemical Treatment Facility 
	36,515 
	11,265 
	19,439 
	1,2,3 

	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	Wetherby Skip Services 
	Wetherby Skip Services Ltd 
	A11 : Household, Commercial & Industrial Waste T Stn 
	16,413 
	11,616 
	11,915 
	1 

	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	PECKFIELD LANDFILL 
	Caird Peckfield Limited 
	L04 : Non Hazardous LF 
	8,330 
	14,462 
	32,568 
	1,2,3 

	Kirklees WPA 
	Kirklees WPA 
	Newlay Concrete Ltd 
	Newlay Concrete Ltd 
	SR2010 No12: Treatment of waste to produce soil <75,000 tpy 
	12,177 
	-
	-
	1,2 

	Kirklees WPA 
	Kirklees WPA 
	BRADLEY PARK LANDFILL SITE 
	Bradley Park Waste Management Limited 
	L01 : Hazardous Merchant LF 
	10,183 
	-
	-
	1,2,4 


	Kirklees WPA 
	Kirklees WPA 
	Kirklees WPA 
	West Yorkshire Treatment Centre 
	Chemwaste Limited 
	A21 : Chemical Treatment Facility 
	1,114 
	1,622 
	1,110 
	3 

	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	Wagstaff Auto Spares 
	Mr Stewart Wagstaff 
	A19a : ELV Facility 
	-
	-
	6,701 
	2 

	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	Bridlington Sludge Conditioning 
	Yorkshire Water Services Limited 
	A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 
	6,479 
	1,608 
	-
	2 

	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	Jerry Lane Landfill 
	Mytum & Selby Waste Recycling Ltd 
	A15 : Material Recycling Treatment Facility 
	6,188 
	-
	-
	2 

	Redcar and Cleveland WPA 
	Redcar and Cleveland WPA 
	Bran Sands Effluent Treatment Works EPR/LP3439LK/V005 
	Northumbrian Water Ltd 
	A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 
	11,157 
	5,603 
	-
	1,2 

	Redcar and Cleveland WPA 
	Redcar and Cleveland WPA 
	Middlesbrough Container Sorting Line 
	Ward Recycling Ltd 
	A15 : Material Recycling Treatment Facility 
	7,701 
	9,656 
	3,300 
	2,3 

	Redcar and Cleveland WPA 
	Redcar and Cleveland WPA 
	Bran Sands Regional Sludge Treatment Centre 
	Northumbrian Water Ltd 
	S0819 : Sewage sludge treatment 
	2,956 
	5,603 
	-
	2 

	Hartlepool WPA 
	Hartlepool WPA 
	Niramax Transfer Station 
	Niramax Group Ltd 
	A11 : Household, Commercial & Industrial Waste T Stn 
	9,676 
	Just below threshold for criterion 1 but 


	Table
	TR
	4,286 
	2,673 
	included at this stage 

	Hartlepool WPA 
	Hartlepool WPA 
	SEATON MEADOWS 
	ALAB ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES LIMITED 
	L02 : Non Haz (SNRHW) LF 
	5,792 
	4,294 
	2,049 
	2,3,4 

	Hartlepool WPA 
	Hartlepool WPA 
	Sims Group Windermere Road 
	Sims Group U K Ltd 
	A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS's) 
	2,619 
	2,612 
	2,382 
	3 

	Doncaster WPA 
	Doncaster WPA 
	Morris & Co (Handlers) Ltd 
	Morris & Co (Handlers) Ltd 
	A19 : Metal Recycling Site (Vehicle Dismantler) 
	6,620 
	-
	-
	2 

	Doncaster WPA 
	Doncaster WPA 
	Armthorpe Quarry 
	Butterley Aggregates Ltd 
	A14 : Transfer Station taking Non-Biodegradable Wastes 
	10,276 
	1,081 
	8,784 
	1 

	Wakefield WPA 
	Wakefield WPA 
	Reuse Glass Uk Ltd* 
	Reuse Glass U K Ltd 
	A15 : Material Recycling Treatment Facility 
	2,621 
	9,044 
	11,294 
	1,2,3 

	Wakefield WPA 
	Wakefield WPA 
	Fastsource Ltd, The Old Coal Yard 
	Fastsource Ltd 
	S0906: Inert and excavation WTS with treatment 
	12,058 
	-
	-
	1,2 

	Stockton-on-Tees WPA 
	Stockton-on-Tees WPA 
	Cowpen Bewley Landfill Site 
	IMPETUS WASTE MANAGEMENT LTD 
	L04 : Non Hazardous LF 
	-
	-
	5,101 
	2 


	Stockton-on-Tees WPA 
	Stockton-on-Tees WPA 
	Stockton-on-Tees WPA 
	Tonks Recycling Centre 
	J Tonks ( Transport ) Ltd 
	A16 : Physical Treatment Facility 
	1,060 
	1,263 
	1,415 
	3 

	Stockton on Tees WPA 
	Stockton on Tees WPA 
	Tearramundo Port Clarence16 
	Augean 
	Hazardous waste treatment 
	1,753 

	Central Bedfordshire WPA 
	Central Bedfordshire WPA 
	Ampthill Metal Co Ltd Station Rd Ind Est 
	-

	Ampthill Metal Co Ltd 
	A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS's) 
	16,595 
	-
	-
	1,2 

	Essex WPA 
	Essex WPA 
	O -I Glass Manufacturing Plant 
	Reuse Glass U K Ltd 
	A15 : Material Recycling Treatment Facility 
	1,643 
	2,388 
	2,386 
	3 

	County Durham WPA 
	County Durham WPA 
	Aycliffe Quarry 
	Stonegrave Aggregates Ltd 
	S0803 : HCI Waste TS + treatment 
	1,190 
	1,774 
	1,823 
	3 

	Nottingham City WPA 
	Nottingham City WPA 
	Sims Metal 
	Sims Group U K Ltd 
	A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS's) 
	2,884 
	3,470 
	1,665 
	3 

	North Lincolnshire WPA 
	North Lincolnshire WPA 
	Roxby Landfill Site 
	Biffa Waste Services Ltd 
	L04 : Non Hazardous LF 
	-
	8,371 
	-
	2 

	Rotherham WPA 
	Rotherham WPA 
	Roy Hatfield Ltd 
	Roy Hatfield Ltd 
	A9 : Haz Waste Transfer Station 
	8,156 
	6,273 
	2,490 
	4 


	This facility is included in Table 2 following correspondence from Stockton Borough Council confirming that imports were of hazardous waste, therefore meeting the threshold criteria identified 
	16 
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	1e) WPAs contacted in May 2014 
	Central Bedfordshire Council Durham County Council Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council East Riding of Yorkshire Council Essex County Council Hartlepool Borough Council Kirklees Council Leeds City Council North Lincolnshire Council Nottingham City Council Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council Stockton on Tees Borough Council Wakefield Council Yorkshire Dales National Park 
	1f) Example letter to importer WPA May 2014 
	P
	Figure

	P
	Figure

	1g) Summary of responses to May 2014 correspondence 
	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	Central Bedfordshire Council 
	Central Bedfordshire Council 
	1) It is difficult to comment on the appropriateness of the proposed criteria to enable your authority to identify export movements of strategic significance without some indication of the overall waste volumes and whether or not, by using these criteria, the majority of the waste exported is 'caught' or if there is a significant proportion unaccounted for when these criteria are applied. Indeed, the significance of the volume of waste exported from North Yorkshire to Ampthill Metal Company Limited in 2012 
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	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 53 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 54 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 55 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 56 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 57 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 58 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 59 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 60 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 61 
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	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	being exported from your area in 2012. I did, however; contact the company to try to find out whether the waste identified as being imported in 2012 was a 'one off' or indicated an ongoing contract as it does seem quite unusual for such waste to be transported here when there are many similar facilities nearer to North Yorkshire. I was informed that whilst some scrap metal was taken to the steel works in Sheffield in 2012 they were not aware of any coming from the Yorkshire area. Indeed it was suggested tha

	Cumbria County Council 
	Cumbria County Council 
	It is difficult to gain more than an overview of minerals movements to their markets, as quarry operators prefer to keep the details confidential -we certainly do not have precise figures for exports of crushed rock from Cumbria to North Yorkshire. Furthermore, in the recent past, Cumbria County Council had not carried out the annual minerals survey for quarries in the county, but relied upon the NW Aggregates Working Party to undertake the survey and collate the responses. Since the duty to prepare a Local
	It is difficult to gain more than an overview of minerals movements to their markets, as quarry operators prefer to keep the details confidential -we certainly do not have precise figures for exports of crushed rock from Cumbria to North Yorkshire. Furthermore, in the recent past, Cumbria County Council had not carried out the annual minerals survey for quarries in the county, but relied upon the NW Aggregates Working Party to undertake the survey and collate the responses. Since the duty to prepare a Local
	-




	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	The 2013 LAA discusses potential, major infrastructure projects in Cumbria, such as nuclear new build, regeneration schemes and transport links; the 2014 LAA will include potential projects identified by the Local Enterprise Partnership. There is no commitment to any of those developments at present. If any of these projects were to happen, it is considered that their implications could be anticipated in advance, through the lead-in time for consultations, permissions and construction, so there would be no 

	Durham County Council 
	Durham County Council 
	1) The criteria would seem to be appropriate. The Environment Agency Position Statements on waste show movements over 1,000 tonnes and it is considered that this is an appropriate level. 2) N/A 3) Durham County Council do not have any more information on the specific waste or sites involved beside the information available from the Waste Data Interrogator and the Hazardous Waste Interrogator and the more general trends data from the Environment Agency. Therefore we are not aware of any further sites of stra


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	should be noted however that one of the closest quarries to North Yorkshire in County Durham in 2009 has now ceased mineral extraction, as the winning and working of minerals ceased at Aycliffe Quarry in 2013. We would also wish to highlight that we have no control of the final destination of aggregate minerals extracted from County Durham’s quarries, which is of course a function of the market and mineral operator supply strategies. For further information you may wish to refer to my colleague’s email of 2

	Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council 
	Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council 
	Minerals I can confirm in respect of minerals that the aggregate supplied from North Yorkshire may well continue to be required in line with the average exports as shown for the last 10 years. These levels may even increase later in the plan period due to the sand and gravel resource limitations in the Doncaster area. Evidence within the 2009 RAWP report and 2010 monitoring (including the draft Doncaster and Rotherham LAA) shows that Doncaster’s resources are predominantly soft sand. Given the above informa


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	also lies within a major rail freight corridor that serves both international and domestic markets, with direct access to the ports of Hull and Immingham and has been identified as a potential location to create a railhead terminal. This facility may have the potential to receive waste from North Yorkshire in large quantities. 4) No. The Joint Waste Plan has recently been adopted and is based on up-to-date information. 5) Your previous response refers to the Barnsley, Rotherham and Doncaster Joint Waste Pla

	East Riding of Yorkshire Council 
	East Riding of Yorkshire Council 
	1) Yes 2) N/A 3) No 4) No, however, Wagstaff Auto Spares is in Great Heck, so in NYCC rather than ERYC. . 

	TR
	In relation to aggregates we would be grateful if you could answer the following questions: 5) Are there any particular projects or levels of planned future growth that may require a significant increase in aggregates demand? As the Local Plan has progressed to submission stage, far more building projects are coming forward. Many are housing schemes, but there are also many wind turbines and wind farms, which will need crushed rock for access roads. 6) If so, is it likely that this demand can be met through


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	Not that I’m aware of 8) Is it appropriate to assume that levels of aggregate supply from North Yorkshire should continue along the lines of an average of the past ten years sales? Yes I believe so. Based upon data you have previously provided it is apparent that in 2009 significant movements of sand and gravel from the East Riding of Yorkshire to the Joint Plan area took place, in the range of 60-140kt over the period 2009 to 2012. With this in mind, we would be grateful if you could inform us of any reaso

	Kirklees Council 
	Kirklees Council 
	Thank you for consulting Kirklees Council on your joint minerals and waste plan. I have carefully considered your questions and provide the following response: 1. Yes 2. N/A 3. There are no facilities in addition to the ones already identified that are considered to have a strategic role in managing waste from York and the North Yorkshire area 4. No. Each of the identified facilities have sufficient permitted capacity to continue receiving the levels of waste up to 2030 5. Agreed. Kirklees does not consider

	Leeds City Council 
	Leeds City Council 
	1) Thresholds of 1,000 tonnes seems low. 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	2) 5,000 3) None known 4) Yes. We expect Peckfield to be full at current rates of tipping ahead of 2022 – maybe 2019. 5) We have no indication the Skelton efw is to go ahead. We have refused a 200K tonnes efw in March as contrary to the development plan. No appeal on refusal yet. Municipal efw under construction. Will take circa 70k tonnes commercial waste from late 2016. 6) No change likely 

	Nottingham City Council 
	Nottingham City Council 
	Thank you for your request for information concerning the identified waste movements between the Joint Plan Authorities and Nottingham City based on the Environment Agency data interrogators. We have analysed the data in respect of movements and can confirm that the information provided matches our own assessment of the available data and that we support the thresholds of ‘significant’ waste movements used in the assessment. At the present time we have not identified any significant planning issues resultin

	Redcar and Cleveland 
	Redcar and Cleveland 

	Borough Council 
	Borough Council 
	We have no information to suggest that the existing export of waste to the identified sites in Redcar and Cleveland would be unable to continue. The Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD (2011) and Minerals and Waste Policies and Sites DPD (2011) contain information on specific sites and policies for waste management. There are currently no proposals for an uplift in the management of imported hazardous, or other, waste from outside areas. 

	Rotherham Metropolitan Borough 
	Rotherham Metropolitan Borough 
	1) Yes I would agree that the criteria used would be appropriate. 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	Council 
	Council 
	2) N/A 3) There are no additional strategic sites that deal predominantly with hazardous waste that I am aware of. Victrex, Gin House Lane, Thornhill, Rotherham have a licence for the storage of some hazardous chemicals, though they mainly manufacture chemicals rather than dealing with waste. By way of more general commentary, a new waste facility, the PFI Bolton Road Scheme in Manvers is likely to come on stream in early 2015, and has a capacity of 265 000 per annum. However, this would primarily manage mu

	TR
	5) Your previous response refers to the Barnsley, Rotherham and Doncaster Joint Waste Plan as aiming to minimise the import and export of waste, although identifies that this may not be the case in relation to hazardous waste. Is there any reason to assume therefore that exports may not be able to continue at their current rate throughout the period to 2030? The plan aims to encourage a degree of self-sufficiency within the BDR area, however, there are no recent planning approvals within the Rotherham borou

	TR
	6) Are there any particular projects or levels of planned future growth that may require a significant increase in aggregates demand? The Waverley site is in the south-eastern an area of the borough that is expected to have a significant amount growth in the near future. The site has recently had a number of recent applications approved, following an outline approval in 2011. 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	RB2008/1372 – Outline application with all matters reserved except for the means of access for a new community comprising residential (3890 units) commercial development (including office, live/work, retail, financial and professional services, restaurants, snack bars and cafes, drinking establishments, hot food takeaways, entertainment and leisure uses and a hotel) and open space (including parkland and public realm, sport and recreation facilities), together with 2 no. 2 form entry primary schools, health

	Stockton on Tees Borough Council 
	Stockton on Tees Borough Council 
	1 and 2) It is considered that the criteria for determining the strategic significance of waste management facilities is appropriate and no alternative thresholds are suggested. 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	3) The Waste Interrogator 2012 indicates that in total 1752.56 tonnes of hazardous waste were sent from North Yorkshire and York UA to Terramundo Port Clarence, which is a facility operated by Augean that provides waste treatment processes, including the remediation of contaminated soils. It is considered that the volume of hazardous waste received from the joint plan area in 2012 would meet the criteria for strategic significance. 4) In our previous correspondence we stated: The Cowpen Bewley Landfill site


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	In our previous correspondence we stated: The Port Clarence Landfill site, operated by Augean North Limited, has permission to handle both hazardous and non-hazardous waste for disposal in landfill. In 2011 28,712.2 tonnes of hazardous waste and 42,109.57 tonnes of non hazardous waste were accepted at the site. The site was originally granted planning permission to accept 3.75 million cubic metres of waste plus soil and stone etc, in 1996. This permission was modified in 2003 and the site now has permission


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	the quarry remains non-operational. 8) I can confirm that we are not currently aware of any constraints that would significantly affect the supply of aggregates into Stockton on Tees. 

	Yorkshire Dales National Park 
	Yorkshire Dales National Park 
	Request a meeting to discuss minerals and waste issues (a meeting was subsequently held on 15 July 2014) Key matters agreed at the meeting were a need to enter into a memorandum of understanding relating to export of aggregate from YDNP to the remainder of north Yorkshire and in relation to the role of NYCC in managing waste arising in the YDNPA area (see Appendix 1i below). 


	1h) Memorandum of Understanding with Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council 
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	1i)  Memorandum of Understanding with Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority 
	P
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	P
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	P
	Figure

	1j) Supplementary information on hazardous waste management 
	Hazardous waste exports from 2011 Interrogator 
	WPA 
	WPA 
	WPA 
	Total Hazardous waste exports (tonnes) 
	transfer 
	recovery 
	treatment 
	Incineration (with or without energy recovery) 
	landfill 
	other 

	Bradford MBC 
	Bradford MBC 
	242 
	207 
	1 
	35 

	Calderdale MDC 
	Calderdale MDC 
	191 
	191 

	Durham Council 
	Durham Council 
	234 
	21 
	2 
	211 

	Darlington MBC 
	Darlington MBC 
	161 
	161 

	Derbyshire CC 
	Derbyshire CC 
	2,107 
	2,023 
	81 

	Doncaster MBC 
	Doncaster MBC 
	76 
	46 
	20 
	8 
	2 

	East Riding Council 
	East Riding Council 
	13 
	13 

	Flintshire cc 
	Flintshire cc 
	2,172 
	2,172 

	Hartlepool 
	Hartlepool 
	918 
	1 
	4 
	913 

	Kirklees 
	Kirklees 
	1,718 
	80 
	33 
	176 
	1,428 

	Lancashire 
	Lancashire 
	729 
	108 
	420 
	201 

	Leeds 
	Leeds 
	2,986 
	1,089 
	179 
	680 
	103 
	27 

	Lincolnshire cc 
	Lincolnshire cc 
	37 
	5 
	33 

	NE Lincs 
	NE Lincs 
	497 
	2 
	495 

	N Lincs 
	N Lincs 
	186 
	186 

	Nottinghamshire 
	Nottinghamshire 
	738 
	38 
	700 

	Redcar and Cleveland BC 
	Redcar and Cleveland BC 
	1,582 
	174 
	13 
	4 
	4 
	1,388 

	Rotherham 
	Rotherham 
	1,049 
	1,035 
	14 

	Salford 
	Salford 
	8 
	6 
	2 

	Sheffield 
	Sheffield 
	963 
	498 
	2 
	463 

	Stockton on Tees 
	Stockton on Tees 
	1,363 
	43 
	62 
	455 
	803 

	Wakefield 
	Wakefield 
	2,148 
	372 
	1,205 
	425 
	183 

	Walsall 
	Walsall 
	723 
	575 
	148 

	Total 
	Total 
	20,841 
	4,498 
	7,530 
	1,729 
	871 
	5,314 
	27 


	1k) LLRW producer survey form 2013 

	North Yorkshire County Council Minerals and Waste Development Framework Low Level Radioactive Waste (LLRW) Survey 2013 
	North Yorkshire County Council Minerals and Waste Development Framework Low Level Radioactive Waste (LLRW) Survey 2013 
	Contact  Details 
	Organisation 
	Contact 
	Head Office Address 
	Head Office Address 
	Telephone Number Email Address 

	1. Please answer the following questions in relation to LLRW 
	a) 
	a) 
	a) 
	Does your organisation generate LLRW? (if yes, please provide estimated annual amount) 

	b) 
	b) 
	If so, which establishments generate LLRW (please specify geographical location)?    

	c)
	c)
	Is your LLRW waste segregated and dealt with separately from other types of waste you produce? 

	d) 
	d) 
	Which organisation/s collect the LLRW waste from you? 

	e)
	e)
	 Do you know where and how your LLRW waste is managed or disposed of?  If so, please provide details 


	Please return your completed survey by email to ,or alternatively post it to: 
	mwdf@northyorks.gov.uk 
	mwdf@northyorks.gov.uk 


	Minerals And Waste Development Framework Team Planning Services North Yorkshire County Council County Hall Northallerton DL7 8AH 
	1l) Organisations contacted in LLRW survey 2013 
	Harrogate and District NHS Foundation Trust York Teaching Hospital NHS Foundation Trust Hambleton, Richmondshire & Whitby Clinical Commissioning Group St Helens Rehabilitation Hospital White Cross Court Rehabilitation Centre Archways Intermediate Care Unit York Nuffield Hospital Bootham Park Hospital Rainbow equine hospital Dales Pharmaceuticals White Rose Pharmaceuticals Ltd Harvey Scruton Ltd Smithers and Viscient Viking Gas UK Coal John Drury and Son Bayfords Fuel Dealers Emo Oil David Edgar – Solid Fuel
	1m) Example letter to importer WPAs November 2014 
	Letter was sent to Barnsley, Bradford, Bury, Calderdale, Central Bedfordshire, Cheshire West and Chester, Darlington, Durham, Derbyshire County, Doncaster, East Riding of Yorkshire, Essex, Flintshire, Gateshead, Hartlepool, Hull,  Kirklees, Knowlesely, Lancashire, Leeds, Liverpool, North East Lincolnshire, Newcastle Upon Tyne, Newport, North Lincolnshire, North Tyneside, Nottingham City, Nottinghamshire County, Redcar and Cleveland, Rotherham, Salford, Stockton on Tees, Sefton, Sheffield, Stoke on Trent, Su
	P
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	1n) Summary of responses to November 2014 correspondence on cross boundary waste movements 
	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	Central Bedfordshire Council 
	Central Bedfordshire Council 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan-Duty to Cooperate Thank you for your letter dated 7th November 2014. In response to question a) of your letter, I can confirm that the data provided in the Appendix is accurate. It appears that the significant imports to Ampthill Metal Co Ltd, Station Road Industrial Estate from North Yorkshire in 2012 were unusual as North Yorkshire sent no waste to the facility in 2011 or 2013. This facility operates under a Lawful Use Certificate and as such there are no planning restriction

	Bradford 
	Bradford 
	In response to the questions set out in the letter: 

	Metropolitan District 
	Metropolitan District 

	Council 
	Council 
	a) Yes it is accurate b) No – we are not aware that any of the sites are intending to cease operation. We have granted a number of permissions since 2011 and although none of the large strategic facilities have yet been built in Bradford, it is apparent 
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	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	that the types and quantities of waste listed in your appendix are not reliant on these new strategic facilities, nor would these strategic facilities particularly impact upon the facilities you list in the appendix as they are primarily specialist and/or metal traders/WEEE. c) No 

	Durham County Council 
	Durham County Council 
	Thank you for your letter of consultation in relation to the above matter following on from letters sent in May 2014. In relation to strategically significant imports and exports of minerals and waste, we would respond as follows. Joint Plan area Waste Exports and Imports We note the revised consultation criteria for strategic significance as follows:  Input of at least 1,000 tonnes of non-hazardous waste in any of the past three years (2011, 2012, and 2013);  Input of at least 100 tonnes of hazardous was


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	Yorkshire’s waste went to the Potterhouse Lane Household Waste Recycling Centre (HWRC) in Durham City with a further 3.4 tonnes going to the Romanway HWRC in Bishop Auckland and a further 2 tonnes going to the Coxhoe HWRC. As discussed, we recommend discussion with the Environment Agency on this issue. We do not consider the amounts in the previous three years to be of fundamental importance to the delivery of the strategy in County Durham. We would welcome any further information you may have on similar mo
	-


	Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council 
	Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council 

	East Riding of 
	East Riding of 
	Thank you for your consultation which was received on the 7'h November 2014. In response to the questions raised 

	Yorkshire Council 
	Yorkshire Council 
	with regards the table in the appendix attached to the consult, the East Riding of Yorkshire Council has the following comments to make: a) It is noted that the Environment Agency's Waste Interrogator, or Hazardous Waste Interrogator in respect of hazardous waste, has been utilised as a data source for the information provided in the Appendix. This data source is supported by the East Riding of Yorkshire and on this basis the information provided is considered to be accurate. b)From the waste movements list


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	need to be resolved through further discussions. However, if issues arise in the future the East Riding of Yorkshire Council would be willing to cooperate and discuss further as and when required. 

	Essex County Council 
	Essex County Council 
	Dear Sir / Madam, Thank you for your recent Duty to Co-operate request. The Essex response is as follows: a) The information is accurate so far as it relates to waste movements between the North Yorkshire sub-region and Essex WPA. However please note that the plan area for our emerging Waste Local Plan covers both the county of Essex and the unitary authority of Southend-on-Sea b) Whist the emerging Replacement Waste Local Plan is predicated on the basis of net self-sufficiency within the plan area, I am no

	Hartlepool Borough Council 
	Hartlepool Borough Council 
	a) Yes, HBC believe the information provided in appendix A to be accurate. b) No. the businesses operating in Appendix A are still in operation today. The waste transfer stations can continue to operate for many years as waste comes and then goes. The location of the businesses in on industrial land and there are no proposals to change the use of the land, so it is envisaged that these businesses will remain for many years. Furthermore the landfill site (Seaton Meadows) has had a recent extension and as a r


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	I trust the information is sufficient, however if you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact myself or a member of the team. 

	Kirklees Council 
	Kirklees Council 

	Leeds City Council 
	Leeds City Council 
	a) Information looks accurate. No cause to challenge any of it. b) Peckfield will be full by 2019, everything else has long life permissions and all the larger sites are safeguarded in our local plan. c) Yes the total tonnage is of a strategic scale but only a few individual sites are of strategic importance, Knostrop, Wetherby Skip and Peckfield. Wetherby Skip because it is very close to the district boundary and collects north and east of Wetherby, in N Yorks 

	North Lincolnshire Council 
	North Lincolnshire Council 

	Nottingham City 
	Nottingham City 
	Thank you for your email of 07/11/14 requesting information concerning the identified waste movements between 

	Council 
	Council 
	North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority based on the Environment Agency data interrogators for 2011 -2013. The City Council also uses/analyses the EA's interrogator and trusts that this information is correct. At the present time we have not identified any significant planning issues resulting from current levels of waste movements and do not anticipate any significant changes in our own provision that would affect the Plan. Unless future monitor

	Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council 
	Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council 
	Thank you for your letter on the Duty to Cooperate. In response to the questions raised: a) We have no further information on waste movements to Redcar and Cleveland beyond the information contained within the Environment Agency's Waste Interrogator. Therefore, although data should be treated with caution, we have nothing to suggest that the data is inaccurate. b) We are unaware of any planning reasons why the future export of waste to the facilities listed in Redcar and Cleveland would be unable to continu


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	c) The movements of waste to Redcar and Cleveland are considered to be of strategic importance, we would therefore welcome further discussion as part of the Plan process. I trust you find these comments helpful and we would welcome further discussions at the appropriate stage. Should you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact me on (01287) 612 348 or at strategic.planning@redcar-cleveland.gov.uk 

	Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council 
	Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council 
	I refer to your letter and table originally submitted November 2014 regarding the above and apologise for the delay in my reply. a) I would consider the information supplied to be accurate and have no additional information to suggest otherwise. b) I have reviewed all of the sites identified within the appendix and I am not aware that there are any planning constraints in terms of restrictive conditions regarding future closure. Or future expected policy restraints. The only comment I would make is as follo

	Stockton on Tees Borough Council 
	Stockton on Tees Borough Council 
	I refer to your enquiry relating to waste movements between the North Yorkshire sub-region and Stockton on Tees and provide answers to your questions as follows: A) I have no alternative information that would suggest that the information provided within the Appendix is inaccurate. B) In relation to question B, I will provide information on the operation of each of the facilities listed as receiving waste in 2013 in return. The Cowpen Bewley Open Windrow Composting Facility was granted planning permission i


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	Conditions were attached to this approval which limited the consent to a period of ten years. It is, therefore, expected that the facility will cease to operate by October 2021, unless a further planning application is submitted and approved. The Terramundo Port Clarence Treatment Facility, operated by Augean, was granted planning permission in 2008 and had a predicted capacity of up to 542,000 tonnes per annum. The facility was granted permission without any time limiting conditions and we are not aware of
	-
	-



	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	centre in 1993 and this was on a permanent basis with no time limiting conditions. We have no information that would indicate that Billingham Treatment Plant is expected to cease operation and are not aware of any planning reasons why movements to the plant cannot continue in the future. The Sims Group WEEE Recycling Facility was granted planning approval on 20/09/2002. This was on a permanent basis with no time limiting conditions and I am not aware of any planning reasons that would prevent the continued 

	Wakefield Council 
	Wakefield Council 

	Calderdale Council 
	Calderdale Council 
	In relation to your Duty to Cooperate letter, QA) I can confirm that I am in agreement with the figures in the Appendix. QB) I am not aware of any planning reasons as to why these movements may not be able to continue in the future. QC) Given the most recent tonnages imported to Calderdale, we do not consider this level of waste to be of strategic importance. 

	Darlington Borough Council 
	Darlington Borough Council 
	Thank you for your consultation under the duty to cooperate. I have looked at the information provided from the waste interrogator and although I cannot comment in any greater detail on the quantities of waste handled (we would access the same interrogator data) I can provide a bit more detail on the planning status of the sites referred to. 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	2011 Albert Hill -no longer operational Hanratty’s -operating lawfully Drinkfield -Assuming this is the site adjacent to the former Council tip. Operating Lawfully. 2012 Shaw Bank -Don’t think this is in our patch it’s Durham [Barnard Castle] Faverdale -operating with planning permission Lingfield Way operating with planning permission Drinkfield see above 2013 Twinsburn -Operating with planning permission [in part] investigations ongoing regarding external storage of waste Shaw Bank-See above Hanratty’s -O

	Derbyshire County Council 
	Derbyshire County Council 
	I refer to the above document that was sent to Derbyshire County Council in October 2014. As Derby City and Derbyshire County Councils are working on a joint waste plan this letter represents a position on behalf of both authorities. The information that you have provided has been taken from the Environment Agency’s Waste Data Interrogator, we would not at this time have any additional information. As part of our own waste plan development we have carried out an extensive assessment of all operational, perm


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	Flintshire County Council 
	Flintshire County Council 
	Thank you for consulting Flintshire County Council on the Duty to Cooperate. I consider the information in your letter to be an accurate record of WEE and Hazardous Waste which has been exported out of North Yorkshire/York/NYNPA joint area to Flintshire. a) Reid Trading handle specialist machinery cleaning wastes and in particular (eg a tank containing fuel oils can be cleaned to accept food products, and the contaminated residues may be taken back from a given site to Reid Trading for appropriate bulking u


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

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

	North East Lincolnshire Council 
	North East Lincolnshire Council 
	Thank you for your letter dated 7th November 2014 regarding waste movements between North Yorkshire and North East Lincolnshire. We consider the data that you have provided to be an accurate representation of that contained in the Environment Agency’s Waste Data Interrogator and Hazardous Waste Data Interrogator. We are not aware of any specific reasons which would mean that these waste movements could not continue. The facilities listed are understood to have permanent planning consents in place. We consid

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

	Walsall Council 
	Walsall Council 

	Nottinghamshire County Council 
	Nottinghamshire County Council 
	Thank you for your letter of 7th November 2014 and request for information concerning the identified waste movements between the North Yorkshire Sub-region and Nottinghamshire for the years 2011 through to 2013. 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	We can confirm that the information provided from the EA non-hazardous interrogator matches our own assessment of the available data but note that there is no site-specific information provided in relation to hazardous waste. To the best of our knowledge all of the sites identified have a current EA permit and are currently active although the Bentinck Tip site was a temporary operation to allow lagoon capping on a former colliery tip site. A temporary five year permission for wider landscaping and restorat

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

	Hull City Council 
	Hull City Council 
	I refer to your letter dated November 7th 2014 on the above. In response to the questions in your letter: a) I consider the information provided to be accurate. b) I am not aware of any planning reasons why the movements identified could not continue. c) Our work has not yet reached a stage where we have identified what would be defined as strategic movements and I would therefore not wish to commit to setting out what is and is not strategic at this time. Notwithstanding 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	this, as both authorities are active members of the Yorkshire and Humber WTAB, there will be ongoing dialogue between our authorities to ensure the Duty to Cooperate is complied with. I trust this information is of use and please contact me if you require any further information. 

	Sunderland City Council 
	Sunderland City Council 

	Newcastle City Council 
	Newcastle City Council 
	In response to your email a) Yes b) No I am not aware of any such reasons. c) No I do not consider the movements of waste referred to as being of strategic importance, nor do they require any further discussions currently. 

	Cheshire West & Chester Council 
	Cheshire West & Chester Council 
	Thank you for your letter of 7 November 2014 relating to the cross boundary movement of waste from North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority to Cheshire West and Chester Council. I have reviewed the data supplied in ‘Appendix – Waste Exported from North Yorkshire Sub-region to Cheshire West & Chester – 2011-2013’ and have the following comments to make. a) Data supplied in the Appendix relating to Waste Data Interrogator and Hazardous Waste Data In

	Stoke-on-Trent City 
	Stoke-on-Trent City 
	In response to your email we would state. 

	Council 
	Council 
	1) We have no reason to dispute the proposed figures. 2) We are unaware of any issues which would negatively impact the continued operation of the sites mentioned in 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	the appendix. However the Joint Waste Core Strategy for Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire does not consider either facility to be ‘strategic’ as such there is no formal protection of each of the sites. 3) The levels of waste are relatively small, and therefore whilst where practical it would be better for the North Yorks plan to find facilities closer to home to deal with waste arising, it is acknowledged that stopping waste crossing borders is challenging and that certain forms of waste are so specialist as

	Newport City Council 
	Newport City Council 
	Apologies for the delay in responding to your email. I’ve had a look at your questions and offer the following response: a) The Council do not monitor non-municipal waste movements, but rely on data from Natural Resources Wales (formerly Environment Agency), and therefore have no basis to question the accuracy of the data. b) I am not aware of any planning reasons why the current situation cannot continue. None of the facilities listed have a temporary planning permission are still operating. In the event o
	Apologies for the delay in responding to your email. I’ve had a look at your questions and offer the following response: a) The Council do not monitor non-municipal waste movements, but rely on data from Natural Resources Wales (formerly Environment Agency), and therefore have no basis to question the accuracy of the data. b) I am not aware of any planning reasons why the current situation cannot continue. None of the facilities listed have a temporary planning permission are still operating. In the event o



	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	monitoring procedures for waste planning applications and capacity availability in each local planning authority in Wales. Further guidance on the monitoring procedures is yet to be published, but once in place these may help provide additional information and clarification on non-municipal waste movements around the country. If you require any additional information, please contact me on the number given below. 

	North Tyneside 
	North Tyneside 
	Thank you for your email of 7th November regarding waste movements from the North Yorkshire sub region to 

	Council 
	Council 
	North Tyneside. I have checked the data from the Environment Agency’s Waste Data Interrogator and Hazardous Waste Data Interrogator and our own understanding of hazardous waste issues in North Tyneside and I have answered your questions below. a) Yes, the information in the appendix is accurate. b) There are no planning reasons why all waste movements in the appendix would be able to continue into the future. c) The waste movements have been assessed against our own thresholds for the amount of waste consid
	-


	Gateshead Council 
	Gateshead Council 
	Further to your letter dated the 7th November I must apologise for missing the deadline for a response to your consultation. The following information is forwarded in response to your consultation: 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

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

	Wolverhampton City Council 
	Wolverhampton City Council 
	Wolverhampton adopted the Black Country Core Strategy (BCCS) along with Dudley Sandwell and Walsall Councils in February 2011. The BCCS contains a number of waste policies for the Black Country. The Black Country authorities are planning to achieve “net self-sufficiency” through the targets in the BCCS, and we expect other waste planning authorities will plan to do the same. However it is accepted that commercial realities will influence the ability to achieve this. In response to the specific questions: a)

	Joint Merseyside 
	Joint Merseyside 
	1. I am responding to your letters sent 7th November 2014 to Knowsley, Liverpool and Sefton Councils regarding 

	Authorities 
	Authorities 
	Duty to Cooperate, hazardous waste movements and the North Yorkshire County Council, the City of York 

	(on behalf of 
	(on behalf of 
	Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority are producing a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 

	Knowsley Council, 
	Knowsley Council, 
	(MWJP). 

	Sefton Council and 
	Sefton Council and 

	Liverpool City 
	Liverpool City 
	2. Knowsley, Liverpool and Sefton alongside Halton, St.Helens and Wirral Councils adopted the Joint Merseyside 

	Council) 
	Council) 
	and Halton Waste Local Plan (WLP) on 18th July 2013. For more information visit the WLP page: http://www.meas.org.uk/1093 

	TR
	3. Merseyside Environmental Advisory Service coordinated preparation of the WLP and provide waste planning 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	advice to the Merseyside and Halton Councils, so we have been asked to prepare a joint response to your Duty to Cooperate request. 4. With regard to your 3 questions (a to c) posed in your letters, our response set out below, is informed by the WLP and its evidence base, Environment Agency (EA) Waste Data Interrogators (WDI) and Hazardous Waste Data Interrogators (HWDI), and Environmental Permitting Regulations – Waste Sites 2014 as well as local knowledge of the waste management sector. a) Yes. The informa

	Suffolk County Council 
	Suffolk County Council 
	Thank you for your letter of 7th November 2014 seeking comment on the movement of wastes from your region into Suffolk. In respect of the questions raised in your letter and listed (a) – (c) I would respond as follows: (a) I would confirm that a similar figure of some 316 tonnes of hazardous waste imported into Suffolk has been identified off the 2013 Waste Data Interrogator. I have no other contradictory evidence to suggest alternative 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	figures. (b) A breakdown of the tonnage shows it as being oil and oil water mixtures and solvents. The destination of the material was Holywell waste oil facility, operated by Eco –Oil Ltd a facility that has been in existence for a number of years. The facility operates under a planning permission administered by Ipswich Borough Council and is located within the confines of Ipswich Docks. The location has a number of industrial uses falling under the definition of port operational activities. The Waste Pla


	Figure
	Figure
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	I am writing to you in response to the letter you recently sent regarding waste movements to Salford City Council and representing 
	AGMA Response 
	Bury Metropolitan Borough Council, two of the ten Greater Manchester Authorities. You may be aware that in April 2012 the Greater Manchester Authorities adopted the Greater Manchester Joint Waste Development Plan Document. 
	Bury Council and 
	This document was prepared by the Minerals and Waste Planning Unit on behalf of AGMA and we represent the 
	Salford City Council 
	authorities on minerals and waste planning issues, as such I am preparing this response on their behalf. Please visit for access to the Greater Manchester Waste Plan. 
	www.gmwastedpd.co.uk 

	I have responded to your inquiry below as a whole response from AGMA, not as individual WPAs, in line with how waste is planned for across Greater Manchester. In regards to specific questions in the letter sent, I have answered these below. 
	(a) 
	(a) 
	(a) 
	I can confirm that the data you sent is correct for waste movements in 2013 to Salford City Council and Bury Metropolitan Borough Council. 

	(b) 
	(b) 
	Similar movement occurred in previous years as shown in your working. As these movements are likely to be of a commercial nature, they occur outside of the control of the Waste planning Authority. As such we have no specific concerns with them continuing and have no information from operators of facilities which treat such waste to indicate these operations are likely to cease over the period of the Greater Manchester Waste Plan. It is likely that the majority of waste sent to Bury is going to Pilsworth Lan

	(c) 
	(c) 
	With regard to whether we feel the movements are strategic, AGMA have recently agreed to adopt thresholds of 100tpa for Hazardous waste and 1000tps for non hazardous waste. We would therefore consider any movements above these levels strategic and would wish to continue to engage with you on these matters. 


	I hope our comments are of use to you and if you wish to discuss these further, please contact Carolyn Williams, Group Leader Minerals and Waste on 0161 604 7746, or email . 
	carolyn.williams@urbanvision.org.uk 
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	2b) Summary of responses to March 2013 correspondence 
	MPA 
	MPA 
	MPA 
	DtC Response March 2013 

	Cumbria County 
	Cumbria County 
	There is uncertainty whether Cumbria will be able to maintain the 

	Council 
	Council 
	same high level of production for land won aggregates in the medium 

	TR
	to long term. 

	TR
	Cumbria produces very high skid resistance roadstone, which is 

	TR
	regarded as being of national importance, and high skid resistance 

	TR
	roadstone which are of sub-regional importance. 

	TR
	The landbank for sand and gravel does not cover the whole plan 

	TR
	period, but a preferred area and areas of search have been identified. 

	TR
	The crushed rock landbank extends past the end of the plan period. 

	TR
	The landbank for high specification roadstone runs up to the end of 

	TR
	the plan period, so additional planning permissions would be needed. 

	TR
	It is unlikely that supply capabilities will be increased. 

	TR
	There are no additional pressures on the high PSV quarries as YDNP 

	TR
	still has adequate supplies. 

	Derbyshire 
	Derbyshire 
	Derbyshire expects to be able to maintain supply of crushed rock at 

	County Council 
	County Council 
	the volumes needed to maintain current supply patterns. The 

	TR
	movements of aggregate between Derbyshire and NY sub-region are 

	TR
	relatively small. 

	Durham Council 
	Durham Council 
	Working towards Publication stage of County Durham Local Plan 

	TR
	which will take into account the North East Joint LAA. 

	TR
	The LAA concludes that crushed rock supply will be maintained up to 

	TR
	2030, there is a landbank of 45 years. 

	TR
	The existing permitted reserves of Carboniferous limestone will 

	TR
	become exhausted before 2030 so County Durham are seeking to 

	TR
	make extra provision to maintain supply. There are adequate reserves 

	TR
	of Magnesian limestone. 

	TR
	The sand and gravel landbank is healthy with a landbank of 17 years at end 2011. Further permitted reserves are becoming available and the supply of sand and gravel will not be constrained up to 2030 if the sales levels remain the same, but further provision may be required towards the end of the plan period. Tees Valley is reliant on imports from surrounding MPAs, they have a permitted reserve of crushed rock and should be encouraged to extract it to reduce pressure on supply from surrounding areas. 

	East Riding 
	East Riding 
	The supply of land won sand and gravel is not likely to be constrained 

	Council 
	Council 
	in the future. East Riding has safeguarded some mineral resources. There is no expectation of further development of sand and gravel resources. 

	South Tyneside 
	South Tyneside 
	A site at Jarrow for landing marine aggregate is allocated in an 

	MB Council 
	MB Council 
	adopted Area Action Plan. It is not considered likely that its continued use to land and distribute marine aggregates will be constrained. There are no known proposals at this stage for further development of marine aggregates infrastructure. 

	Stockton on Tees 
	Stockton on Tees 
	The wharf used for landing marine aggregate is safeguarded by the 

	Borough Council 
	Borough Council 
	adopted Tees Valley Minerals and Waste Development Plan Documents. It is not expected that there will be any future constraints on the landing of marine aggregates within the Borough. 

	Wakefield MD Council 
	Wakefield MD Council 
	Wakefield has adopted a LDF. The current crushed rock supply position is not expected to change significantly over the LDF plan period. Darrington Quarry is the largest in West Yorkshire and WMDC would support NYCC safeguarding the plant in the NYCC area. It provides a significant supply into the NY sub-region. Wakefield has safeguarded limestone resources in the LDF. The quality, viability and accessibility of resources within the Permian limestone belt may become constrained. It is unlikely that any furth


	2c) MPAs contacted in November 2013 
	Bradford Metropolitan District Council Cumbria County Council Durham County Council Derbyshire County Council Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council East Riding of Yorkshire Council Leeds City Council Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council (on behalf of Tees Valley MPAs) Norfolk County Council South Tyneside Council Stockton on Tees Borough Council Wakefield Council 
	2d) Example letter to MPAs November 2013 
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	2e) Summary of responses to MPA correspondence November 2013 
	MPA 
	MPA 
	MPA 
	DtC Response December 2013 

	Cumbria 
	Cumbria 
	LAA shows that Cumbria has landbanks in excess of the minimums 

	County 
	County 
	required by Government, 35years for crushed rock, 15.3 years for sand 

	Council 
	Council 
	and gravel, 20.2 years for high PSV. 

	TR
	It is incorrect to assume that ‘Cumbria is unlikely to be able to export as 

	TR
	much aggregate beyond the mid 2020s. Cumbria County Council and the 

	TR
	Lake District National Park Authority are not actively seeking to supress 

	TR
	aggregates provision, now or in the future. 

	TR
	Maintenance of supply will depend on the grant of further permissions and 

	TR
	we consider that this will be market led. 

	TR
	The importation of sand and gravel from North Yorkshire is believed to be 

	TR
	relatively low. 

	TR
	There are currently no major infrastructure projects which may significantly 

	TR
	impact on the demand for aggregates from Cumbria. 

	Bradford 
	Bradford 
	Bradford agree with the assumptions made by North Yorkshire. At present 

	Council 
	Council 
	there are no major infrastructure projects in the Bradford District which may 

	TR
	impact on demand for sand and gravel and crushed rock in the immediate 

	TR
	future. However, the Bradford District Local Plan Core Strategy will be 

	TR
	allocating land for housing, employment and associated infrastructure 

	TR
	which will result in an increased aggregate demand in the long term. 

	Derbyshire 
	Derbyshire 
	No response at this stage 

	County 
	County 

	Council 
	Council 

	Doncaster 
	Doncaster 
	Doncaster agree that the potential to maintain crushed rock supply is good 

	Council 
	Council 
	but the supply of high quality sand and gravel from South Yorkshire is 

	TR
	becoming more constrained and is also constrained in North 

	TR
	Nottinghamshire, which is a significant source of exports to South 

	TR
	Yorkshire. This suggests that there is likely to be an ongoing need for the 

	TR
	export of aggregate from North Yorkshire to South Yorkshire to continue. 

	TR
	There may be potential increased crushed rock export from elsewhere in 

	TR
	the East Midlands to help maintain supply in South Yorkshire. If this occurs 

	TR
	there is unlikely to be any significant increase in demand on North 

	TR
	Yorkshire sources of crushed rock. High grade crushed rock may also be sourced from North Yorkshire as it is unavailable from other sources. It is assumed that a proportion of exports from North Yorkshire to the South Yorkshire sub-region are to Doncaster. There are several major infrastructure projects listed by Doncaster which may have an impact on aggregates requirements. 

	Durham County Council 
	Durham County Council 
	Durham provided a detailed response in April 2013. Since this response the County Durham Plan Pre-Submission Draft has been subject to public consultation between October and December 2013. Durham suggest the following assumptions apply, based on the Pre Submission Draft Version of the County Durham Plan: -With regard to crushed rock and sand and gravel, over the 19 year period 1st January 2012 to 31st December 2030, as set out in the Plan, there are more than sufficient permitted reserves within County Dur

	East Riding Council 
	East Riding Council 
	No response at this stage 

	Leeds City Council 
	Leeds City Council 
	Leeds agree with the following assumptions: -Local supply capacity from within Leeds or West Yorkshire is unlikely to increase significantly in the foreseeable future. -There will be ongoing reliance on supply of landwon aggregate from areas such as North Yorkshire in the foreseeable future, although imports of marine dredged aggregate may be able to offset some of the supply in the longer term. -If HS2 goes ahead it may sterilise mineral resources in Leeds and Wakefield. -The West Yorkshire sub-region impo

	Norfolk Council 
	Norfolk Council 
	The Leziate processing works is a safeguarded site within the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Development Framework 2010-2026. This is the processing plant and railhead for the Sibelco UK Ltd silica sand operation in Norfolk. The sand is extracted from satellite workings and transported to the processing works, after processing the majority of the sand is transported via rail from the integrated rail head at the processing plant. The Leziate works is the sole silica sand operation in Norfolk and the adopted Core

	TR
	annum, all indications are that this production is being achieved. As part of the Minerals Site Specific process a number of sites for silica sand extraction were proposed, however some sites were either withdrawn or unallocated, therefore only one site was allocated in the pre-submission publication. This site will provide an additional 3 million tonnes of silica sand resulting in a shortfall towards the end of the plan period. Following the Examination in Public the published Inspectors report recommended

	Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council (Tees Valley) 
	Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council (Tees Valley) 
	No additional data on the movements or consumption of aggregate in the Tees Valley area is currently available. In the absence of additional viable sites within the Tees Valley, and given the market driven nature of sale movements, it is expected that the level of imports of both aggregates into Tees Valley will need to remain similar to recent levels. There is potential for an increased contribution of marine dredged aggregate (sand and gravel) into the region, including from Tees Valley, which could help 

	South Tyneside Council 
	South Tyneside Council 
	The assumptions set out in response to the Local Aggregates Assessment are correct and are expected to remain valid. 

	Stockton 
	Stockton 
	The information provided by Stockton in April 2013 is still considered to be 

	Council 
	Council 
	correct. We have no further information to suggest that the assumptions relating to the landing of marine aggregates and the supply of marine dredged aggregate from the Tees Valley area don’t remain valid. 

	Wakefield 
	Wakefield 
	Previous assumptions given in relation to the continuing operation of the 

	Council 
	Council 
	Darrington Quarry is on the basis of the best information available at the time, and based on the timescale and reserves permitted at DQ. However, variables on the quality of the formation within the quarry and commercial viability cannot be guaranteed, and this could affect the quality of the consented reserves worked at the site. There are no other large scale dolomitic limestone opportunities readily identifiable once the DQ reserve is worked. There may however be opportunities for small areas of Magnesi

	TR
	a number of safeguarded sites and consented reserves not currently worked. There are several infrastructure schemes which may have an impact on demand for aggregates. There are a number of residential sites allocated throughout the district in the Council’s LDF which are likely to be brought forward within the plan period to 2026. 


	2f) MPAs contacted in May 2014 
	Cumbria County Council Durham County Council Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council East Riding of Yorkshire Council Hartlepool Borough Council Kirklees Council Leeds City Council Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council (on behalf of Tees Valley authorities) Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council Stockton on Tees Borough Council Wakefield Council Yorkshire Dales National Park 
	2g) Example letter to MPAs May 2014 
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	2h) Correspondence with Norfolk County Council (letter from Norfolk County Council 27 November 2013) 
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	2i) Letter to adjacent MPAs on building stone June 2014 
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	2j) Letter to building stone industry June 2014 
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	2k) Letter to district council conservation officers on building stone June 2014 
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	Figure

	2l Email to adjacent Mineral Planning Authorities on cross boundary minerals safeguarding August 2014 
	Dear Sir/Madam, 
	North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park are working together to produce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. As a whole the Joint Plan area contains large areas of mineral resources which are proposed to be safeguarded. 
	As part of the evidence base for the Joint Plan and in order to ensure that any significant cross boundary implications are considered, a Cross Boundary Safeguarding document has been produced. This is intended to help identify mineral resources which are safeguarded (or proposed to be safeguarded) near to or up to the boundary of the Joint Plan area, both within the Joint Plan area and in adjoining authority areas and to help ensure consistency of approach where necessary. 
	Before the document is published on our website we would like to seek your views on it, as an adjacent authority with safeguarded or draft safeguarded areas in close proximity to the Joint Plan area. In particular we would appreciate it if you could: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Review the information relating to your authority area. 

	2. 
	2. 
	Provide an update to the information if there have been any changes or progression in terms of minerals safeguarding in your authority area. 

	3. 
	3. 
	Identify and provide views on any important cross boundary safeguarding issues 


	which you feel would benefit from further discussion. Please can you provide a response by 12September 2014 to . 
	th 
	mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk
	mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk


	Regards 
	To be circulated to 
	Redcar and Cleveland Middlesbrough Stockton Darlington Durham CC Lancashire CC Bradford MDC Leeds CC Wakefield Council Doncaster MBC East Riding Council YDNPA York and NYMNPA for info. 
	2m Email to adjacent MPAs seeking views on updated cross boundary minerals safeguarding paper December 2014 
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	2n Agenda for North Yorkshire Development Plans Forum May 2015 
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	2o Minutes for Yorkshire and Humber Aggregate Working Party meetings, July 2013, February 2014 and October 2014. 
	July 2013 
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	P
	ParagraphSpan
	Figure

	ParagraphSpan
	Figure


	P
	Figure

	P
	ParagraphSpan
	Figure

	ParagraphSpan
	Figure


	October 2014 
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	2p Memorandum of Understanding between Yorkshire and Humber Waste Planning Authorities regarding cooperation on waste planning. 
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	Figure

	Figure
	2q Agendas and list of attendees of Yorkshire and Humber Waste Planning Officers Group, April 2014, November 2014 and March 2015 
	April 2014 
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	Figure
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	November 2014 
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	March 2015 
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	June 2015 
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	Figure
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	2r Agenda and attendees of Tees Valley Duty to Cooperate Group, May 2013, September 2013, May 2014, September 2014, January 2015 and July 2015 
	May 2013 
	Figure
	September 2013 
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	Figure
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	May 2014 
	May 2014 
	September 2014 
	January 2015 
	July 2015 

	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	2s Sample email to Local Nature Partnerships September 2014 
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	Figure

	2t Invitees and attendees for site panels held in February and March 2015 Invitees for site panels 
	Ian Smith 
	Ian Smith 
	Ian Smith 
	Heritage England 

	John King 
	John King 
	Natural England 

	Merlin Ash 
	Merlin Ash 
	Natural England 

	Sally Parker 
	Sally Parker 
	Environment Agency 

	Sara Robin 
	Sara Robin 
	Local Nature Partnership 

	Dr Tim Thom 
	Dr Tim Thom 
	Local Nature Partnership 

	Caroline Skelly 
	Caroline Skelly 
	North York Moors National Park 

	Alison Cooke 
	Alison Cooke 
	City of York Council 

	Rebecca Harrison 
	Rebecca Harrison 
	City of York Council 

	Stephen Brown 
	Stephen Brown 
	Craven District Council 

	John Hiles 
	John Hiles 
	Richmondshire District Council 

	Paula Craddock 
	Paula Craddock 
	Ryedale District Council 

	Pate Harrap 
	Pate Harrap 
	Scarborough Borough Council 

	Steve Wilson 
	Steve Wilson 
	Scarborough Borough Council 

	Andrew McMillian 
	Andrew McMillian 
	Selby District Council 


	Simon Hartley 
	Simon Hartley 
	Simon Hartley 
	Harrogate Borough Council 

	Julia Casterton 
	Julia Casterton 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Ruth Benson 
	Ruth Benson 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Rachel Pillar 
	Rachel Pillar 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Clare Dance 
	Clare Dance 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Colin Holm 
	Colin Holm 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Ian Burgess 
	Ian Burgess 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	David Cole 
	David Cole 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Rob Smith 
	Rob Smith 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Stuart Edwards 
	Stuart Edwards 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Mark Young 
	Mark Young 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Gail Falkingham 
	Gail Falkingham 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Lucie Hawking 
	Lucie Hawking 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Tim Frennaux 
	Tim Frennaux 
	North Yorkshire Partnership Unit 


	Attendees at site panels 
	Ian Smith Heritage England John King Natural England Merlin Ash Natural England Sally Parker Environment Agency Sara Robin Local Nature Partnership Dr Tim Thom Local Nature Partnership Caroline Skelly North York Moors National Park Alison Cooke City of York Council Rebecca Harrison City of York Council Anthony Dean City of York Council John Hiles Richmondshire District Council Jill Thompson Ryedale District Council David Hand Scarborough Borough Council Tom Ridley Selby District Council Wendy Wright Harroga
	Contact us 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team Planning Services, North Yorkshire County Council, County Hall, Northallerton, North Yorkshire, DL7 8AH 
	Tel: 01609 780780  Email: mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk 
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	Introduction 
	Introduction 
	Section 110 of the Localism Act 2011 sets out a statutory Duty to Cooperate in planning for sustainable development.  Under the Duty, planning authorities are required to engage constructively, actively and on a continuing basis where important cross-boundary issues (ie issues of relevance to more than one planning authority) arise. Planning for minerals and waste can, as a result of the operation of markets and the specialised provision sometimes required, give rise to strategic planning considerations bey

	Identification of significant cross boundary minerals and waste issues 
	Identification of significant cross boundary minerals and waste issues 
	1.0 This paper summarises how potentially significant cross boundary minerals supply and waste management issues have been identified and addressed during preparation of the Plan. It is intended primarily as a narrative document to accompany other information on how the Duty to Cooperate has been addressed. 
	1.1 In addition to the key specific issues identified in the Paper, it should be noted that the decision to prepare the Plan on a joint basis was itself in part a response to known issues of cross boundary significance between the three authorities.  These include in particular the existence of a joint arrangement between North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC) and City of York Council (CYC) for the management of local authority collected waste through the North Yorkshire and York Waste Partnership; known cro
	-

	1.3 Although this Paper is intended to provide summary evidence on how activity relevant to the statutory Duty to Cooperate has been used to help consider cross-boundary minerals supply and waste management issues, it does not constitute a record of all the activity undertaken by the three Councils, relevant to the Duty Cooperate, during preparation of the Joint Plan. Further information on how cooperation has informed the development of the Plan is contained elsewhere in the evidence base and supporting do
	1.4 A range of work has taken place on a cooperative or collaborative basis to help prepare the Plan.  Examples of this include the joint preparation (led by NYCC) and 
	1.4 A range of work has taken place on a cooperative or collaborative basis to help prepare the Plan.  Examples of this include the joint preparation (led by NYCC) and 
	subsequent updating of a Local Aggregates Assessment for the North Yorkshire Subregion; the production, also led by NYCC, of a Regional Waste Position Statement for Yorkshire and Humber and the establishment of a Yorkshire and Humber Technical Advisory Body for waste, and, the commissioning of a joint study of waste arisings and capacity requirements for the North Yorkshire Sub-region.  Engagement has taken place with other minerals and waste planning authorities, both within and beyond the Yorkshire and Hu
	-
	1


	1.5 In some cases, for example work on cross boundary movements of minerals and waste, the above activity has built on work carried out on these matters by NYCC and other relevant minerals and waste planning authorities prior to a decision to prepare a Joint Plan. Although such work is not referred to specifically in this Paper it has nevertheless contributed to the overall process of engagement in the identification and resolution of issues. 
	1.6 In order to guide identification, consideration and where necessary resolution of cross boundary issues, the following general approach has been, or is intended to be, followed by the three authorities; 
	Stage 
	Stage 
	Stage 
	Comments 

	Scoping of potentially relevant issues 
	Scoping of potentially relevant issues 
	Carried out at Issues and Options stage and through development and updating of the evidence base. Kept under review during preparation of the Plan 

	Communication with relevant DtC bodies (may be iterative process) 
	Communication with relevant DtC bodies (may be iterative process) 
	Carried out as part of an ongoing process throughout Issues and Options stage 

	Identification of priorities for further review 
	Identification of priorities for further review 
	Identified through review of information and views obtained during contact with relevant bodies 

	Identification of relevant issues requiring specific actions under DtC 
	Identification of relevant issues requiring specific actions under DtC 
	Undertaken during development of and consultation on preferred options 

	Formalisation of agreed position where necessary 
	Formalisation of agreed position where necessary 
	Undertaken between Preferred Options and presubmission stages where necessary 
	-


	Incorporation into Plan where relevant 
	Incorporation into Plan where relevant 
	Undertaken at pre-submission publication stage 


	Ie covering the four mineral planning authorities areas comprising North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council, Yorkshire Dales National Park and North York Moors National Park Authorities 
	1 

	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 4 
	A) Waste Issues 
	2.0 Initial scoping consultation on the Plan, together with further work commissioned specifically for the Plan in relation to waste arisings and capacity, suggested that movements of waste for management take place across the boundaries of the Plan area. This was further indicated by work undertaken by North Yorkshire County Council in 2014 on preparation of a joint Waste Position Statement for Yorkshire and Humber. 
	2
	3

	Stage 1 
	2.1 The Environment Agency’s waste data interrogators (WDI) were utilised to obtain data on movements of waste from North Yorkshire.  Initially this data was used to identify those other Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs) which appeared to receive significant amounts of waste from North Yorkshire. In order to identify relevant WPAs for the purpose of this correspondence and in order to focus on movements that are more likely to be of strategic relevance, initial threshold criteria were used. These were a min
	Stage 2 
	2.2 The WDIs were reviewed in more detail to identify specific facilities in other WPA areas which receive significant quantities of waste from North Yorkshire. The WDIs for 2010, 2011 and 2012 were reviewed for this task, in order to help gain an indication of any trends and to help offset the effects of any short term variability in waste movements. Initially, facilities were scoped in using a threshold of a minimum of 1000 tonnes input in any of the 3 years.  Facilities initially scoped in at this stage 
	1) Input of at least 10,000t in any of past three years (ie reflects facilities of all types and which receive, or have recently received, substantial tonnages of waste). 
	2) Input of at least 5000t in any of past three years and is not for transfer or inert landfill (ie reflects facilities which receive smaller tonnages but which may be of more strategic significance or more difficult to deliver). 
	3) Input of at least 1000t in each of past three years and is not for transfer or inert landfill (ie reflects facilities which have played a continuing role in recent years in managing waste arising in North Yorkshire, even where tonnages involved are relatively low). 
	4) Input of at least 1000t in a single year and is a facility which receives hazardous waste (ie reflects the relative scarcity of facilities for the management of hazardous waste). 
	2.3 Following application of the above criteria a further Table (Table 2) was produced identifying those facilities meeting the criteria, grouped by WPA(see Appendix 1d). These 15 WPAs (see Appendix 1e) were then contacted in writing in May 2014 to seek their views on the information obtained, particularly with a view to identifying any issues which may suggest that the previous movements of waste may not be able to continue in future, if necessary. Letters were tailored to specific WPAs (and in some cases 
	4 

	2.4 A summary of responses is provided in Appendix 1g. For the two non-responding WPAs, information was drawn from previous correspondence (ie responses to correspondence in November 2013) with those WPAs on cross-boundary matters to help gain an adequate understanding of the current position. This earlier correspondence did not reveal any issues considered to be of strategic significance. 
	2.5 In parallel with Stage 2, specific discussion took place via meetings with Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council and the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority on the relationship between those organisations and the management of waste arising in the area. This was to reflect the particular administrative circumstances of the Plan area. 
	2.6 A relatively small part of the North York Moors National Park Authority area falls within Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council which, as a unitary authority, has responsibility for waste collection and management within that part of the NYMNPA located within Redcar and Cleveland, whilst the NYMNPA remains the WPA. As a result of this discussion, a draft Memorandum of Understanding was reached between the Joint Plan authorities and Redcar and Cleveland to the effect that the North York Moors National Par
	Cleveland part of the National Park as this waste is already planned for within the Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Plan. In reality, the issue is of limited relevance as the amount of waste generated within the Redcar and Cleveland part of the Park is not significant and whether it is or is not included within the figures is unlikely to have any effect on the deliverability of the Plan. A copy of the draft MoU is included in Appendix 1h. 
	2.7 The Yorkshire Dales National Park is the WPA for its’ area but waste management functions for those parts of the National Park falling within North Yorkshire (ie excluding those areas located within Cumbria) are a responsibility of North Yorkshire County Council.  In practice the majority of waste arising in the Park (excluding mining and quarrying waste) is managed outside the Park and this situation is expected to continue as a result of policy constraints in the National Park.  A draft Memorandum of 
	Stage 3 
	2.8 Responses received during Stage 2 were reviewed to identify any residual issues which may require further consideration, in order to ensure that they are addressed adequately in the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. In practice, only very limited issues of potential significance were identified. These are: 
	2.9 The potential impact of the expected closure of Peckfield landfill in Leeds, possibly around 2019. Non-hazardous waste exported from the Plan area for landfill in this facility declined from over 30kt in 2010 to less than 10kt in 2012. The reason for this decline is not known but is likely to be a result of increasing costs of landfill combined with increasing availability of opportunities for diversion of waste from landfill.  If the reduction in export to this facility continues then the expected clos
	2.10 
	2.10 
	2.10 
	The impact of the cessation of receipt of biodegradeable waste at Cowpen Bewley landfill site in Stockton on Tees in summer 2014. From 2014 until 2023 the site is now only permitted for the deposit of non-hazardous, non-biodegradable waste.  Nonhazardous waste exported from the Plan area to the site in 2010 just exceeded the 5kt 
	-


	input criteria. No waste was recorded as being exported to this site from North Yorkshire in 2011 or 2012. It is therefore considered unlikely that, in practice, the change in status of this site will have any significant adverse impact on the management of waste arising in the Plan area. 

	Stage 4 
	Further considerations relating to hazardous waste, low level radioactive waste and reprocessing capacity 
	2.11 Particular consideration was given to hazardous waste exports.  This waste stream requires management at specialist facilities owning to its potential to harm health and the environment. As hazardous waste arises only in relatively limited quantities in the area it may be less likely that any capacity required will be delivered in the plan area for economies of scale reasons.  It is therefore correspondingly more likely that reliance will be required on capacity elsewhere, particularly for landfill, re
	2.12 For hazardous waste, for which specific data is available from the EAs Hazardous Waste Interrogator, information was also gathered on all known export destinations for 2011. This indicated that Hazardous waste was exported to 23 WPAs for management via a range of methods including transfer, recovery, other treatment, incineration and landfill. Many of these export movements were of very small quantities (of the order of a few 10s or 100s of tonnes per annum).  However, exports to a number of WPAs appro
	2.13 Correspondence with WPAs to which hazardous waste is exported was reviewed to identify any potentially significant factors which could limit the potential for similar 
	2.13 Correspondence with WPAs to which hazardous waste is exported was reviewed to identify any potentially significant factors which could limit the potential for similar 
	movements to occur in future if necessary.  Relevant correspondence was received from all WPAs. Two potentially significant issues arose from this correspondence: 

	2.14 The expected expiry of two time limited permissions for hazardous waste management in Kirklees if time extensions are not granted. However, examination of the data indicates that input of waste from North Yorkshire into these facilities is very small (a total of 247t in 2011) and Kirklees agreed in correspondence in May 2014 that the quantities imported are not considered to be of strategic significance). 
	2.15 The potential significance of the export of waste to Sheffield from North Yorkshire (data suggests that both non-hazardous and hazardous wastes are exported).  Sheffield City Council indicated that, whilst they saw no planning reason why import movements from North Yorkshire to Sheffield may not continue, they considered the level of imports to be significant and requested that this issue be addressed in the Plan. They also supported the need for wider consideration, at a Yorkshire and Humber level, of
	We would expect the preparation of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan to have regard to the export of waste to the Sheffield area both in terms of the volumes of waste exported for treatment, particularly of hazardous waste and in terms of the impacts associated with the handling / movement of waste in order to secure protection of the environment and human health. 
	I would suggest you could take account of this in the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan firstly through the revised waste hierarchy in the WFD which encourages options that deliver the best overall environmental outcome for the management of waste produced in your area.  The Hazardous Waste Strategy for England aims to encourage policies which lead to reductions in hazardous waste arisings and the wider application of the waste hierarchy to the management of hazardous waste. 
	Secondly, I would suggest the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan has regard to the proximity principle by ascertaining where the nearest appropriate installations are in order to secure the recovery or disposal of waste while ensuring a high level of protection to the environment and public health.  If appropriate the planning framework should identify sites and areas suitable for new or enhanced facilities to meet the waste management needs of your areas.  This principle is in line with PPS10 which requires com
	Thirdly, I would suggest that the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan takes account of infrastructure needs in planning for sustainable waste management to ensure 
	protection of the environment and human health. We welcome a more integrated approach to infrastructure planning towards low carbon transport solutions that minimise environmental impacts and secure protection of human health, particularly impacts on air quality and congestion. A strategic approach to infrastructure and waste planning that minimises unnecessary vehicle movements within the Sheffield boundary, particularly through the city centre or motorway corridor would be a welcome outcome of our coopera
	2.16 Although waste is exported from the Joint Plan area to Sheffield, the quantities are considered to be relatively small in the context of total arisngs/deposits in the respective areas. Waste exported to Sheffield is both hazardous and non-hazardous waste, mainly for transfer and treatment. The essential point within the response from Sheffield is their preference for waste arising in the Plan area to be managed in line with national policy principles relating to the waste hierarchy, community responsib
	2.17 For LLR waste, less specific information is available. A survey of potential producers of LLR waste in the Plan area was undertaken in 2013 as part of work taking place on the Waste Arisings and Capacity Study (Urban Vision and 4resources).  Twenty-one organisations were contacted and provided with a survey response form (see Appendix 1k).  A list of organisations contacted is provided in Appendix 1l.  LLR waste arising in the area is thought to arise mainly from the health care sector.  Although respo
	2.18 Reprocessing capacity for waste which is separated for recycling, particularly substances such as glass, metal, paper and plastic, generally requires large volumes of waste in order to make the operation economically viable. As a result such capacity 
	2.18 Reprocessing capacity for waste which is separated for recycling, particularly substances such as glass, metal, paper and plastic, generally requires large volumes of waste in order to make the operation economically viable. As a result such capacity 
	tends to be delivered as part of a strategic network of facilities operating at a regional or national level.  The Yorkshire and Humber Waste Position Statement (May 2014) indicates that the Y&H area has the highest concentration of specialist glass and metal processing facilities in the UK, as well as a number of plastics and paper reprocessing facilities. The success of these businesses relies on import of wastes for processing. Given the proximity of these reprocessing activities to the Plan area it is e

	Stage 5 
	2.19 Following production by the EA of updated Waste Data Interrogator information in Autumn 2014, and review of thresholds used by some other WPAs in relation to consultation on cross boundary movements, a decision was taken to carry out a further round of contact with other WPAs receiving exports from NY. This enabled use of more up to date information on waste exports (for the calendar year 2013), as well as time series data for the 3 year period 2011 to 2013 to help provide a more robust evidence base. 
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	2.20 Responses were received from 34 WPAs (non-respondents were Doncaster, Kirklees, North Lincolnshire, Wakefield, Sunderland and Walsall WPAs). However, it should be noted that engagement with the four of these WPAs located in the Yorkshire and Humber area has been continuing through the Y&H Waste Technical Advisory Body Group, on which they are all represented. 
	2.21 A very large majority of respondents to this consultation agreed with the information presented and indicated that no significant strategic cross-boundary issues were raised by the movements in question, particularly taking into account the need for operation of the market. No significant new cross-boundary issues were raised that had not been raised in previous correspondence during preparation of the Plan. One WPA (Stockton BC) indicated that the Council has recently approved schemes for the treatmen
	expected that Stockton BC will continue to import waste from outside the area and that there is future potential for an increase in this capacity. North East Lincolnshire Council identified a trend for an increase in the tonnage received from North Yorkshire and that it would be preferable for this waste to be managed closer to North Yorkshire, in line with the proximity principle, although also noted that waste moves for commercial reasons and that facilities in North East Lincolnshire may represent the cl
	2.22 A further step taken at this stage was the production of a short Evidence Paperreviewing policy approaches to net self-sufficiency in authorities exporting significant amounts of waste to North Yorkshire. 
	6 

	2.23 All waste policies within adopted and/or emerging Local Plans of WPAs adjoining the Plan area, or those which are ‘significant’ exporters of waste to the Plan area, were reviewed as part of this research. The plans’ approach to the import and export of 
	waste was assessed, including any potential reference to attaining net self-sufficiency. For the purposes of this research a threshold for a ‘significant’ exporter was set at 5,000 tonnes per annum and the relevant information was sourced from Environment 
	Agency’s Waste Interrogator (2012 data). 
	2.24 The objective of attaining net self-sufficiency in a WPA area relates to the intention to provide adequate waste management capacity, within the WPA area, to meet the arisings of waste originating within the WPA. However, the principle of net self-sufficiency allows for continued import and export of waste by making provision to manage the equivalent of 100% of waste arisings within the WPA, allowing for any imports of waste to match exports. Therefore, this approach would not support increased imports
	2.25 A net self-sufficiency approach is a potentially appropriate means of aiming to reduce the amount and distance that waste is transported to be managed, whilst reflecting the realities of the waste management market which does not necessarily respect WPA boundaries. Restricting the catchment of waste facilities through the planning system has generally proved to be an unrealistic objective, as proven by case law. 
	2.26 The main purpose of this Paper was therefore to review the extent to which adjacent and/or significant exporter authorities to the Plan area are aiming for a net 
	self-sufficiency approach, as this may provide an indication of the extent to which increased exports to the Plan area may be anticipated in future. 
	2.27 The Paper reviewed the existing or emerging plans of 18 WPAsand concluded that the large majority were aiming explicitly to adopt an approach of net self-sufficiency, meaning that over time increased exports to the Joint Plan area from other WPA areas is an unlikely scenario. 
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	2.28 The Net Self-Sufficiency Paper (October 2014) was considered at a meeting of the Yorkshire and Humber Technical Advisory Body for waste on 4 March 2015, with no specific concerns about the approach being raised. 
	Stage 6 
	2.29 In April 2015 further information became available (through liaison with a site operator) on the potential future availability of landfill capacity for non-hazardous biodegradeable waste in the Plan area. This information suggested that a key landfill site with substantial remaining void space, currently subject of a time limited permission expiring during the early part of the plan period, may not be subject of proposals for an extension of time. In view of the potential implications of this for avail
	8 
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	2.30 A confidential Discussion Paper reviewing the current and expected future position with regard to biodegradeable landfill capacity in the North Yorkshire and Tees Valley areas was prepared and circulated to relevant WPAs in the Tees Valley area (Stockton Borough Council, Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council and Hartlepool Borough Council) in May 2015. 
	2.31 In May 2015 a meeting also took place with the West Yorkshire Lead for Minerals and Waste Planning for the West Yorkshire Combined Authority. Discussion took 
	place on the issue of strategic landfill capacity in Yorkshire and Humber and the need for further consideration of this via the Waste Technical Advisory Body for Yorkshire and Humber.  An outcome of the meeting was a decision in principle to take an updated version of the Regional Waste Position Paper, including a supplementary paper on landfill capacity, to a future meeting of the Leeds City Region portfolio holders group, to help ensure an appropriate level of coordination. 
	2.32 The outcome of this activity will be summarised in future updates to this Paper. 
	B) Minerals issues 
	3.0 Early consultation on the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan led to the identification of aggregates minerals supply as being the key cross-boundary minerals issue to address, and this was confirmed through other work, including preparation of a first Local Aggregates Assessment (LAA) for the North Yorkshire sub-regionin January 2013 (subsequently updated in draft in 2014 with a full update in March 2015) and consultation on the Joint Plan at Issues and Options stage. Important cross-boundary movements of ag
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	Stage 1 
	3.1 Initial correspondence took place in March 2013 with mineral planning authorities where potentially significant import/export movements had been identified, based on the LAA and other information obtained through initial consultation on the Plan. Contact was made via email with the 7 Mineral Planning Authorities identified in para. 125 of the first LAA (2013)as being potentially significant in the supply of aggregate minerals into the NY Sub-region. An example email is contained in Appendix 2a. Reminder
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	3.2 In June 2013 an Aggregates Supply Options Discussion Paper was produced by the Joint Plan Authorities and subject to consultation with aggregates industry representatives. The Paper built on some of the matters contained in the first LAA and asked a number of strategic questions about aggregates supply issues.  It represented an intermediate step on the way towards production of the Issues and Options consultation in early 2014. Only a limited response to the Paper was received and an 
	intended follow up workshop was cancelled due to a lack of interest from the minerals industry. 
	Stage 2 
	3.3 Following further work on the development of Issues and Options for the Plan, an additional round of correspondence with relevant mineral planning authorities took place in November 2013. In this correspondence 12 MPAs were contacted (see Appendix 2c), with responses being received from all. Whilst the main focus of this correspondence was again on aggregate minerals, correspondence at this stage also included contact with Norfolk County Council in relation to supply of silica sand. An example letter is
	Stage 3 
	3.4 A third round of correspondence took place in May 2014. 12 MPAs were contacted at this stage (see Appendix 2f), mainly to confirm information already provided during previous correspondence and/or to seek their views on assumptions that may be made in relation to minerals supply in the Joint Plan.  An example letter is contained in Appendix 2g. Reminder emails were sent where necessary.  Responses were received from 10 MPAs. Where relevant this further correspondence also reflected information contained
	3.5 As for waste, responses received during the above process were reviewed in order to identify any residual issues which may require further consideration, in order to ensure that they are addressed adequately in the Minerals and Waste joint Plan. 
	3.6 In practice the Plan area is a substantial exporter of minerals, particularly aggregates, with correspondingly low imports.  There is therefore likely to be a correspondingly low degree of dependence on imports from elsewhere (although these may sometimes occur in any event for commercial reasons). The most significant imports in volume terms are likely to be crushed rock from the Yorkshire Dales National Park (understood to be mainly high psv gritstone for road surfacing, a rock type which does not exi
	3.6 In practice the Plan area is a substantial exporter of minerals, particularly aggregates, with correspondingly low imports.  There is therefore likely to be a correspondingly low degree of dependence on imports from elsewhere (although these may sometimes occur in any event for commercial reasons). The most significant imports in volume terms are likely to be crushed rock from the Yorkshire Dales National Park (understood to be mainly high psv gritstone for road surfacing, a rock type which does not exi
	crushed rock from the YDNP area will impact on the wider supply position in the period to 2030. A draft Memorandum of Understanding with the YDNPA has been agreed to reflect this (See Appendix 1i). 

	3.7 Import of sand and gravel from East Riding. For sand and gravel, imports are generally very low, with the most significant source being East Riding.  In correspondence East Riding confirmed an expectation that such movements can continue, although they flagged up a potential longer term issue (post 2025) when a planning consent at a key site is due to expire and either an extension or new alternative site found. The potential implications, if any, of this for the Joint Plan area are not yet clear and it
	3.8 Import of sand and gravel from Doncaster. Whilst imports of sand and gravel from Doncaster are very low, that Authority has indicated that such supply may not be able to be maintained beyond the short-term and that, as supply shortages in Doncaster 
	become more significant, there may be a an increased call on North Yorkshire’s sand 
	and gravel resources later in the plan period.  The potential for this to impact on demand for North Yorkshire sand and gravel is considered in more detail in a discussion paper produced by the Joint Plan authorities in July 2014 and in the Local Aggregates Assessment (March 2015). Consultation on this paper and the LAA has taken place with relevant mineral planning authorities as well as the minerals industry. The outcome of this consultation is that the intended methodology for forecasting sand and gravel
	11 

	3.9 Import of silica sand from Norfolk.  This issue was initially identified through early work on development of the evidence base for the Plan. In particular it was established that silica sand is imported into North Yorkshire from Norfolk as a raw material for a major glass manufacturing facility in the southern part of the Plan area. As silica sand is a nationally scare resource it was considered that this could represent a significant cross-boundary minerals supply issue which required further assessme
	3.10 Correspondence took place with Norfolk County Council MPA in order to establish the expected future supply situation. Norfolk County Council have confirmed (see correspondence in Appendix 2h) that in order to meet the expected production requirement for silica sand identified in the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Core Strategy, 
	Forecasting demand for aggregate minerals Discussion Paper, July 2014 
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	there is a need for an allocated site or sites for a further 6.4mt of silica sand. The Minerals Site Specific Allocations DPD adopted by Norfolk in October 2013 contains an allocation for 3mt.  However a modification to the DPD, brought forward in response to issues raised at EiP, has introduced a requirement for an early single issue review, by 2016, relating to silica sand. Norfolk CC have stated that they consider that suitable areas of silica sand resource exist which can be brought forward to allow ext
	Stage 4 
	3.11 Whilst imports of sand and gravel are low, exports of concreting sand and gravel from the Joint Plan area are important in a regional context. As a major exporter of aggregate, regard also needs to be had to the impact of factors such as resource constraints or changes in scale or pattern of demand in areas receiving significant quantities of aggregate from the Joint Plan area. These issues have been identified or considered in the preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment for the North Yorkshire 
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	3.12 Through this liaison a number of areas, specifically West Yorkshire, South Yorkshire and authorities in the Tees Valley area, have indicated that they are likely to have to rely on continuing exports from the Joint Plan area in order to meet their own needs for aggregate. An approach to reflecting ongoing demand on the Plan area arising from cross-boundary supply factors in these areas is contained in the demand forecasting discussion paper and has been incorporated in the approach to forecasting requi
	Potential increase in demand arising in West Yorkshire as a result of growth pressures and constraints on indigenous aggregates resources. This is considered to be a factor relating particularly to concreting sand and gravel. 
	Particularly those for West Yorkshire, Doncaster, Humber area, Derbyshire and the Peak District, Nottinghamshire, Cumbria, Durham, Northumberland and Tyne and Wear joint LAA and the draft LAA for the Tees Valley authorities. 
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	Potential increase in demand arising in South Yorkshire as a result of increasing constraints on the availability of concreting quality sand and gravel in Doncaster. 
	3.13 The LAA (March 2015) incorporates a means of allowing for both these factors in a forecast of demand for the Joint Plan area. As noted above, the LAA has been subject of consultation with both relevant MPAs and the aggregates industry and is expected to be subject to ratification by the AWP for Yorkshire and Humber in due course. The forecast of future requirements contained in the LAA forms the basis for the level of provision for aggregate to be made in the Joint Plan. 
	3.14 In May 2015 a meeting took place with the West Yorkshire Lead for Minerals and Waste Planning for the West Yorkshire Combined Authority. Discussion took place on the issue of coordination in planning for aggregates supply.  An outcome of the meeting was a decision in principle to take a Paper on the connectivity between the West Yorkshire and North Yorkshire Local Aggregates Assessment to a future meeting of Leeds City Region planning portfolio holders board to help ensure an appropriate level of engag
	3.15 The outcome of any further activity will be summarised in future updates to this Paper. 
	Stage 5 
	3.16 Two further issues relating to supply of minerals were considered in terms of cross-boundary implications. These were supply of building stone and the safeguarding of minerals resources. These issues were identified through consultation on the Joint Plan at either scoping or Issues and Options stage. 
	Cross boundary movements of building stone 
	3.17 Although building stone is only worked in small quantities in the Plan area it is known that movements across the border of the Plan area take place. Specific information on the scale of these movements is not available but evidence suggests that the market for building stone, particularly high quality dimension stone, is geographically diverse (for example is known that building stone from the Plan area has been exported to Scotland). In response to representations made at Issues and Option stage furt
	3.17 Although building stone is only worked in small quantities in the Plan area it is known that movements across the border of the Plan area take place. Specific information on the scale of these movements is not available but evidence suggests that the market for building stone, particularly high quality dimension stone, is geographically diverse (for example is known that building stone from the Plan area has been exported to Scotland). In response to representations made at Issues and Option stage furt
	received from 10 adjacent MPAs, 3 district council conservation officers and 3 mineral site operators. 

	3.18 Responses were reviewed to identify any particular issues which may be of significance for identifying future demand for building stone.  Responses from adjacent MPAs indicated that, in general terms, either supply difficulties in MPA areas outside but adjacent to the Joint Plan area are not envisaged, or supply of building stone is not specifically constrained through current or emerging local plans in adjacent areas.  This suggests that an increased call on building stone resources in the Plan area, 
	Cross-boundary safeguarding of minerals resources 
	3.19 Safeguarding of minerals resources is a requirement of national planning policy. Good practice guidance on safeguardingsuggests that some consideration should be given to the cross-boundary implications of safeguarding, in order to help ensure a consistency of approach and to help prevent sterilisation of minerals resources through development taking place near to but outside a plan boundary. 
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	3.20 Existing or emerging minerals safeguarding area maps for adjacent MPAs were reviewed in 2013 and updated in 2014 and included in a Joint Plan evidence paper: Minerals Safeguarding Cross Boundary Issues (May 2014). The Paper compares current or proposed safeguarding areas outside but near to the Plan area boundary with those outside but near to the boundary, to identify any potential inconsistencies. This document was circulated in August 2014 to all MPAs which lie immediately adjacent to the Joint Plan
	3.21 Information acquired during the study suggests that there is generally a good degree of consistency between areas safeguarded, or proposed for safeguarding, 
	Mineral Safeguarding in England: Good practice advice (BGS 2011) 
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	outside but near to the Joint Plan boundary, with areas currently under consideration for safeguarding within the Joint Plan area. 
	3.22 The most significant potential discrepancy in approach is in relation to the safeguarding of underground deposits of gypsum.  Gypsum resources are safeguarded, in the Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Development Plan, along a substantial length of the boundary between the Joint Plan area and the Tees Valley area.  However, gypsum has not been identified by BGS as a mineral resource in North Yorkshire because of its association with water-bearing strata, (see BGS Commissioned Report CR/04/228N Miner
	3.23 A further round of consultation with all adjacent MPAs on cross-boundary safeguarding took place in December 2014, alongside consultation on the revised Local Aggregates Assessment for North Yorkshire (See Appendix 2m).  An updated paper on Minerals Safeguarding Cross Boundary Issues was circulated. Three responses were received (from Durham CC, East Riding Council and Doncaster MBC) leading to some further relatively minor changes to proposed safeguarding boundaries within the Joint Plan area. 
	3.24 Following Issues and Options consultation in February to April 2014, discussion also took place with all seven district/borough councils in the two-tier part of the Plan area. This was to ensure that district council planners were aware of safeguarding as an issue and of the potential implications for the LPAs in implementing safeguarding through a consultation area mechanism. These discussions took place via separate meetings with officers from each LPA during June 2014. Each LPA was provided with a d
	3.25 On 12 May 2015 a presentation on minerals and waste safeguarding, in the context of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, was given by a representative of NYCC to a meeting of the North Yorkshire Development Plans Forum.  The Forum includes representatives of all North Yorkshire District and Borough Councils. The presentation summarised the intended approach in the Plan to safeguarding and invited further input on this, including through responses to consultation at preferred options stage, in order to he
	C) Other activity relevant to identification and resolution of cross-boundary issues and addressing the Duty to Cooperate 
	4.0 In addition to the specific matters summarised above, a range of other activity has contributed to the understanding of strategic cross-boundary minerals and waste planning issues during preparation of the Plan. Key relevant activity includes: 
	1) Active participation in the Yorkshire and Humber Aggregates Working Party (AWP), which includes representatives from all the MPAs in Yorkshire and Humber, as well as a representative from the North East and East Midlands AWPs.  NYCC holds the position of chair of the AWP. Meetings have taken place in July 2013, February 2014 and October 2014. (Appendix 2o contains agendas of meetings). 
	2)Joint working on preparation and review of a Local Aggregates Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub-region (NYCC, CYC, NYMNP together with the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority).  This work has been led by NYCC. 
	3)Convening of a waste technical advisory group for the Yorkshire and Humber area, to which representatives from all WPAs are invited.  A first meeting was arranged and hosted by NYCC in April 2014.  Representatives from the Tees Valley authorities and Durham Council are also included. A memorandum of understanding on cooperation in waste planning has been agreed between all WPAs in Yorkshire and Humber relating to data sharing and liaison, including regular meetings of the Waste Technical Advisory group, c
	4) Preparation of a Regional Waste Position Statement in July 2014. This Statement emerged as an action from the April 2014 waste officers meeting and was led by NYCC. An update of the statement was commenced in Autumn 2015. 
	5)Commissioning of a joint waste arisings and capacity study for the North Yorkshire sub-region. 
	6)Participation in (with NYCC as a principal funder of) a joint evidence base study on the potential future contribution of marine aggregates to aggregates supply across the Yorkshire and Humber area. The study was commissioned by Leeds City Council but funded by all mineral planning authorities in Yorkshire and Humber). NYCC were represented on the project steering group. A report of the study was published in 2014. 
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	7)Representation by the Joint Plan authorities (NYCC and NYMNPA) at meetings of the Tees Valley Duty to Cooperate group (including meetings in May and September 2013, May and September 2014 and January and July 2015) (copies of agendas are available in Appendix 2r). 
	Marine Aggregates Study Final Report (URS January 2014) 
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	8) One to one stakeholder meetings in June 2014 with District Councils within the NYCC area and with statutory bodies (including Highways Agency, Local Highways Authority, Environment Agency, Natural England, English Heritage and the Local Enterprise Partnership). A request for dialogue with the two Local Nature Partnerships was made in writing on September 2014 (an example of one of the letters to the Local Nature Partnerships is in Appendix 2s). 
	9)Input into draft Local Aggregates Assessments prepared for adjacent MPA areas or Sub-regions. 
	10)Responding to consultation by adjacent minerals and waste planning authorities on emerging minerals and waste plans. 
	11)Liaison with statutory bodies including Historic England, Natural England, the Environment Agency and District/Borough Councils in February and March 2015 through a series of workshops relating to assessment of potential site allocations. A list of organisations who were invited and also a list of those organisations who attended is available in Appendix 2t. 
	12)Joint working with the North Yorkshire Highways Authority and Highways England (formerly Highways Agency) on a transport assessment for proposed site allocations, being undertaken by Jacobs UK on behalf of the Joint Plan authorities (study in progress at the date of preparation of this Paper). A meeting with the consultant and Highways England took place in July 2015 to help ensure that the output will meet 
	Highways England’s requirements. 
	Summary Table of key strategic cross-boundary issues relevant to the Plan 
	Issue 
	Issue 
	Issue 
	Comment 

	Joint waste management arrangements for LACW between NYCC and CYC 
	Joint waste management arrangements for LACW between NYCC and CYC 
	Influential in decision to prepare joint plan and reflected in proposed approach to provision of waste management capacity (eg see paras. 6.146.15 of the Preferred Options draft Plan) 
	-


	Minerals resource imbalance between NYCC and CYC areas 
	Minerals resource imbalance between NYCC and CYC areas 
	Influential in decision to prepare joint plan and reflected in proposed policy approach (eg draft Policy M01) 

	Potential for further cross boundary issues between NYCC and NYMNPA relating to onshore gas development (including shale gas) 
	Potential for further cross boundary issues between NYCC and NYMNPA relating to onshore gas development (including shale gas) 
	Influential in decision to prepare joint plan and reflected in proposed policy approach (eg draft Policies M16, 17 and 18) 

	Potential for further cross boundary issues relating to development of potash resources within NYMNPA 
	Potential for further cross boundary issues relating to development of potash resources within NYMNPA 
	Influential in decision to prepare joint plan and reflected in proposed policy approach (eg draft Policy M23) 

	Overlap in waste planning and management roles between NYMNPA area and Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council 
	Overlap in waste planning and management roles between NYMNPA area and Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council 
	Addressed via draft memorandum of understanding and reflected in the Plan (eg see para. 6.24 of the Preferred Options draft Plan) 

	Relationship between Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority and NYCC in the management of waste 
	Relationship between Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority and NYCC in the management of waste 
	Addressed via draft memorandum of understanding and reflected in the Plan and in the evidence base via a joint waste arisings and capacity study for the 
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	North Yorkshire sub-region (eg draft Policy W02) 

	Export of waste from the Plan area to other WPAs 
	Export of waste from the Plan area to other WPAs 
	Addressed through review of available evidence including liaison with relevant WPAs and reflected in the Plan, particularly via policy approach supporting increased capacity within the Plan area (eg draft Polices W02 to W08) 

	Import of aggregate from other MPAs 
	Import of aggregate from other MPAs 
	Addressed through review of available evidence, including liaison with relevant MPAs and a subregional Local Aggregates Assessment and reflected in a draft memorandum of understanding with the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority 
	-


	Potential for increased export of aggregate to other MPAs 
	Potential for increased export of aggregate to other MPAs 
	Addressed through review of available evidence including liaison with relevant MPAs, preparation of a sub-regional Local Aggregates Assessment and a discussion paper on demand forecasting. Reflected in the scale of provision to be made in the Plan (eg draft Policies M07, M08 and M09) 

	Import of silica sand from Norfolk 
	Import of silica sand from Norfolk 
	Addressed though correspondence with Norfolk CC and confirmation of the expected future position 

	Supply of building stone 
	Supply of building stone 
	Addressed through liaison with relevant parties including adjacent MPAs, lower tier LPAs in North Yorkshire and industry. Reflected in proposed policy approach to building stone (eg draft Policy M15) 

	Safeguarding of minerals resources 
	Safeguarding of minerals resources 
	Addressed through evidence (cross-boundary safeguarding paper) and in liaison with adjacent MPAs and lower tier LPAs in NYCC area and reflected in policy approach to safeguarding and consultation (eg draft Policies S01 and S06) 


	Waste arisings and Capacity study, Urban Vision and 4Resources October 2013 and 2015 Addendum report Yorkshire and Humber Waste Position Statement July 2014 
	Waste arisings and Capacity study, Urban Vision and 4Resources October 2013 and 2015 Addendum report Yorkshire and Humber Waste Position Statement July 2014 
	Waste arisings and Capacity study, Urban Vision and 4Resources October 2013 and 2015 Addendum report Yorkshire and Humber Waste Position Statement July 2014 
	2 
	3 



	An additional site, not originally carried forward from Table 1, was subsequently included in Table 3 following correspondence with the recipient WPA indicating that the waste received in 2012 was hazardous and at a tonnage exceeding criterion 4 set out above. 
	An additional site, not originally carried forward from Table 1, was subsequently included in Table 3 following correspondence with the recipient WPA indicating that the waste received in 2012 was hazardous and at a tonnage exceeding criterion 4 set out above. 
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	Additional WPAs contacted were Bury, Barnsley, Central Bedfordshire, Cheshire West and Chester, Essex, Gateshead, Hull, Knowlsley, Liverpool, Newcastle, Newport, North Tyneside, Sefton, Stoke on Trent, Suffolk County, Sunderland, Wolverhampton 
	Additional WPAs contacted were Bury, Barnsley, Central Bedfordshire, Cheshire West and Chester, Essex, Gateshead, Hull, Knowlsley, Liverpool, Newcastle, Newport, North Tyneside, Sefton, Stoke on Trent, Suffolk County, Sunderland, Wolverhampton 
	5 


	Waste Net Self-Sufficiency Paper (Oct 2014) 
	Waste Net Self-Sufficiency Paper (Oct 2014) 
	6 


	East Riding of Yorkshire, Hull, North Lincolnshire, Lincolnshire County, Doncaster, Rotherham, Barnsley, Leeds, Wakefield, Bradford, Lancashire County, Durham County, Tees Valley Authorities, Yorkshire Dales National Park Southmoor Energy Centre and the former Arbre Power Station site, both located in Selby District, as well as anaerobic digestion capacity at the former North Selby Mine site (City of York) 
	East Riding of Yorkshire, Hull, North Lincolnshire, Lincolnshire County, Doncaster, Rotherham, Barnsley, Leeds, Wakefield, Bradford, Lancashire County, Durham County, Tees Valley Authorities, Yorkshire Dales National Park Southmoor Energy Centre and the former Arbre Power Station site, both located in Selby District, as well as anaerobic digestion capacity at the former North Selby Mine site (City of York) 
	East Riding of Yorkshire, Hull, North Lincolnshire, Lincolnshire County, Doncaster, Rotherham, Barnsley, Leeds, Wakefield, Bradford, Lancashire County, Durham County, Tees Valley Authorities, Yorkshire Dales National Park Southmoor Energy Centre and the former Arbre Power Station site, both located in Selby District, as well as anaerobic digestion capacity at the former North Selby Mine site (City of York) 
	7 
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	Local Aggregates Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub-region January 2013 These were Stockton on Tees BC, South Tyneside MBC, East Riding Council, Durham Council, Derbyshire and Cumbria County Councils and Wakefield MDC 
	Local Aggregates Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub-region January 2013 These were Stockton on Tees BC, South Tyneside MBC, East Riding Council, Durham Council, Derbyshire and Cumbria County Councils and Wakefield MDC 
	9 
	10 



	Brief summary of key activity at each major stage of plan preparation 
	Brief summary of key activity at each major stage of plan preparation 
	A. Pre-commencement stage 
	5.0 As a strategic planning authority for minerals and waste, NYCC was involved in discussions on cross-boundary matters prior to commencement of work on the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. This included participation in Yorkshire and Humber area minerals officers meetings on aggregates in June and July 2012. The agenda for these meetings included ‘identification of cross boundary issues for aggregates’ and ‘potential approaches to coordinated working on Local Aggregates Assessments’ as well as joint local a
	5.1 Discussions with a range of individual organisations on matters relevant to the Duty to Cooperate were also held during this period. 
	5.2 Discussions also took place on the potential to prepare a sub-regional minerals and waste plan for the North Yorkshire sub-region (ie the four minerals and waste planning authorities of NYCC, City of York, North York Moors National Park and the Yorkshire Dales National Park). These discussions were successfully concluded during 2012 with confirmation from City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority with regard to preparation of a Joint Plan. The Yorkshire Dales National Park Au
	B. Plan scoping stage 
	5.3 Initial consultation on the Joint Plan was undertaken in May-June 2013 in the form of a consultation leaflet and accompanying background paper. A number of evidence papers were also prepared to support the Scoping consultation. These presented initial information on cross boundary movements of minerals and waste, where available. The Scoping consultation also identified a number of key issues it was expected the Plan would need to address, including cross-boundary movements of minerals and waste.  It al
	5.4 Further evidence to support preparation of the Plan was obtained in between scoping and commencement of an Issues and Options consultation in February 2014. In particular this included information needed for a review of the first Local Aggregates Assessment (Jan 2013) for the North Yorkshire Sub-region and the commissioning of a sub-regional waste needs assessment, which was finalised in November 2013 (and subsequently updated in 2015). These documents were made available on the website and the Local Ag
	C. Issues and Options stage 
	5.5 An Issues and Options consultation document was published in February 2014. The consultation identified a number of cross-boundary matters that may need to be addressed in the Plan.  Background information about these were presented in the Context chapter (Chapter 2) and in Chapter 3 (Issues and Challenges).  Issues identified included ‘Ensuring a continuity of supply of minerals, particularly once the economy begins to grow, reflecting the likely levels of growth and future requirements for minerals’ a
	5.5 An Issues and Options consultation document was published in February 2014. The consultation identified a number of cross-boundary matters that may need to be addressed in the Plan.  Background information about these were presented in the Context chapter (Chapter 2) and in Chapter 3 (Issues and Challenges).  Issues identified included ‘Ensuring a continuity of supply of minerals, particularly once the economy begins to grow, reflecting the likely levels of growth and future requirements for minerals’ a
	identified included ‘Developing an appropriate locational strategy for new waste management facilities, taking account of cross-boundary movements where relevant’. Further discussion of cross-boundary issues was contained in sections dealing with specific mineral types and waste streams, in particular the sections dealing with the spatial approach to aggregates supply, sand and gravel provision, overall distribution of sand and gravel provision, overall provision of crushed rock, silica sand, strategic role

	5.6 Further work took place during Issues and Options stage to help clarify and discuss cross-boundary movements of minerals and waste, as discussed elsewhere in this Paper. Issues raised were considered during development of the Preferred Options stage for the Plan and where relevant have fed into the content of the proposed preferred policies. 
	D. Preferred Options stage 
	5.7 Work towards preparation of Preferred Options focussed on further developing evidence in relation to relevant matters identified at Issues and Options stage.  This included preparation of an updated Local Aggregates Assessment, including a revised approach to demand forecasting for sand and gravel, which in turn has informed the preferred scale of provision for the Plan.  Other work included liaison with relevant WPAs to obtain updated information and views on cross-boundary movements of waste, and the 
	5.8 A new element of work undertaken at this stage included commissioning of a study on potential opportunity locations for waste management facilities in the Plan area. The main purpose of this work was to provide more evidence on the existence of locations potentially suitable for development of additional waste management capacity, in order to help address any possible capacity shortfalls identified in the Plan. The work was carried out by consultants in liaison with District and Borough planning authori
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	Identification of Potential Locations for Waste Management Facilities (NYCC July 2015) 

	Appendix 1 -waste 
	Appendix 1 -waste 
	1a) WPAs contacted with regard to waste movements in November 2013 
	Bradford Metropolitan District Council Calderdale Council Durham County Council Darlington Borough Council Derbyshire County Council Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council East Riding of Yorkshire Council Flintshire County Council Hartlepool Borough Council Kirklees Council Lancashire County Council Leeds City Council Lincolnshire County Council North East Lincolnshire Council North Lincolnshire Council Nottinghamshire County Council Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Counci
	1b) Example WPA letter November 2013 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	1c) Summary of responses to correspondence with importer WPAs November 2013 
	MPA 
	MPA 
	MPA 
	DtC Response December 2013 

	Association of 
	Association of 
	Can confirm that the data sent is correct for waste movements in 2011 to Salford 

	Greater Manchester 
	Greater Manchester 
	City Council. 

	Authorities (AGMA) 
	Authorities (AGMA) 
	Similar movements occurred in 2012, with a slight increase in volume to 711 tonnes to Salford. As these movements are likely to be of a commercial nature they occur outside of the control of the WPA. As such there are no specific concerns with them continuing and there is no information from operators of facilities which treat such waste to indicate these operations are likely to cease over the plan period of the Greater Manchester Waste Plan. The information provided regarding the waste movements from Salf

	Bradford Council 
	Bradford Council 
	Bradford agree with the data North Yorkshire have provided in relation to waste movements. The waste patterns between Bradford and North Yorkshire will remain the same in the near future. However, through the emerging Bradford District Waste Management Development Plan Document we are planning for more facilities and allocating land, we therefore expect exports from Bradford to drop in the long term. 

	Darlington Council 
	Darlington Council 
	The data provided is regarded as accurate One waste transfer site which has recently opened does not appear on the list, this is operated by EMR and located at Albert Hill Industrial Estate, Forge Way Darlington, it handles ferrous, non-ferrous and precious metals as well as end of life vehicles before transfer to EMRs main site at Hartlepool. 

	Doncaster Council 
	Doncaster Council 
	The data supplied regarding the export of waste from North Yorkshire to licenced waste management sites in Doncaster borough matches Doncaster’s findings and is based on the most up to date information available. The Barnsley, Doncaster and Rotherham Joint Waste Plan sets out the overall approach to managing waste within the three boroughs over the period to 2026. Where it is preferable manage waste as close as possible to its source, it is recognised that there will continue to be cross boundary movements 

	Durham County 
	Durham County 
	Durham CC do not have any more information on the specific waste sites 

	Council 
	Council 
	involved besides the information available from the Waste Data Interrogator and the Hazardous Waste Interrogator. We are not aware of any planning reasons why the current movements of waste should not continue. Movements of waste are controlled by the market and do not respect sub-regional, regional or often National boundaries. The data NYCC supplied appears to be accurate from our results on using the Hazardous Waste Interrogator (HWI). The HWI indicates that approximately 20 tonnes of healthcare waste we

	Flintshire County Council 
	Flintshire County Council 
	No known planning reason why movements could not continue in future 

	Hartlepool Council 
	Hartlepool Council 
	All of the information NYCC provided relating to exports and imports of waste to and from NYCC are accurate. There are no reasons why movement of waste may change, both imports and exports. Hartlepool are not aware of any other information which will affect the levels of import or export of waste 

	Kirklees Council 
	Kirklees Council 
	The data supplied is from the 2011 EA waste interrogator, this data is considered accurate but data from the 2012 interrogator would be more up to date. Waste exports from NYCC to Kirklees – the data is accurate, but 2012 data would be more up to date. Planning permissions at Foxhall Environmental Services Ltd and Demex Ltd are time limited. If they are not renewed the extant planning permissions allowing the sites to be used for waste transfer/disposal will expire before the end of the plan period. Waste I

	Lancashire Council 
	Lancashire Council 
	Lancashire Council do not have any issues with the accuracy of information provided by North Yorkshire. The planning permission for Clifton Marsh Landfill contains condition 5, which limits the amount of low level nuclear waste that can be imported to the site from outside the north west to 4000 tonnes per annum, stthis planning permission is time limited by condition 1 to cease by 31 December 2015. 

	Lincolnshire County Council 
	Lincolnshire County Council 
	The information provided by NYCC on the sites identified as receiving waste is accurate. There are no planning reasons why these sites will not be able to function in the future. There is no evidence that the volume or pattern of movements of waste from Lincolnshire to North Yorkshire is likely to change in the future. Lincolnshire County Council has no additional information that would have a substantial influence on movements of waste in the area in future. 

	Leeds City Council 
	Leeds City Council 
	Response provides information on the status of all waste sites listed as receiving waste from North Yorkshire, the majority of the facilities are safeguarded. Other than asbestos Leeds has a very limited capacity for dealing with hazardous waste. There is a clinical waste incinerator and an effluent treatment plant both of which accept hazardous waste and have a long life planning permission on safeguarded sites. The clinical waste incinerator at Knostrop deals with some hospital waste. It is not expected t

	North East 
	North East 
	The Council considers the information provided relating to known exports from 

	Lincolnshire 
	Lincolnshire 
	North Yorkshire to North East Lincolnshire to be accurate. 4664 tonnes of waste is known to have moved from North Yorkshire for management in facilities in North East Lincolnshire. 495 tonnes of hazardous waste were recovered in North East Lincolnshire from North Yorkshire in 2011 which was managed by the recovery process, and small tonnages moved through transfer stations consisting of 0.0237 tonnes which was eventually managed by a recovery method and 0.0009 tonnes which was eventually managed by a dispos

	Nottinghamshire 
	Nottinghamshire 
	The information provided by NYCC matches Nottinghamshire’s own assessment 

	County Council 
	County Council 
	of the available data. To the best of our knowledge all of the sites referred to have a current EA permit and are currently active. We are not aware of any operational or planning constraints that would limit a similar pattern and quantity of waste movements in the future. Nottinghamshire’s own Waste Core Strategy, prepared jointly with Nottingham City Council, is due to be adopted in December 2013 and seeks to ensure net self-sufficiency in waste management capacity whilst allowing for a reasonable level o

	Redcar & Cleveland Council 
	Redcar & Cleveland Council 
	There is no further information on waste movements which would suggest that information contained within the EA waste interrogator is incorrect. Redcar and Cleveland are unaware of any reasons why the future export of waste to Redcar and Cleveland would be unable to continue. No further updates on the capacity 
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	of waste sites within the Tees Valley are currently available. The Council are not aware of any information which would suggest that these movements, including volume or pattern are likely to change. It is understood that the waste data used in the Tees valley Joint Minerals and Waste Core Strategy did not differentiate between waste from the North York Moors National Park area of Redcar and Cleveland and the remainder of the borough. We would welcome further discussion on how to account for the waste produ

	Rotherham Council 
	Rotherham Council 
	The Council does not have any additional records on waste movements on the sites listed. There are no planning or waste management records to confirm or contradict the information supplied by the Environment Agency. The Council agree that the information supplied by the EA Waste Interrogator is likely to be the most accurate record of waste movements for all of the sites listed. The Barnsley Doncaster and Rotherham Joint Waste Plan DPD was adopted in March 2012 and does not place any policy restrictions on 

	Stockton Borough Council 
	Stockton Borough Council 
	There is no reason why the information provided by the 2011 EA Waste or Hazardous Waste interrogators would be inaccurate, Stockton have no other relevant information relating to waste movements between Stockton and North Yorkshire. Information was provided about specific facilities and potential for future waste movements. 

	Wakefield Council 
	Wakefield Council 
	The information provided by the Environment Agency is regarded as a reliable reflection of currently available waste management facilities operating in the Wakefield area. Wakefield is not aware of any other information which would add to this. It is expected that the existing waste management facilities will be available for the foreseeable future to deal with local and regional waste. Some of the facilities are specialised such as glass recycling. We cannot pre-empt from a commercial point of view that al
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	2015 and will process approximately 200,000 tonnes per annum, helping to increase the authorities recycling rate to at least 52% per annum. 

	Walsall Council 
	Walsall Council 
	Walsall Council do not think that checking the accuracy of the Environment Agency information and providing information about facilities is the best way to demonstrate that WPAs are ‘cooperating’ with each other. This data is useful in illustrating waste flows between different areas but WPAs cannot do much to influence the waste movements indicated, except where they show ‘capacity gaps’ in a particular area which should be addressed in local plans. Walsall will soon be setting up a web page where informat


	1d) Identification of potentially significant individual facilities in importer WPAs 
	Table 1 
	Table identifying potentially significant export destinations for NY sub-region waste (by facility type and name). Data is derived from Environment Agency Waste Interrogators 2011, 2011, 2012 
	Table identifying potentially significant export destinations for NY sub-region waste (by facility type and name). Data is derived from Environment Agency Waste Interrogators 2011, 2011, 2012 
	Table shows exports to key facilities (excludes sites receiving less than 1000 tonnes) 
	Highlighted in yellow = potentially more significant facilities. 
	Criteria for significance = 
	1) Input of at least 10,000t in any of past three years (ie reflects facilities of all types and which receive (or have recently received) substantial tonnages of waste) 
	2) Input of at least 5000t in any of past three years and is not for transfer or inert landfill (ie reflects facilities which receive smaller tonnages but which may be of more strategic significance or more difficult to deliver) 
	3) Input of at least 1000t in each of past three years and is not for transfer or inert landfill (ie reflects facilities which have played an on going role in recent years in managing waste arising in North Yorkshire, even where tonnages involved are relatively low) 
	4) Input of at least 1000t in a single year and is a facility which receives hazardous waste (ie reflects the relative scarcity of facilities for the management of hazardous waste) 
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	Exports 
	Exports 
	Exports 
	Exports 

	from 
	from 
	from 
	from 

	North 
	North 
	North 
	North 

	Yorkshire 
	Yorkshire 
	Yorkshire 
	Yorkshire 

	Permit Type 
	Permit Type 
	2012 
	2011 
	2010 

	36,515 
	36,515 
	11,265 
	19,439 

	16,595 
	16,595 
	-
	-

	16,413 
	16,413 
	11,616 
	11,915 

	12,177 
	12,177 
	-
	-

	12,058 
	12,058 
	-
	-

	11,157 
	11,157 
	5,603 
	-

	10,276 
	Facility WPA 
	Facility WPA 
	Site Name 

	Operator Knostrop Waste Treatment Facility 
	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	EA/EPR/MP3633GD/V002 
	FCC Recycling (UK) Limited 

	A21 : Chemical Treatment Facility Central Ampthill Metal Co Ltd -Station Rd Ind 
	A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed 
	Bedfordshire WPA 
	Bedfordshire WPA 
	Est 
	Ampthill Metal Co Ltd 

	MRS's) A11 : Household, Commercial & 
	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	Wetherby Skip Services 
	Wetherby Skip Services Ltd 
	Industrial Waste T Stn SR2010 No12: Treatment of 

	Kirklees WPA 
	Kirklees WPA 
	Newlay Concrete Ltd 
	Newlay Concrete Ltd 
	waste to produce soil <75,000 tpy S0906: Inert and excavation 

	Wakefield WPA 
	Wakefield WPA 
	Fastsource Ltd, The Old Coal Yard 
	Fastsource Ltd 

	WTS with treatment Redcar and Bran Sands Effluent Treatment Works 
	Cleveland WPA 
	Cleveland WPA 
	EPR/LP3439LK/V005 
	Northumbrian Water Ltd 

	A23 : Biological Treatment Facility A14 : Transfer Station taking Non-
	Doncaster WPA 
	Doncaster WPA 
	Armthorpe Quarry 
	Butterley Aggregates Ltd 
	Biodegradable Wastes 
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	1,081 
	1,081 
	8,784 

	Bradley Park Waste 
	-
	-
	-

	Management Limited 
	Management Limited 
	L01 : Hazardous Merchant LF 
	10,183 

	A11 : Household, Commercial & 
	Niramax Group Ltd 
	Niramax Group Ltd 
	Industrial Waste T Stn 
	9,676 
	4,286 
	2,673 

	Biffa Waste Services Ltd 
	Biffa Waste Services Ltd 
	L04 : Non Hazardous LF 
	-
	8,371 
	-

	Caird Peckfield Limited 
	Caird Peckfield Limited 
	L04 : Non Hazardous LF 
	8,330 
	14,462 
	32,568 

	Roy Hatfield Ltd 
	Roy Hatfield Ltd 
	A9 : Haz Waste Transfer Station 
	8,156 
	6,273 
	2,490 

	A15 : Material Recycling 
	Ward Recycling Ltd 
	Ward Recycling Ltd 
	Treatment Facility 
	7,701 
	9,656 
	3,300 

	A11 : Household, Commercial & 
	United Utilities Water Ltd 
	United Utilities Water Ltd 
	Industrial Waste T Stn 

	-
	7,168 
	7,168 
	4,892 
	Kirklees WPA 
	BRADLEY PARK LANDFILL SITE 

	Hartlepool WPA 
	Hartlepool WPA 
	Niramax Transfer Station 

	North Lincolnshire 
	WPA 
	WPA 
	Roxby Landfill Site 

	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	PECKFIELD LANDFILL 

	Rotherham WPA 
	Rotherham WPA 
	Roy Hatfield Ltd 

	Redcar and 
	Cleveland WPA 
	Cleveland WPA 
	Middlesbrough Container Sorting Line 

	Lancashire WPA 
	Lancashire WPA 
	Stodday Remote Tanker Terminal 
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	Calderdale WPA 
	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	Doncaster WPA 
	North Lincolnshire WPA 
	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	Hartlepool WPA 
	Stockton-on-Tees 
	WPA 
	Solar Works 
	Wagstaff Auto Spares 
	Morris & Co (Handlers) Ltd 
	Tillertech Transfer Station 
	Bridlington Sludge Conditioning 
	Jerry Lane Landfill 
	SEATON MEADOWS 
	Cowpen Bewley Landfill Site 
	C Heath & Son 
	Mr Stewart Wagstaff 
	Morris & Co (Handlers) Ltd 
	Tillertech Ltd 
	Yorkshire Water Services Limited 
	Mytum & Selby Waste Recycling Ltd 
	ALAB ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES LIMITED 
	IMPETUS WASTE 
	MANAGEMENT LTD 
	A11 : Household, Commercial & Industrial Waste T Stn 
	A19a : ELV Facility 
	A19 : Metal Recycling Site (Vehicle Dismantler) 
	A11 : Household, Commercial & Industrial Waste T Stn 
	A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 
	A15 : Material Recycling Treatment Facility 
	L02 : Non Haz (SNRHW) LF 
	L04 : Non Hazardous LF 
	-
	-
	6,620 
	6,562 
	6,479 
	6,188 
	5,792 
	1,937 
	-
	-
	5,950 
	1,608 
	-
	4,294 
	6,885 
	6,701 
	-
	-
	-
	-
	2,049 
	5,101 
	-
	-
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	A11 : Household, Commercial & 
	-
	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	Milners Road Site 

	S B T Contracting Ltd 
	Industrial Waste T Stn 
	4,500 
	1,500 
	North East 
	Freshney Cargo Services 
	A11 : Household, Commercial & 
	Lincolnshire WPA 
	Shed No 7, Westside Road 
	Ltd 
	Industrial Waste T Stn 
	4,297 
	4,267 
	-
	Newport WPA 
	Newport Weee Facility (weee) 
	Sims Group U K Ltd 
	S0823 : WEEE treatment facility 
	4,242 
	-
	-
	East Riding of 
	Hallstone Developments 
	A11 : Household, Commercial & 
	-
	-
	Yorkshire WPA 
	Yorkshire WPA 
	Breighton Airfield 

	Ltd 
	Industrial Waste T Stn 
	4,160 
	A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed 
	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	T A Brotherton 

	Brotherton T A 
	MRS's) 
	3,681 
	2,588 
	-
	East Riding of 
	SR2010 No16: On-farm anaerobic 
	-
	-
	Yorkshire WPA 
	Yorkshire WPA 
	Melrose Pigs Ltd 

	Melrose Pigs Ltd 
	digestion <75,000 tpy 
	3,614 
	-
	-
	Queensferry Sewage Treatment 
	Tradebe North West 
	Flintshire WPA 
	Flintshire WPA 
	Works 

	Limited 
	A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 
	3,090 
	Redcar and 
	Impetus Waste 
	Cleveland WPA 
	ICI NO 2 and 3 TEESPORT 
	Management Limited 
	L04 : Non Hazardous LF 
	2,438 
	2,949 
	-
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	Redcar and Cleveland WPA Bran Sands Regional Sludge Treatment Centre Northumbrian Water Ltd S0819 : Sewage sludge treatment 2,956 5,603 -Nottingham City WPA Sims Metal Sims Group U K Ltd A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS's) 2,884 3,470 1,665 Kingston Upon Hull City WPA Humberside Reclamation Ltd Humberside Reclamation Ltd A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS's) 2,879 --Leeds WPA Morley Waste Traders Morley Waste Traders Ltd A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS's) 2,731 --Wakefield WPA Reuse Glass Uk L
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	--Stockton-on-Tees WPA Terramundo Port Clarence Treatment Facility Augean Treatment Ltd A17 : Physico-Chemical Treatment Facility 1,777 --Lancashire WPA A1 Supa Skips Ltd A1 Supa Skips Ltd A11 : Household, Commercial & Industrial Waste T Stn 1,745 --Redcar and Cleveland WPA Holden Close Waste Management Facility Cleansing Service Group Limited A16 : Physical Treatment Facility 1,736 -2,914 Redcar and Cleveland WPA Hillside Autos J, M & D Garbutt T/a Garbutt Brothers A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS's) 
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	Stoke-on-Trent City WPA 
	Stoke-on-Trent City WPA 
	Stoke-on-Trent City WPA 
	Campbell Road Materials Recycling Facility 
	Michelin Tyre Plc 
	A15 : Material Recycling Treatment Facility 
	1,430 
	-
	2,482 

	County Durham WPA 
	County Durham WPA 
	Aycliffe Quarry 
	Stonegrave Aggregates Ltd 
	S0803 : HCI Waste TS + treatment 
	1,190 
	1,774 
	1,823 

	Derbyshire WPA 
	Derbyshire WPA 
	J & A Young ( Leicester ) Ltd 
	J & A Young ( Leicester ) Ltd 
	A16 : Physical Treatment Facility 
	1,190 
	-
	-

	Nottinghamshire WPA 
	Nottinghamshire WPA 
	Bilsthorpe Oil Treatment Plant 
	Oakwood Fuels Ltd. 
	A17 : Physico-Chemical Treatment Facility 
	1,122 
	-
	-

	Kirklees WPA 
	Kirklees WPA 
	West Yorkshire Treatment Centre 
	Chemwaste Limited 
	A21 : Chemical Treatment Facility 
	1,114 
	1,622 
	1,110 

	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	Knostrop Wastewater Treatment Works 
	Yorkshire Water Services Ltd 
	S0816 : Composting in open windrows 
	1,064 
	-
	-

	Stockton-on-Tees WPA 
	Stockton-on-Tees WPA 
	Tonks Recycling Centre 
	J Tonks ( Transport ) Ltd 
	A16 : Physical Treatment Facility 
	1,060 
	1,263 
	1,415 

	North Tyneside WPA 
	North Tyneside WPA 
	Dudley Pharmaceutical Site 
	Shasun Pharma Solutions Ltd 
	A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 
	1,010 
	2,698 
	-
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	Table
	TR
	Table 2 -Summary list of sites which meet input criteria (see Table 1) by Local Authority 
	-


	TR
	Site Name 
	Operator 
	Permit Type 
	Exports from North Yorkshire 2012 
	Exports from North Yorkshire 2011 
	Exports from North Yorkshire 2010 
	Criteria met (see Table 1) 

	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	Knostrop Waste Treatment Facility EA/EPR/MP3633GD/V002 
	FCC Recycling (UK) Limited 
	A21 : Chemical Treatment Facility 
	36,515 
	11,265 
	19,439 
	1,2,3 

	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	Wetherby Skip Services 
	Wetherby Skip Services Ltd 
	A11 : Household, Commercial & Industrial Waste T Stn 
	16,413 
	11,616 
	11,915 
	1 

	Leeds WPA 
	Leeds WPA 
	PECKFIELD LANDFILL 
	Caird Peckfield Limited 
	L04 : Non Hazardous LF 
	8,330 
	14,462 
	32,568 
	1,2,3 

	Kirklees WPA 
	Kirklees WPA 
	Newlay Concrete Ltd 
	Newlay Concrete Ltd 
	SR2010 No12: Treatment of waste to produce soil <75,000 tpy 
	12,177 
	-
	-
	1,2 

	Kirklees WPA 
	Kirklees WPA 
	BRADLEY PARK LANDFILL SITE 
	Bradley Park Waste Management Limited 
	L01 : Hazardous Merchant LF 
	10,183 
	-
	-
	1,2,4 


	Kirklees WPA 
	Kirklees WPA 
	Kirklees WPA 
	West Yorkshire Treatment Centre 
	Chemwaste Limited 
	A21 : Chemical Treatment Facility 
	1,114 
	1,622 
	1,110 
	3 

	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	Wagstaff Auto Spares 
	Mr Stewart Wagstaff 
	A19a : ELV Facility 
	-
	-
	6,701 
	2 

	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	Bridlington Sludge Conditioning 
	Yorkshire Water Services Limited 
	A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 
	6,479 
	1,608 
	-
	2 

	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	East Riding of Yorkshire WPA 
	Jerry Lane Landfill 
	Mytum & Selby Waste Recycling Ltd 
	A15 : Material Recycling Treatment Facility 
	6,188 
	-
	-
	2 

	Redcar and Cleveland WPA 
	Redcar and Cleveland WPA 
	Bran Sands Effluent Treatment Works EPR/LP3439LK/V005 
	Northumbrian Water Ltd 
	A23 : Biological Treatment Facility 
	11,157 
	5,603 
	-
	1,2 

	Redcar and Cleveland WPA 
	Redcar and Cleveland WPA 
	Middlesbrough Container Sorting Line 
	Ward Recycling Ltd 
	A15 : Material Recycling Treatment Facility 
	7,701 
	9,656 
	3,300 
	2,3 

	Redcar and Cleveland WPA 
	Redcar and Cleveland WPA 
	Bran Sands Regional Sludge Treatment Centre 
	Northumbrian Water Ltd 
	S0819 : Sewage sludge treatment 
	2,956 
	5,603 
	-
	2 

	Hartlepool WPA 
	Hartlepool WPA 
	Niramax Transfer Station 
	Niramax Group Ltd 
	A11 : Household, Commercial & Industrial Waste T Stn 
	9,676 
	Just below threshold for criterion 1 but 


	Table
	TR
	4,286 
	2,673 
	included at this stage 

	Hartlepool WPA 
	Hartlepool WPA 
	SEATON MEADOWS 
	ALAB ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES LIMITED 
	L02 : Non Haz (SNRHW) LF 
	5,792 
	4,294 
	2,049 
	2,3,4 

	Hartlepool WPA 
	Hartlepool WPA 
	Sims Group Windermere Road 
	Sims Group U K Ltd 
	A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS's) 
	2,619 
	2,612 
	2,382 
	3 

	Doncaster WPA 
	Doncaster WPA 
	Morris & Co (Handlers) Ltd 
	Morris & Co (Handlers) Ltd 
	A19 : Metal Recycling Site (Vehicle Dismantler) 
	6,620 
	-
	-
	2 

	Doncaster WPA 
	Doncaster WPA 
	Armthorpe Quarry 
	Butterley Aggregates Ltd 
	A14 : Transfer Station taking Non-Biodegradable Wastes 
	10,276 
	1,081 
	8,784 
	1 

	Wakefield WPA 
	Wakefield WPA 
	Reuse Glass Uk Ltd* 
	Reuse Glass U K Ltd 
	A15 : Material Recycling Treatment Facility 
	2,621 
	9,044 
	11,294 
	1,2,3 

	Wakefield WPA 
	Wakefield WPA 
	Fastsource Ltd, The Old Coal Yard 
	Fastsource Ltd 
	S0906: Inert and excavation WTS with treatment 
	12,058 
	-
	-
	1,2 

	Stockton-on-Tees WPA 
	Stockton-on-Tees WPA 
	Cowpen Bewley Landfill Site 
	IMPETUS WASTE MANAGEMENT LTD 
	L04 : Non Hazardous LF 
	-
	-
	5,101 
	2 


	Stockton-on-Tees WPA 
	Stockton-on-Tees WPA 
	Stockton-on-Tees WPA 
	Tonks Recycling Centre 
	J Tonks ( Transport ) Ltd 
	A16 : Physical Treatment Facility 
	1,060 
	1,263 
	1,415 
	3 

	Stockton on Tees WPA 
	Stockton on Tees WPA 
	Tearramundo Port Clarence16 
	Augean 
	Hazardous waste treatment 
	1,753 

	Central Bedfordshire WPA 
	Central Bedfordshire WPA 
	Ampthill Metal Co Ltd Station Rd Ind Est 
	-

	Ampthill Metal Co Ltd 
	A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS's) 
	16,595 
	-
	-
	1,2 

	Essex WPA 
	Essex WPA 
	O -I Glass Manufacturing Plant 
	Reuse Glass U K Ltd 
	A15 : Material Recycling Treatment Facility 
	1,643 
	2,388 
	2,386 
	3 

	County Durham WPA 
	County Durham WPA 
	Aycliffe Quarry 
	Stonegrave Aggregates Ltd 
	S0803 : HCI Waste TS + treatment 
	1,190 
	1,774 
	1,823 
	3 

	Nottingham City WPA 
	Nottingham City WPA 
	Sims Metal 
	Sims Group U K Ltd 
	A20 : Metal Recycling Site (mixed MRS's) 
	2,884 
	3,470 
	1,665 
	3 

	North Lincolnshire WPA 
	North Lincolnshire WPA 
	Roxby Landfill Site 
	Biffa Waste Services Ltd 
	L04 : Non Hazardous LF 
	-
	8,371 
	-
	2 

	Rotherham WPA 
	Rotherham WPA 
	Roy Hatfield Ltd 
	Roy Hatfield Ltd 
	A9 : Haz Waste Transfer Station 
	8,156 
	6,273 
	2,490 
	4 


	This facility is included in Table 2 following correspondence from Stockton Borough Council confirming that imports were of hazardous waste, therefore meeting the threshold criteria identified 
	16 
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	1e) WPAs contacted in May 2014 
	Central Bedfordshire Council Durham County Council Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council East Riding of Yorkshire Council Essex County Council Hartlepool Borough Council Kirklees Council Leeds City Council North Lincolnshire Council Nottingham City Council Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council Stockton on Tees Borough Council Wakefield Council Yorkshire Dales National Park 
	1f) Example letter to importer WPA May 2014 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	1g) Summary of responses to May 2014 correspondence 
	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	Central Bedfordshire Council 
	Central Bedfordshire Council 
	1) It is difficult to comment on the appropriateness of the proposed criteria to enable your authority to identify export movements of strategic significance without some indication of the overall waste volumes and whether or not, by using these criteria, the majority of the waste exported is 'caught' or if there is a significant proportion unaccounted for when these criteria are applied. Indeed, the significance of the volume of waste exported from North Yorkshire to Ampthill Metal Company Limited in 2012 
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	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	being exported from your area in 2012. I did, however; contact the company to try to find out whether the waste identified as being imported in 2012 was a 'one off' or indicated an ongoing contract as it does seem quite unusual for such waste to be transported here when there are many similar facilities nearer to North Yorkshire. I was informed that whilst some scrap metal was taken to the steel works in Sheffield in 2012 they were not aware of any coming from the Yorkshire area. Indeed it was suggested tha

	Cumbria County Council 
	Cumbria County Council 
	It is difficult to gain more than an overview of minerals movements to their markets, as quarry operators prefer to keep the details confidential -we certainly do not have precise figures for exports of crushed rock from Cumbria to North Yorkshire. Furthermore, in the recent past, Cumbria County Council had not carried out the annual minerals survey for quarries in the county, but relied upon the NW Aggregates Working Party to undertake the survey and collate the responses. Since the duty to prepare a Local
	It is difficult to gain more than an overview of minerals movements to their markets, as quarry operators prefer to keep the details confidential -we certainly do not have precise figures for exports of crushed rock from Cumbria to North Yorkshire. Furthermore, in the recent past, Cumbria County Council had not carried out the annual minerals survey for quarries in the county, but relied upon the NW Aggregates Working Party to undertake the survey and collate the responses. Since the duty to prepare a Local
	-




	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	The 2013 LAA discusses potential, major infrastructure projects in Cumbria, such as nuclear new build, regeneration schemes and transport links; the 2014 LAA will include potential projects identified by the Local Enterprise Partnership. There is no commitment to any of those developments at present. If any of these projects were to happen, it is considered that their implications could be anticipated in advance, through the lead-in time for consultations, permissions and construction, so there would be no 

	Durham County Council 
	Durham County Council 
	1) The criteria would seem to be appropriate. The Environment Agency Position Statements on waste show movements over 1,000 tonnes and it is considered that this is an appropriate level. 2) N/A 3) Durham County Council do not have any more information on the specific waste or sites involved beside the information available from the Waste Data Interrogator and the Hazardous Waste Interrogator and the more general trends data from the Environment Agency. Therefore we are not aware of any further sites of stra


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	should be noted however that one of the closest quarries to North Yorkshire in County Durham in 2009 has now ceased mineral extraction, as the winning and working of minerals ceased at Aycliffe Quarry in 2013. We would also wish to highlight that we have no control of the final destination of aggregate minerals extracted from County Durham’s quarries, which is of course a function of the market and mineral operator supply strategies. For further information you may wish to refer to my colleague’s email of 2

	Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council 
	Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council 
	Minerals I can confirm in respect of minerals that the aggregate supplied from North Yorkshire may well continue to be required in line with the average exports as shown for the last 10 years. These levels may even increase later in the plan period due to the sand and gravel resource limitations in the Doncaster area. Evidence within the 2009 RAWP report and 2010 monitoring (including the draft Doncaster and Rotherham LAA) shows that Doncaster’s resources are predominantly soft sand. Given the above informa


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	also lies within a major rail freight corridor that serves both international and domestic markets, with direct access to the ports of Hull and Immingham and has been identified as a potential location to create a railhead terminal. This facility may have the potential to receive waste from North Yorkshire in large quantities. 4) No. The Joint Waste Plan has recently been adopted and is based on up-to-date information. 5) Your previous response refers to the Barnsley, Rotherham and Doncaster Joint Waste Pla

	East Riding of Yorkshire Council 
	East Riding of Yorkshire Council 
	1) Yes 2) N/A 3) No 4) No, however, Wagstaff Auto Spares is in Great Heck, so in NYCC rather than ERYC. . 

	TR
	In relation to aggregates we would be grateful if you could answer the following questions: 5) Are there any particular projects or levels of planned future growth that may require a significant increase in aggregates demand? As the Local Plan has progressed to submission stage, far more building projects are coming forward. Many are housing schemes, but there are also many wind turbines and wind farms, which will need crushed rock for access roads. 6) If so, is it likely that this demand can be met through


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	Not that I’m aware of 8) Is it appropriate to assume that levels of aggregate supply from North Yorkshire should continue along the lines of an average of the past ten years sales? Yes I believe so. Based upon data you have previously provided it is apparent that in 2009 significant movements of sand and gravel from the East Riding of Yorkshire to the Joint Plan area took place, in the range of 60-140kt over the period 2009 to 2012. With this in mind, we would be grateful if you could inform us of any reaso

	Kirklees Council 
	Kirklees Council 
	Thank you for consulting Kirklees Council on your joint minerals and waste plan. I have carefully considered your questions and provide the following response: 1. Yes 2. N/A 3. There are no facilities in addition to the ones already identified that are considered to have a strategic role in managing waste from York and the North Yorkshire area 4. No. Each of the identified facilities have sufficient permitted capacity to continue receiving the levels of waste up to 2030 5. Agreed. Kirklees does not consider

	Leeds City Council 
	Leeds City Council 
	1) Thresholds of 1,000 tonnes seems low. 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	2) 5,000 3) None known 4) Yes. We expect Peckfield to be full at current rates of tipping ahead of 2022 – maybe 2019. 5) We have no indication the Skelton efw is to go ahead. We have refused a 200K tonnes efw in March as contrary to the development plan. No appeal on refusal yet. Municipal efw under construction. Will take circa 70k tonnes commercial waste from late 2016. 6) No change likely 

	Nottingham City Council 
	Nottingham City Council 
	Thank you for your request for information concerning the identified waste movements between the Joint Plan Authorities and Nottingham City based on the Environment Agency data interrogators. We have analysed the data in respect of movements and can confirm that the information provided matches our own assessment of the available data and that we support the thresholds of ‘significant’ waste movements used in the assessment. At the present time we have not identified any significant planning issues resultin

	Redcar and Cleveland 
	Redcar and Cleveland 

	Borough Council 
	Borough Council 
	We have no information to suggest that the existing export of waste to the identified sites in Redcar and Cleveland would be unable to continue. The Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Core Strategy DPD (2011) and Minerals and Waste Policies and Sites DPD (2011) contain information on specific sites and policies for waste management. There are currently no proposals for an uplift in the management of imported hazardous, or other, waste from outside areas. 

	Rotherham Metropolitan Borough 
	Rotherham Metropolitan Borough 
	1) Yes I would agree that the criteria used would be appropriate. 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	Council 
	Council 
	2) N/A 3) There are no additional strategic sites that deal predominantly with hazardous waste that I am aware of. Victrex, Gin House Lane, Thornhill, Rotherham have a licence for the storage of some hazardous chemicals, though they mainly manufacture chemicals rather than dealing with waste. By way of more general commentary, a new waste facility, the PFI Bolton Road Scheme in Manvers is likely to come on stream in early 2015, and has a capacity of 265 000 per annum. However, this would primarily manage mu

	TR
	5) Your previous response refers to the Barnsley, Rotherham and Doncaster Joint Waste Plan as aiming to minimise the import and export of waste, although identifies that this may not be the case in relation to hazardous waste. Is there any reason to assume therefore that exports may not be able to continue at their current rate throughout the period to 2030? The plan aims to encourage a degree of self-sufficiency within the BDR area, however, there are no recent planning approvals within the Rotherham borou

	TR
	6) Are there any particular projects or levels of planned future growth that may require a significant increase in aggregates demand? The Waverley site is in the south-eastern an area of the borough that is expected to have a significant amount growth in the near future. The site has recently had a number of recent applications approved, following an outline approval in 2011. 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	RB2008/1372 – Outline application with all matters reserved except for the means of access for a new community comprising residential (3890 units) commercial development (including office, live/work, retail, financial and professional services, restaurants, snack bars and cafes, drinking establishments, hot food takeaways, entertainment and leisure uses and a hotel) and open space (including parkland and public realm, sport and recreation facilities), together with 2 no. 2 form entry primary schools, health

	Stockton on Tees Borough Council 
	Stockton on Tees Borough Council 
	1 and 2) It is considered that the criteria for determining the strategic significance of waste management facilities is appropriate and no alternative thresholds are suggested. 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	3) The Waste Interrogator 2012 indicates that in total 1752.56 tonnes of hazardous waste were sent from North Yorkshire and York UA to Terramundo Port Clarence, which is a facility operated by Augean that provides waste treatment processes, including the remediation of contaminated soils. It is considered that the volume of hazardous waste received from the joint plan area in 2012 would meet the criteria for strategic significance. 4) In our previous correspondence we stated: The Cowpen Bewley Landfill site


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	In our previous correspondence we stated: The Port Clarence Landfill site, operated by Augean North Limited, has permission to handle both hazardous and non-hazardous waste for disposal in landfill. In 2011 28,712.2 tonnes of hazardous waste and 42,109.57 tonnes of non hazardous waste were accepted at the site. The site was originally granted planning permission to accept 3.75 million cubic metres of waste plus soil and stone etc, in 1996. This permission was modified in 2003 and the site now has permission


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response 

	TR
	the quarry remains non-operational. 8) I can confirm that we are not currently aware of any constraints that would significantly affect the supply of aggregates into Stockton on Tees. 

	Yorkshire Dales National Park 
	Yorkshire Dales National Park 
	Request a meeting to discuss minerals and waste issues (a meeting was subsequently held on 15 July 2014) Key matters agreed at the meeting were a need to enter into a memorandum of understanding relating to export of aggregate from YDNP to the remainder of north Yorkshire and in relation to the role of NYCC in managing waste arising in the YDNPA area (see Appendix 1i below). 


	1h) Memorandum of Understanding with Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	1i)  Memorandum of Understanding with Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	1j) Supplementary information on hazardous waste management 
	Hazardous waste exports from 2011 Interrogator 
	WPA 
	WPA 
	WPA 
	Total Hazardous waste exports (tonnes) 
	transfer 
	recovery 
	treatment 
	Incineration (with or without energy recovery) 
	landfill 
	other 

	Bradford MBC 
	Bradford MBC 
	242 
	207 
	1 
	35 

	Calderdale MDC 
	Calderdale MDC 
	191 
	191 

	Durham Council 
	Durham Council 
	234 
	21 
	2 
	211 

	Darlington MBC 
	Darlington MBC 
	161 
	161 

	Derbyshire CC 
	Derbyshire CC 
	2,107 
	2,023 
	81 

	Doncaster MBC 
	Doncaster MBC 
	76 
	46 
	20 
	8 
	2 

	East Riding Council 
	East Riding Council 
	13 
	13 

	Flintshire cc 
	Flintshire cc 
	2,172 
	2,172 

	Hartlepool 
	Hartlepool 
	918 
	1 
	4 
	913 

	Kirklees 
	Kirklees 
	1,718 
	80 
	33 
	176 
	1,428 

	Lancashire 
	Lancashire 
	729 
	108 
	420 
	201 

	Leeds 
	Leeds 
	2,986 
	1,089 
	179 
	680 
	103 
	27 

	Lincolnshire cc 
	Lincolnshire cc 
	37 
	5 
	33 

	NE Lincs 
	NE Lincs 
	497 
	2 
	495 

	N Lincs 
	N Lincs 
	186 
	186 

	Nottinghamshire 
	Nottinghamshire 
	738 
	38 
	700 

	Redcar and Cleveland BC 
	Redcar and Cleveland BC 
	1,582 
	174 
	13 
	4 
	4 
	1,388 

	Rotherham 
	Rotherham 
	1,049 
	1,035 
	14 

	Salford 
	Salford 
	8 
	6 
	2 

	Sheffield 
	Sheffield 
	963 
	498 
	2 
	463 

	Stockton on Tees 
	Stockton on Tees 
	1,363 
	43 
	62 
	455 
	803 

	Wakefield 
	Wakefield 
	2,148 
	372 
	1,205 
	425 
	183 

	Walsall 
	Walsall 
	723 
	575 
	148 

	Total 
	Total 
	20,841 
	4,498 
	7,530 
	1,729 
	871 
	5,314 
	27 


	1k) LLRW producer survey form 2013 

	North Yorkshire County Council Minerals and Waste Development Framework Low Level Radioactive Waste (LLRW) Survey 2013 
	North Yorkshire County Council Minerals and Waste Development Framework Low Level Radioactive Waste (LLRW) Survey 2013 
	Contact  Details 
	Organisation 
	Contact 
	Head Office Address 
	Head Office Address 
	Telephone Number Email Address 

	1. Please answer the following questions in relation to LLRW 
	a) 
	a) 
	a) 
	Does your organisation generate LLRW? (if yes, please provide estimated annual amount) 

	b) 
	b) 
	If so, which establishments generate LLRW (please specify geographical location)?    

	c) 
	c) 
	Is your LLRW waste segregated and dealt with separately from other types of waste you produce? 

	d) 
	d) 
	Which organisation/s collect the LLRW waste from you? 

	e)
	e)
	Do you know where and how your LLRW waste is managed or disposed of?  If so, please provide details 


	Please return your completed survey by email to ,or alternatively post it to: 
	mwdf@northyorks.gov.uk 
	mwdf@northyorks.gov.uk 


	Minerals And Waste Development Framework Team Planning Services North Yorkshire County Council County Hall Northallerton DL7 8AH 
	1l) Organisations contacted in LLRW survey 2013 
	Harrogate and District NHS Foundation Trust York Teaching Hospital NHS Foundation Trust Hambleton, Richmondshire & Whitby Clinical Commissioning Group St Helens Rehabilitation Hospital White Cross Court Rehabilitation Centre Archways Intermediate Care Unit York Nuffield Hospital Bootham Park Hospital Rainbow equine hospital Dales Pharmaceuticals White Rose Pharmaceuticals Ltd Harvey Scruton Ltd Smithers and Viscient Viking Gas UK Coal John Drury and Son Bayfords Fuel Dealers Emo Oil David Edgar – Solid Fuel
	1m) Example letter to importer WPAs November 2014 
	Letter was sent to Barnsley, Bradford, Bury, Calderdale, Central Bedfordshire, Cheshire West and Chester, Darlington, Durham, Derbyshire County, Doncaster, East Riding of Yorkshire, Essex, Flintshire, Gateshead, Hartlepool, Hull,  Kirklees, Knowlesely, Lancashire, Leeds, Liverpool, North East Lincolnshire, Newcastle Upon Tyne, Newport, North Lincolnshire, North Tyneside, Nottingham City, Nottinghamshire County, Redcar and Cleveland, Rotherham, Salford, Stockton on Tees, Sefton, Sheffield, Stoke on Trent, Su
	Artifact
	Artifact
	1n) Summary of responses to November 2014 correspondence on cross boundary waste movements 
	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	Central Bedfordshire Council 
	Central Bedfordshire Council 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan-Duty to Cooperate Thank you for your letter dated 7th November 2014. In response to question a) of your letter, I can confirm that the data provided in the Appendix is accurate. It appears that the significant imports to Ampthill Metal Co Ltd, Station Road Industrial Estate from North Yorkshire in 2012 were unusual as North Yorkshire sent no waste to the facility in 2011 or 2013. This facility operates under a Lawful Use Certificate and as such there are no planning restriction

	Bradford 
	Bradford 
	In response to the questions set out in the letter: 

	Metropolitan District 
	Metropolitan District 

	Council 
	Council 
	a) Yes it is accurate b) No – we are not aware that any of the sites are intending to cease operation. We have granted a number of permissions since 2011 and although none of the large strategic facilities have yet been built in Bradford, it is apparent 


	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 77 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 77 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 78 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 79 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 80 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 81 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 82 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 83 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 84 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 85 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 86 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 87 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 88 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 89 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 90 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 91 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 92 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 93 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 94 

	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	that the types and quantities of waste listed in your appendix are not reliant on these new strategic facilities, nor would these strategic facilities particularly impact upon the facilities you list in the appendix as they are primarily specialist and/or metal traders/WEEE. c) No 

	Durham County Council 
	Durham County Council 
	Thank you for your letter of consultation in relation to the above matter following on from letters sent in May 2014. In relation to strategically significant imports and exports of minerals and waste, we would respond as follows. Joint Plan area Waste Exports and Imports We note the revised consultation criteria for strategic significance as follows:  Input of at least 1,000 tonnes of non-hazardous waste in any of the past three years (2011, 2012, and 2013);  Input of at least 100 tonnes of hazardous was


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	Yorkshire’s waste went to the Potterhouse Lane Household Waste Recycling Centre (HWRC) in Durham City with a further 3.4 tonnes going to the Romanway HWRC in Bishop Auckland and a further 2 tonnes going to the Coxhoe HWRC. As discussed, we recommend discussion with the Environment Agency on this issue. We do not consider the amounts in the previous three years to be of fundamental importance to the delivery of the strategy in County Durham. We would welcome any further information you may have on similar mo
	-


	Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council 
	Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council 

	East Riding of 
	East Riding of 
	Thank you for your consultation which was received on the 7'h November 2014. In response to the questions raised 

	Yorkshire Council 
	Yorkshire Council 
	with regards the table in the appendix attached to the consult, the East Riding of Yorkshire Council has the following comments to make: a) It is noted that the Environment Agency's Waste Interrogator, or Hazardous Waste Interrogator in respect of hazardous waste, has been utilised as a data source for the information provided in the Appendix. This data source is supported by the East Riding of Yorkshire and on this basis the information provided is considered to be accurate. b)From the waste movements list


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	need to be resolved through further discussions. However, if issues arise in the future the East Riding of Yorkshire Council would be willing to cooperate and discuss further as and when required. 

	Essex County Council 
	Essex County Council 
	Dear Sir / Madam, Thank you for your recent Duty to Co-operate request. The Essex response is as follows: a) The information is accurate so far as it relates to waste movements between the North Yorkshire sub-region and Essex WPA. However please note that the plan area for our emerging Waste Local Plan covers both the county of Essex and the unitary authority of Southend-on-Sea b) Whist the emerging Replacement Waste Local Plan is predicated on the basis of net self-sufficiency within the plan area, I am no

	Hartlepool Borough Council 
	Hartlepool Borough Council 
	a) Yes, HBC believe the information provided in appendix A to be accurate. b) No. the businesses operating in Appendix A are still in operation today. The waste transfer stations can continue to operate for many years as waste comes and then goes. The location of the businesses in on industrial land and there are no proposals to change the use of the land, so it is envisaged that these businesses will remain for many years. Furthermore the landfill site (Seaton Meadows) has had a recent extension and as a r


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	I trust the information is sufficient, however if you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact myself or a member of the team. 

	Kirklees Council 
	Kirklees Council 

	Leeds City Council 
	Leeds City Council 
	a) Information looks accurate. No cause to challenge any of it. b) Peckfield will be full by 2019, everything else has long life permissions and all the larger sites are safeguarded in our local plan. c) Yes the total tonnage is of a strategic scale but only a few individual sites are of strategic importance, Knostrop, Wetherby Skip and Peckfield. Wetherby Skip because it is very close to the district boundary and collects north and east of Wetherby, in N Yorks 

	North Lincolnshire Council 
	North Lincolnshire Council 

	Nottingham City 
	Nottingham City 
	Thank you for your email of 07/11/14 requesting information concerning the identified waste movements between 

	Council 
	Council 
	North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority based on the Environment Agency data interrogators for 2011 -2013. The City Council also uses/analyses the EA's interrogator and trusts that this information is correct. At the present time we have not identified any significant planning issues resulting from current levels of waste movements and do not anticipate any significant changes in our own provision that would affect the Plan. Unless future monitor

	Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council 
	Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council 
	Thank you for your letter on the Duty to Cooperate. In response to the questions raised: a) We have no further information on waste movements to Redcar and Cleveland beyond the information contained within the Environment Agency's Waste Interrogator. Therefore, although data should be treated with caution, we have nothing to suggest that the data is inaccurate. b) We are unaware of any planning reasons why the future export of waste to the facilities listed in Redcar and Cleveland would be unable to continu


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	c) The movements of waste to Redcar and Cleveland are considered to be of strategic importance, we would therefore welcome further discussion as part of the Plan process. I trust you find these comments helpful and we would welcome further discussions at the appropriate stage. Should you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact me on (01287) 612 348 or at strategic.planning@redcar-cleveland.gov.uk 

	Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council 
	Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council 
	I refer to your letter and table originally submitted November 2014 regarding the above and apologise for the delay in my reply. a) I would consider the information supplied to be accurate and have no additional information to suggest otherwise. b) I have reviewed all of the sites identified within the appendix and I am not aware that there are any planning constraints in terms of restrictive conditions regarding future closure. Or future expected policy restraints. The only comment I would make is as follo

	Stockton on Tees Borough Council 
	Stockton on Tees Borough Council 
	I refer to your enquiry relating to waste movements between the North Yorkshire sub-region and Stockton on Tees and provide answers to your questions as follows: A) I have no alternative information that would suggest that the information provided within the Appendix is inaccurate. B) In relation to question B, I will provide information on the operation of each of the facilities listed as receiving waste in 2013 in return. The Cowpen Bewley Open Windrow Composting Facility was granted planning permission i


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	Conditions were attached to this approval which limited the consent to a period of ten years. It is, therefore, expected that the facility will cease to operate by October 2021, unless a further planning application is submitted and approved. The Terramundo Port Clarence Treatment Facility, operated by Augean, was granted planning permission in 2008 and had a predicted capacity of up to 542,000 tonnes per annum. The facility was granted permission without any time limiting conditions and we are not aware of
	-
	-



	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	centre in 1993 and this was on a permanent basis with no time limiting conditions. We have no information that would indicate that Billingham Treatment Plant is expected to cease operation and are not aware of any planning reasons why movements to the plant cannot continue in the future. The Sims Group WEEE Recycling Facility was granted planning approval on 20/09/2002. This was on a permanent basis with no time limiting conditions and I am not aware of any planning reasons that would prevent the continued 

	Wakefield Council 
	Wakefield Council 

	Calderdale Council 
	Calderdale Council 
	In relation to your Duty to Cooperate letter, QA) I can confirm that I am in agreement with the figures in the Appendix. QB) I am not aware of any planning reasons as to why these movements may not be able to continue in the future. QC) Given the most recent tonnages imported to Calderdale, we do not consider this level of waste to be of strategic importance. 

	Darlington Borough Council 
	Darlington Borough Council 
	Thank you for your consultation under the duty to cooperate. I have looked at the information provided from the waste interrogator and although I cannot comment in any greater detail on the quantities of waste handled (we would access the same interrogator data) I can provide a bit more detail on the planning status of the sites referred to. 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	2011 Albert Hill -no longer operational Hanratty’s -operating lawfully Drinkfield -Assuming this is the site adjacent to the former Council tip. Operating Lawfully. 2012 Shaw Bank -Don’t think this is in our patch it’s Durham [Barnard Castle] Faverdale -operating with planning permission Lingfield Way operating with planning permission Drinkfield see above 2013 Twinsburn -Operating with planning permission [in part] investigations ongoing regarding external storage of waste Shaw Bank-See above Hanratty’s -O

	Derbyshire County Council 
	Derbyshire County Council 
	I refer to the above document that was sent to Derbyshire County Council in October 2014. As Derby City and Derbyshire County Councils are working on a joint waste plan this letter represents a position on behalf of both authorities. The information that you have provided has been taken from the Environment Agency’s Waste Data Interrogator, we would not at this time have any additional information. As part of our own waste plan development we have carried out an extensive assessment of all operational, perm


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	Flintshire County Council 
	Flintshire County Council 
	Thank you for consulting Flintshire County Council on the Duty to Cooperate. I consider the information in your letter to be an accurate record of WEE and Hazardous Waste which has been exported out of North Yorkshire/York/NYNPA joint area to Flintshire. a) Reid Trading handle specialist machinery cleaning wastes and in particular (eg a tank containing fuel oils can be cleaned to accept food products, and the contaminated residues may be taken back from a given site to Reid Trading for appropriate bulking u


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

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

	North East Lincolnshire Council 
	North East Lincolnshire Council 
	Thank you for your letter dated 7th November 2014 regarding waste movements between North Yorkshire and North East Lincolnshire. We consider the data that you have provided to be an accurate representation of that contained in the Environment Agency’s Waste Data Interrogator and Hazardous Waste Data Interrogator. We are not aware of any specific reasons which would mean that these waste movements could not continue. The facilities listed are understood to have permanent planning consents in place. We consid

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

	Walsall Council 
	Walsall Council 

	Nottinghamshire County Council 
	Nottinghamshire County Council 
	Thank you for your letter of 7th November 2014 and request for information concerning the identified waste movements between the North Yorkshire Sub-region and Nottinghamshire for the years 2011 through to 2013. 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	We can confirm that the information provided from the EA non-hazardous interrogator matches our own assessment of the available data but note that there is no site-specific information provided in relation to hazardous waste. To the best of our knowledge all of the sites identified have a current EA permit and are currently active although the Bentinck Tip site was a temporary operation to allow lagoon capping on a former colliery tip site. A temporary five year permission for wider landscaping and restorat

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

	Hull City Council 
	Hull City Council 
	I refer to your letter dated November 7th 2014 on the above. In response to the questions in your letter: a) I consider the information provided to be accurate. b) I am not aware of any planning reasons why the movements identified could not continue. c) Our work has not yet reached a stage where we have identified what would be defined as strategic movements and I would therefore not wish to commit to setting out what is and is not strategic at this time. Notwithstanding 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	this, as both authorities are active members of the Yorkshire and Humber WTAB, there will be ongoing dialogue between our authorities to ensure the Duty to Cooperate is complied with. I trust this information is of use and please contact me if you require any further information. 

	Sunderland City Council 
	Sunderland City Council 

	Newcastle City Council 
	Newcastle City Council 
	In response to your email a) Yes b) No I am not aware of any such reasons. c) No I do not consider the movements of waste referred to as being of strategic importance, nor do they require any further discussions currently. 

	Cheshire West & Chester Council 
	Cheshire West & Chester Council 
	Thank you for your letter of 7 November 2014 relating to the cross boundary movement of waste from North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority to Cheshire West and Chester Council. I have reviewed the data supplied in ‘Appendix – Waste Exported from North Yorkshire Sub-region to Cheshire West & Chester – 2011-2013’ and have the following comments to make. a) Data supplied in the Appendix relating to Waste Data Interrogator and Hazardous Waste Data In

	Stoke-on-Trent City 
	Stoke-on-Trent City 
	In response to your email we would state. 

	Council 
	Council 
	1) We have no reason to dispute the proposed figures. 2) We are unaware of any issues which would negatively impact the continued operation of the sites mentioned in 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	the appendix. However the Joint Waste Core Strategy for Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire does not consider either facility to be ‘strategic’ as such there is no formal protection of each of the sites. 3) The levels of waste are relatively small, and therefore whilst where practical it would be better for the North Yorks plan to find facilities closer to home to deal with waste arising, it is acknowledged that stopping waste crossing borders is challenging and that certain forms of waste are so specialist as

	Newport City Council 
	Newport City Council 
	Apologies for the delay in responding to your email. I’ve had a look at your questions and offer the following response: a) The Council do not monitor non-municipal waste movements, but rely on data from Natural Resources Wales (formerly Environment Agency), and therefore have no basis to question the accuracy of the data. b) I am not aware of any planning reasons why the current situation cannot continue. None of the facilities listed have a temporary planning permission are still operating. In the event o
	Apologies for the delay in responding to your email. I’ve had a look at your questions and offer the following response: a) The Council do not monitor non-municipal waste movements, but rely on data from Natural Resources Wales (formerly Environment Agency), and therefore have no basis to question the accuracy of the data. b) I am not aware of any planning reasons why the current situation cannot continue. None of the facilities listed have a temporary planning permission are still operating. In the event o



	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	monitoring procedures for waste planning applications and capacity availability in each local planning authority in Wales. Further guidance on the monitoring procedures is yet to be published, but once in place these may help provide additional information and clarification on non-municipal waste movements around the country. If you require any additional information, please contact me on the number given below. 

	North Tyneside 
	North Tyneside 
	Thank you for your email of 7th November regarding waste movements from the North Yorkshire sub region to 

	Council 
	Council 
	North Tyneside. I have checked the data from the Environment Agency’s Waste Data Interrogator and Hazardous Waste Data Interrogator and our own understanding of hazardous waste issues in North Tyneside and I have answered your questions below. a) Yes, the information in the appendix is accurate. b) There are no planning reasons why all waste movements in the appendix would be able to continue into the future. c) The waste movements have been assessed against our own thresholds for the amount of waste consid
	-


	Gateshead Council 
	Gateshead Council 
	Further to your letter dated the 7th November I must apologise for missing the deadline for a response to your consultation. The following information is forwarded in response to your consultation: 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

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

	Wolverhampton City Council 
	Wolverhampton City Council 
	Wolverhampton adopted the Black Country Core Strategy (BCCS) along with Dudley Sandwell and Walsall Councils in February 2011. The BCCS contains a number of waste policies for the Black Country. The Black Country authorities are planning to achieve “net self-sufficiency” through the targets in the BCCS, and we expect other waste planning authorities will plan to do the same. However it is accepted that commercial realities will influence the ability to achieve this. In response to the specific questions: a)

	Joint Merseyside 
	Joint Merseyside 
	1. I am responding to your letters sent 7th November 2014 to Knowsley, Liverpool and Sefton Councils regarding 

	Authorities 
	Authorities 
	Duty to Cooperate, hazardous waste movements and the North Yorkshire County Council, the City of York 

	(on behalf of 
	(on behalf of 
	Council and the North York Moors National Park Authority are producing a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 

	Knowsley Council, 
	Knowsley Council, 
	(MWJP). 

	Sefton Council and 
	Sefton Council and 

	Liverpool City 
	Liverpool City 
	2. Knowsley, Liverpool and Sefton alongside Halton, St.Helens and Wirral Councils adopted the Joint Merseyside 

	Council) 
	Council) 
	and Halton Waste Local Plan (WLP) on 18th July 2013. For more information visit the WLP page: http://www.meas.org.uk/1093 

	TR
	3. Merseyside Environmental Advisory Service coordinated preparation of the WLP and provide waste planning 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	advice to the Merseyside and Halton Councils, so we have been asked to prepare a joint response to your Duty to Cooperate request. 4. With regard to your 3 questions (a to c) posed in your letters, our response set out below, is informed by the WLP and its evidence base, Environment Agency (EA) Waste Data Interrogators (WDI) and Hazardous Waste Data Interrogators (HWDI), and Environmental Permitting Regulations – Waste Sites 2014 as well as local knowledge of the waste management sector. a) Yes. The informa

	Suffolk County Council 
	Suffolk County Council 
	Thank you for your letter of 7th November 2014 seeking comment on the movement of wastes from your region into Suffolk. In respect of the questions raised in your letter and listed (a) – (c) I would respond as follows: (a) I would confirm that a similar figure of some 316 tonnes of hazardous waste imported into Suffolk has been identified off the 2013 Waste Data Interrogator. I have no other contradictory evidence to suggest alternative 


	Council 
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	TR
	figures. (b) A breakdown of the tonnage shows it as being oil and oil water mixtures and solvents. The destination of the material was Holywell waste oil facility, operated by Eco –Oil Ltd a facility that has been in existence for a number of years. The facility operates under a planning permission administered by Ipswich Borough Council and is located within the confines of Ipswich Docks. The location has a number of industrial uses falling under the definition of port operational activities. The Waste Pla


	Artifact
	Council 
	Council 
	Response received 

	I am writing to you in response to the letter you recently sent regarding waste movements to Salford City Council and representing 
	AGMA Response 
	Bury Metropolitan Borough Council, two of the ten Greater Manchester Authorities. You may be aware that in April 2012 the Greater Manchester Authorities adopted the Greater Manchester Joint Waste Development Plan Document. 
	Bury Council and 
	This document was prepared by the Minerals and Waste Planning Unit on behalf of AGMA and we represent the 
	Salford City Council 
	authorities on minerals and waste planning issues, as such I am preparing this response on their behalf. Please visit for access to the Greater Manchester Waste Plan. 
	www.gmwastedpd.co.uk 

	Artifact
	I have responded to your inquiry below as a whole response from AGMA, not as individual WPAs, in line with how waste is planned for across Greater Manchester. In regards to specific questions in the letter sent, I have answered these below. 
	(a) 
	(a) 
	(a) 
	I can confirm that the data you sent is correct for waste movements in 2013 to Salford City Council and Bury Metropolitan Borough Council. 

	(b) 
	(b) 
	Similar movement occurred in previous years as shown in your working. As these movements are likely to be of a commercial nature, they occur outside of the control of the Waste planning Authority. As such we have no specific concerns with them continuing and have no information from operators of facilities which treat such waste to indicate these operations are likely to cease over the period of the Greater Manchester Waste Plan. It is likely that the majority of waste sent to Bury is going to Pilsworth Lan

	(c) 
	(c) 
	With regard to whether we feel the movements are strategic, AGMA have recently agreed to adopt thresholds of 100tpa for Hazardous waste and 1000tps for non hazardous waste. We would therefore consider any movements above these levels strategic and would wish to continue to engage with you on these matters. 


	I hope our comments are of use to you and if you wish to discuss these further, please contact Carolyn Williams, Group Leader Minerals and Waste on 0161 604 7746, or email . 
	carolyn.williams@urbanvision.org.uk 

	Artifact
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 95 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 
	Appendix 2 -minerals 
	2a) March 2013 example letter to MPAs who export aggregate to North Yorkshire 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	2b) Summary of responses to March 2013 correspondence 
	MPA 
	MPA 
	MPA 
	DtC Response March 2013 

	Cumbria County 
	Cumbria County 
	There is uncertainty whether Cumbria will be able to maintain the 

	Council 
	Council 
	same high level of production for land won aggregates in the medium 

	TR
	to long term. 

	TR
	Cumbria produces very high skid resistance roadstone, which is 

	TR
	regarded as being of national importance, and high skid resistance 

	TR
	roadstone which are of sub-regional importance. 

	TR
	The landbank for sand and gravel does not cover the whole plan 

	TR
	period, but a preferred area and areas of search have been identified. 

	TR
	The crushed rock landbank extends past the end of the plan period. 

	TR
	The landbank for high specification roadstone runs up to the end of 

	TR
	the plan period, so additional planning permissions would be needed. 

	TR
	It is unlikely that supply capabilities will be increased. 

	TR
	There are no additional pressures on the high PSV quarries as YDNP 

	TR
	still has adequate supplies. 

	Derbyshire 
	Derbyshire 
	Derbyshire expects to be able to maintain supply of crushed rock at 

	County Council 
	County Council 
	the volumes needed to maintain current supply patterns. The 

	TR
	movements of aggregate between Derbyshire and NY sub-region are 

	TR
	relatively small. 

	Durham Council 
	Durham Council 
	Working towards Publication stage of County Durham Local Plan 

	TR
	which will take into account the North East Joint LAA. 

	TR
	The LAA concludes that crushed rock supply will be maintained up to 

	TR
	2030, there is a landbank of 45 years. 

	TR
	The existing permitted reserves of Carboniferous limestone will 

	TR
	become exhausted before 2030 so County Durham are seeking to 

	TR
	make extra provision to maintain supply. There are adequate reserves 

	TR
	of Magnesian limestone. 

	TR
	The sand and gravel landbank is healthy with a landbank of 17 years at end 2011. Further permitted reserves are becoming available and the supply of sand and gravel will not be constrained up to 2030 if the sales levels remain the same, but further provision may be required towards the end of the plan period. Tees Valley is reliant on imports from surrounding MPAs, they have a permitted reserve of crushed rock and should be encouraged to extract it to reduce pressure on supply from surrounding areas. 

	East Riding 
	East Riding 
	The supply of land won sand and gravel is not likely to be constrained 

	Council 
	Council 
	in the future. East Riding has safeguarded some mineral resources. There is no expectation of further development of sand and gravel resources. 

	South Tyneside 
	South Tyneside 
	A site at Jarrow for landing marine aggregate is allocated in an 

	MB Council 
	MB Council 
	adopted Area Action Plan. It is not considered likely that its continued use to land and distribute marine aggregates will be constrained. There are no known proposals at this stage for further development of marine aggregates infrastructure. 

	Stockton on Tees 
	Stockton on Tees 
	The wharf used for landing marine aggregate is safeguarded by the 

	Borough Council 
	Borough Council 
	adopted Tees Valley Minerals and Waste Development Plan Documents. It is not expected that there will be any future constraints on the landing of marine aggregates within the Borough. 

	Wakefield MD Council 
	Wakefield MD Council 
	Wakefield has adopted a LDF. The current crushed rock supply position is not expected to change significantly over the LDF plan period. Darrington Quarry is the largest in West Yorkshire and WMDC would support NYCC safeguarding the plant in the NYCC area. It provides a significant supply into the NY sub-region. Wakefield has safeguarded limestone resources in the LDF. The quality, viability and accessibility of resources within the Permian limestone belt may become constrained. It is unlikely that any furth


	2c) MPAs contacted in November 2013 
	Bradford Metropolitan District Council Cumbria County Council Durham County Council Derbyshire County Council Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council East Riding of Yorkshire Council Leeds City Council Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council (on behalf of Tees Valley MPAs) Norfolk County Council South Tyneside Council Stockton on Tees Borough Council Wakefield Council 
	2d) Example letter to MPAs November 2013 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	P
	Figure

	2e) Summary of responses to MPA correspondence November 2013 
	MPA 
	MPA 
	MPA 
	DtC Response December 2013 

	Cumbria 
	Cumbria 
	LAA shows that Cumbria has landbanks in excess of the minimums 

	County 
	County 
	required by Government, 35years for crushed rock, 15.3 years for sand 

	Council 
	Council 
	and gravel, 20.2 years for high PSV. 

	TR
	It is incorrect to assume that ‘Cumbria is unlikely to be able to export as 

	TR
	much aggregate beyond the mid 2020s. Cumbria County Council and the 

	TR
	Lake District National Park Authority are not actively seeking to supress 

	TR
	aggregates provision, now or in the future. 

	TR
	Maintenance of supply will depend on the grant of further permissions and 

	TR
	we consider that this will be market led. 

	TR
	The importation of sand and gravel from North Yorkshire is believed to be 

	TR
	relatively low. 

	TR
	There are currently no major infrastructure projects which may significantly 

	TR
	impact on the demand for aggregates from Cumbria. 

	Bradford 
	Bradford 
	Bradford agree with the assumptions made by North Yorkshire. At present 

	Council 
	Council 
	there are no major infrastructure projects in the Bradford District which may 

	TR
	impact on demand for sand and gravel and crushed rock in the immediate 

	TR
	future. However, the Bradford District Local Plan Core Strategy will be 

	TR
	allocating land for housing, employment and associated infrastructure 

	TR
	which will result in an increased aggregate demand in the long term. 

	Derbyshire 
	Derbyshire 
	No response at this stage 

	County 
	County 

	Council 
	Council 

	Doncaster 
	Doncaster 
	Doncaster agree that the potential to maintain crushed rock supply is good 

	Council 
	Council 
	but the supply of high quality sand and gravel from South Yorkshire is 

	TR
	becoming more constrained and is also constrained in North 

	TR
	Nottinghamshire, which is a significant source of exports to South 

	TR
	Yorkshire. This suggests that there is likely to be an ongoing need for the 

	TR
	export of aggregate from North Yorkshire to South Yorkshire to continue. 

	TR
	There may be potential increased crushed rock export from elsewhere in 

	TR
	the East Midlands to help maintain supply in South Yorkshire. If this occurs 

	TR
	there is unlikely to be any significant increase in demand on North 

	TR
	Yorkshire sources of crushed rock. High grade crushed rock may also be sourced from North Yorkshire as it is unavailable from other sources. It is assumed that a proportion of exports from North Yorkshire to the South Yorkshire sub-region are to Doncaster. There are several major infrastructure projects listed by Doncaster which may have an impact on aggregates requirements. 

	Durham County Council 
	Durham County Council 
	Durham provided a detailed response in April 2013. Since this response the County Durham Plan Pre-Submission Draft has been subject to public consultation between October and December 2013. Durham suggest the following assumptions apply, based on the Pre Submission Draft Version of the County Durham Plan: -With regard to crushed rock and sand and gravel, over the 19 year period 1st January 2012 to 31st December 2030, as set out in the Plan, there are more than sufficient permitted reserves within County Dur

	East Riding Council 
	East Riding Council 
	No response at this stage 

	Leeds City Council 
	Leeds City Council 
	Leeds agree with the following assumptions: -Local supply capacity from within Leeds or West Yorkshire is unlikely to increase significantly in the foreseeable future. -There will be ongoing reliance on supply of landwon aggregate from areas such as North Yorkshire in the foreseeable future, although imports of marine dredged aggregate may be able to offset some of the supply in the longer term. -If HS2 goes ahead it may sterilise mineral resources in Leeds and Wakefield. -The West Yorkshire sub-region impo

	Norfolk Council 
	Norfolk Council 
	The Leziate processing works is a safeguarded site within the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Development Framework 2010-2026. This is the processing plant and railhead for the Sibelco UK Ltd silica sand operation in Norfolk. The sand is extracted from satellite workings and transported to the processing works, after processing the majority of the sand is transported via rail from the integrated rail head at the processing plant. The Leziate works is the sole silica sand operation in Norfolk and the adopted Core

	TR
	annum, all indications are that this production is being achieved. As part of the Minerals Site Specific process a number of sites for silica sand extraction were proposed, however some sites were either withdrawn or unallocated, therefore only one site was allocated in the pre-submission publication. This site will provide an additional 3 million tonnes of silica sand resulting in a shortfall towards the end of the plan period. Following the Examination in Public the published Inspectors report recommended

	Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council (Tees Valley) 
	Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council (Tees Valley) 
	No additional data on the movements or consumption of aggregate in the Tees Valley area is currently available. In the absence of additional viable sites within the Tees Valley, and given the market driven nature of sale movements, it is expected that the level of imports of both aggregates into Tees Valley will need to remain similar to recent levels. There is potential for an increased contribution of marine dredged aggregate (sand and gravel) into the region, including from Tees Valley, which could help 

	South Tyneside Council 
	South Tyneside Council 
	The assumptions set out in response to the Local Aggregates Assessment are correct and are expected to remain valid. 

	Stockton 
	Stockton 
	The information provided by Stockton in April 2013 is still considered to be 

	Council 
	Council 
	correct. We have no further information to suggest that the assumptions relating to the landing of marine aggregates and the supply of marine dredged aggregate from the Tees Valley area don’t remain valid. 

	Wakefield 
	Wakefield 
	Previous assumptions given in relation to the continuing operation of the 

	Council 
	Council 
	Darrington Quarry is on the basis of the best information available at the time, and based on the timescale and reserves permitted at DQ. However, variables on the quality of the formation within the quarry and commercial viability cannot be guaranteed, and this could affect the quality of the consented reserves worked at the site. There are no other large scale dolomitic limestone opportunities readily identifiable once the DQ reserve is worked. There may however be opportunities for small areas of Magnesi

	TR
	a number of safeguarded sites and consented reserves not currently worked. There are several infrastructure schemes which may have an impact on demand for aggregates. There are a number of residential sites allocated throughout the district in the Council’s LDF which are likely to be brought forward within the plan period to 2026. 


	2f) MPAs contacted in May 2014 
	Cumbria County Council Durham County Council Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council East Riding of Yorkshire Council Hartlepool Borough Council Kirklees Council Leeds City Council Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council (on behalf of Tees Valley authorities) Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council Stockton on Tees Borough Council Wakefield Council Yorkshire Dales National Park 
	2g) Example letter to MPAs May 2014 
	Artifact
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	2h) Correspondence with Norfolk County Council (letter from Norfolk County Council 27 November 2013) 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	2i) Letter to adjacent MPAs on building stone June 2014 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	2j) Letter to building stone industry June 2014 
	2j) Letter to building stone industry June 2014 
	2k) Letter to district council conservation officers on building stone June 2014 

	Artifact
	Artifact
	2l Email to adjacent Mineral Planning Authorities on cross boundary minerals safeguarding August 2014 
	Dear Sir/Madam, 
	North Yorkshire County Council, City of York Council and the North York Moors National Park are working together to produce a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. As a whole the Joint Plan area contains large areas of mineral resources which are proposed to be safeguarded. 
	As part of the evidence base for the Joint Plan and in order to ensure that any significant cross boundary implications are considered, a Cross Boundary Safeguarding document has been produced. This is intended to help identify mineral resources which are safeguarded (or proposed to be safeguarded) near to or up to the boundary of the Joint Plan area, both within the Joint Plan area and in adjoining authority areas and to help ensure consistency of approach where necessary. 
	Before the document is published on our website we would like to seek your views on it, as an adjacent authority with safeguarded or draft safeguarded areas in close proximity to the Joint Plan area. In particular we would appreciate it if you could: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Review the information relating to your authority area. 

	2. 
	2. 
	Provide an update to the information if there have been any changes or progression in terms of minerals safeguarding in your authority area. 

	3. 
	3. 
	Identify and provide views on any important cross boundary safeguarding issues 


	which you feel would benefit from further discussion. Please can you provide a response by 12September 2014 to . 
	th 
	mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk
	mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk


	Regards 
	To be circulated to 
	Redcar and Cleveland Middlesbrough Stockton Darlington Durham CC Lancashire CC Bradford MDC Leeds CC Wakefield Council Doncaster MBC East Riding Council YDNPA York and NYMNPA for info. 
	2m Email to adjacent MPAs seeking views on updated cross boundary minerals safeguarding paper December 2014 
	Artifact
	2n Agenda for North Yorkshire Development Plans Forum May 2015 
	Artifact
	2o Minutes for Yorkshire and Humber Aggregate Working Party meetings, July 2013, February 2014 and October 2014. 
	July 2013 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	February 2014 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	October 2014 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	2p Memorandum of Understanding between Yorkshire and Humber Waste Planning Authorities regarding cooperation on waste planning. 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	2q Agendas and list of attendees of Yorkshire and Humber Waste Planning Officers Group, April 2014, November 2014 and March 2015 
	April 2014 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	November 2014 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	March 2015 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	June 2015 
	Artifact
	Artifact
	2r Agenda and attendees of Tees Valley Duty to Cooperate Group, May 2013, September 2013, May 2014, September 2014, January 2015 and July 2015 
	May 2013 
	Artifact
	September 2013 
	September 2013 
	May 2014 
	September 2014 
	January 2015 
	July 2015 

	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	Artifact
	2s Sample email to Local Nature Partnerships September 2014 
	Artifact
	2t Invitees and attendees for site panels held in February and March 2015 Invitees for site panels 
	Ian Smith 
	Ian Smith 
	Ian Smith 
	Heritage England 

	John King 
	John King 
	Natural England 

	Merlin Ash 
	Merlin Ash 
	Natural England 

	Sally Parker 
	Sally Parker 
	Environment Agency 

	Sara Robin 
	Sara Robin 
	Local Nature Partnership 

	Dr Tim Thom 
	Dr Tim Thom 
	Local Nature Partnership 

	Caroline Skelly 
	Caroline Skelly 
	North York Moors National Park 

	Alison Cooke 
	Alison Cooke 
	City of York Council 

	Rebecca Harrison 
	Rebecca Harrison 
	City of York Council 

	Stephen Brown 
	Stephen Brown 
	Craven District Council 

	John Hiles 
	John Hiles 
	Richmondshire District Council 

	Paula Craddock 
	Paula Craddock 
	Ryedale District Council 

	Pate Harrap 
	Pate Harrap 
	Scarborough Borough Council 

	Steve Wilson 
	Steve Wilson 
	Scarborough Borough Council 

	Andrew McMillian 
	Andrew McMillian 
	Selby District Council 


	Simon Hartley 
	Simon Hartley 
	Simon Hartley 
	Harrogate Borough Council 

	Julia Casterton 
	Julia Casterton 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Ruth Benson 
	Ruth Benson 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Rachel Pillar 
	Rachel Pillar 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Clare Dance 
	Clare Dance 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Colin Holm 
	Colin Holm 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Ian Burgess 
	Ian Burgess 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	David Cole 
	David Cole 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Rob Smith 
	Rob Smith 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Stuart Edwards 
	Stuart Edwards 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Mark Young 
	Mark Young 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Gail Falkingham 
	Gail Falkingham 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Lucie Hawking 
	Lucie Hawking 
	North Yorkshire County Council 

	Tim Frennaux 
	Tim Frennaux 
	North Yorkshire Partnership Unit 


	Attendees at site panels 
	Ian Smith Heritage England John King Natural England Merlin Ash Natural England Sally Parker Environment Agency Sara Robin Local Nature Partnership Dr Tim Thom Local Nature Partnership Caroline Skelly North York Moors National Park Alison Cooke City of York Council Rebecca Harrison City of York Council Anthony Dean City of York Council John Hiles Richmondshire District Council Jill Thompson Ryedale District Council David Hand Scarborough Borough Council Tom Ridley Selby District Council Wendy Wright Harroga
	Contact us 
	Minerals and Waste Joint Plan Team Planning Services, North Yorkshire County Council, County Hall, Northallerton, North Yorkshire, DL7 8AH 
	Tel: 01609 780780  Email: mwjointplan@northyorks.gov.uk 







